haringey justice for palestinians
HJFP Briefing 18
“Palestine is the barometer of Western integrity”

Don’t call me a Palestinian of the Palestinian Territories because it is called Palestine.
Don’t give me a fraction of my homeland and call it a solution.
Don’t give me oppression and call it peace.
Don’t give me a Bantustan and call it a home.
Don’t give me a prison and call it freedom.
Don’t draw the borders of my existence according to your whims and interests and call it a state.
My Palestine is the home that is mine since the dawn of history till the end of history.

Racism & Apartheid
You will be aware of the accusations of anti-Semitism directed at Jeremy Corbyn and the Labour Party following the latter’s
recent adoption of a revised version of the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) definition of anti-Semitism.

What is IHRA?
The IHRA is an intergovernmental body whose stated purpose is “to place political and social leaders’ support behind the need
for Holocaust education, remembrance and research both nationally and internationally”. On 26 May 2016 the IHRA made a
decision (“the IHRA Decision”) to adopt what it described as a “non-legally binding working definition of anti-Semitism” in the
following terms (Definition):
“Anti-Semitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and
physical manifestations of anti-semitism are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property,
toward Jewish community institutions and religious facilities.”
To guide IHRA in its work, the following examples were given as illustrations (Guidelines):
Manifestations might include the targeting of the state of Israel, conceived as a Jewish collectivity. However, criticism of Israel
similar to that levelled against any other country cannot be regarded as anti-Semitic. Anti-Semitism frequently charges
Jews with conspiring to harm humanity, and it is often used to blame Jews for “why things go wrong.” It is expressed in speech,
writing, visual forms and action, and employs sinister stereotypes and negative character traits. Contemporary examples of antiSemitism in public life, the media, schools, the workplace, and in the religious sphere could, taking into account the overall con text, include, but are not limited to:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Calling for, aiding, or justifying the killing or harming of Jews in the name of a radical ideology or an extremist view of
religion.
Making mendacious, dehumanizing, demonizing, or stereotypical allegations about Jews as such or the power of
Jews as collective — such as, especially but not exclusively, the myth about a world Jewish conspiracy or of Jews
controlling the media, economy, government or other societal institutions.
Accusing Jews as a people of being responsible for real or imagined wrongdoing committed by a single Jewish per son or group, or even for acts committed by non-Jews.
Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms (e.g. gas chambers) or intentionality of the genocide of the Jewish people at the
hands of National Socialist Germany and its supporters and accomplices during World War II (the Holocaust).
Accusing the Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of inventing or exaggerating the Holocaust.
Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or to the alleged priorities of Jews worldwide, than to the interests of their own nations.
Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination, e.g., by claiming that the existence of a State of Israel is a
racist endeavour.
Applying double standards by requiring of it behaviour not expected or demanded of any other democratic nation.
Using the symbols and images associated with classic anti-Semitism (e.g., claims of Jews killing Jesus or blood libel)
to characterize Israel or Israelis.
Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis.
Holding Jews collectively responsible for actions of the State of Israel.
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Anti-Semitic acts are criminal when they are so defined by law (for example, denial of the Holocaust or distribution of antiSemitic materials in some countries). Criminal acts are anti-Semitic when the targets of attacks, whether they are people or
property – such as buildings, schools, places of worship and cemeteries – are selected because they are, or are perceived to
be, Jewish or linked to Jews. Anti-Semitic discrimination is the denial to Jews of opportunities or services available to others
and is illegal in many countries.
In 2016, the House of Commons Home Affairs Select Committee (“the Select Committee”) conducted an investigation into “AntiSemitism in the UK”. In its Report, published in October 2016, it considered definitions of anti-Semitism and concluded that:
“We broadly accept the IHRA definition, but propose two additional clarifications to ensure that freedom of speech is maintained
in the context of discourse about Israel and Palestine, without allowing anti-Semitism to permeate any debate. The definition
should include the following statements:
o
o

It is not anti-Semitic to criticise the Government of Israel, without additional evidence to suggest
anti-Semitic intent.
It is not anti-Semitic to hold the Israeli Government to the same standards as other liberal democracies, or to take a particular interest in the Israeli Government’s policies or actions, without additional evidence to suggest anti-Semitic intent.

The Select Committee went on to recommend that the IHRA Definition - with its “additional caveats” - be “formally adopted by
the UK Government, law enforcement agencies and all political parties, to assist them in determining whether or not an incident
or discourse can be regarded as anti-Semitic”.
The UK Government announced on 11th December 2016 that it intended to sign up to the IHRA definition on anti-Semitism. On
24th July 2017, Haringey Council also signed up to the same version.

Support for the Definition by the Labour Party
The Labour Party has signed up to the Definition (and caveats), as confirmed by Iain McNicol, General Secretary of the Labour
Party (28 June 2017):
“Jeremy Corbyn led the Labour Party’s support of the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance’s working definition of antiSemitism.
The IHRA working definition reads: “Anti-Semitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred toward
Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of anti-Semitism are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their
property, toward Jewish community institutions and religious facilities.”
Following Jeremy’s formal request that the NEC adopts this working definition of anti-Semitism without delay, the NEC did so on
12 December 2016.”
Following the Haringey Council vote it became clear that many Haringey Labour Councillors were NOT aware that the Labour
Party had signed up to only the Definition; they thought that the Party was committed to both Definition and Guidelines.
Presumably, the then Leader of the Council knew (or certainly should have known) about this, and should have informed her
Labour colleagues accordingly.

Actions to oppose adoption of the IHRA definition
Concerned that the IHRA definition would be used to stifle criticism of Israel, rather that genuinely fight anti-Semitism, four
groups, Jews for Justice for Palestinians, Free Speech On Israel, Independent Jewish Voices, and Palestine Solidarity
Campaign together obtained a legal opinion on the definition from Hugh Tomlinson QC and extracts from this are quoted below.
You will see that the definition has no legal standing and action taken against someone which relies on this could in fact be
construed as breaching the Human Rights Act 1998, Article 10. All public authorities have a statutory duty to respect and ensure
the right to freedom of expression and assembly under this act; universities, colleges and polytechnics must, additionally, take
all reasonably practicable steps to ensure 'freedom of speech within the law is secured for members, students and
employees… and visiting speakers'. (Education Act 1986 S.43).
It is unfortunate that this definition has been used to justify the withdrawal of facilities from organisations wishing to draw
attention to human rights abuses in the Palestinian occupied territories and, through ignorance, prevents people from raising
legitimate concerns about the treatment of Palestinians by the Israeli government. Any fair-minded person will be horrified that
this is happening and I hope you will stand with us in condemning this attack on free speech.
Anti-Semitism in all forms is appalling and we pledge our support in fighting it. The IHRA definition confuses the issue and
ultimately undermines the fight against anti-Semitism by conflating it with legitimate criticism of the State of Israel . You
will see that the relatively clear statement that anti-Semitism can be defined as an expression of hatred towards Jews is then
contradicted and obscured in the definition by a series of examples, 7 of which relate to Israel.
This definition is neither fair to Palestinians nor is helpful in the fight against anti-Semitism and we therefore hope you will join
with us in opposing its introduction. We provide extracts below from the legal opinion but the full document can be found at
http://freespeechonisrael.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/TomlinsonGuidanceIHRA.pdf
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Why turning to Jewish exceptionalism to fight anti-Semitism is a failing
project

The furore over the new Labour NEC Code of Conduct on Anti-Semitism.
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When the Labour Party released the text of the National Executive Committee’s new code of conduct on anti-Semitism on 5
July, did general secretary Jennie Formby expect the barrage of outrage, vilification and accusations of bad faith and betrayal
that greeted it? The new code seeks to implement the June 2016 Chakrabarti Report’s recommendations, fulfil commitments
made by Jeremy Corbyn to speed up disciplinary procedures after meeting representatives of Jewish establishment
organizations back in April this year, to deal more robustly and efficiently with alleged expressions of anti-Semitism by party
members and ‘to produce a practical code of conduct that a political party can apply in disciplinary cases’.
It’s hard to believe, after the battering Labour has experienced over the issue of anti-Semitism in the party since Jeremy Corbyn
was elected leader and the fact nothing the party has done has succeeded in fully placating its critics, that officials expected
anything approximating universal approbation. But the new code had barely seen the light of day before it was being
condemned in the harshest terms by all and sundry, and representatives of the Jewish Labour Movement (JLM), the official
Jewish affiliate to the party, were complaining that they had been misled by the NEC and were never properly consulted over the
new code.
In some ways it was of little consequence whether or not there was anything in the slightest controversial in the new text. There
is no shortage of politicians, media commentators, Jewish organizations and anti-anti-Semitism groups permanently primed to
respond to each and every moment of anti-Semitism ‘news’ relating to the Labour Party. And on this occasion they launched
predictable partisan salvoes at Formby and the NEC. Keith Kahn Harris sees it as one more chapter in the ongoing ‘Labour antiSemitism saga’, but ‘saga’ hardly comes close. This is a war. A bitter, dirty war of attrition over what anti-Semitism is today. It
began thirty odd years ago and the Labour story is but one part of it. A war with no end in sight.
Context is everything
This is not a counsel of despair and should not be used as an excuse for remaining silent. It is true that, on both sides, so many
minds are closed on the issue of Labour and anti-Semitism, the odds are stacked against changing anyone’s views.
Nonetheless, some things need to be said so that where there has been mendacity, wilful distortion, political grandstanding and
sheer inexcusable ignorance the record is at least set straight. In this article, my main aim is to address the two assertions
fundamental to the arguments of those attempting to trash the NEC’s new code:
First, that the NEC rejected the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) working definition of anti-Semitism, and
Second, that the NEC code contravenes the Macpherson principle giving Jews the exclusive right to determine for themselves
what anti-Semitism is.
I do not undertake a critique of the IHRA’s definition, though readers should be aware that I believe it to be a deeply flawed
document. (For two excellent analyses click here and here).
Putting the record straight on the two assertions is quite straightforward. In both cases the evidence is easy to marshal. But
while it seems entirely appropriate to set out the facts about the new code’s alleged rejection of the IHRA definition in as neutral
a way as possible, the reverence in which it seems to be held, as if it were the holiest of holies, untouchable and possessing
almost magical powers, has to be explained. Actually, its origins are highly controversial and the way it was adopted by the
IHRA should make its vociferous promoters think long and hard about the wisdom of backing it with such blind faith.
I briefly supply this explanation after setting the record straight on the two assertions. Apologies in advance if it seems to be a
diversion from the main aims of this piece, but in my view this is crucial context, and I have always maintained, during thirty
years of writing about contemporary anti-Semitism, that with this subject, context is everything. I conclude by discussing why
those who claim to have the best interests of the Jewish population at heart – principally the leaders of major Jewish
organizations – are so obsessively attacking the Labour left as the Jewish community’s most dangerous foe. And also why, by
investing so heavily in this flawed definition, they have chosen a path of defensive, go-it-alone exceptionalism as the way of
managing heightened fears of anti-Semitism, rather than pursuing open-hearted collaboration with other minority groups to fight
the resurgent racism that blights society.
First assertion: ‘The NEC has rejected the IHRA’s working definition of anti-Semitism’
On 5 July, the Board of Deputies (BoD) and the Jewish Leadership Council (JLC) reacted to the NEC’s new code by issuing a
statement headed: ‘Labour’s refusal to adopt anti-Semitism definition in full’. Later that day, the Guardian’s Jonathan Freedland
tweeted: ‘So Labour have rejected a definition of anti-Semitism accepted by UK, Scottish and Welsh govts, 124 local authorities,
gov’ts around the world and most Jews. It seems Labour found that definition too stringent – it prohibited anti-Jewish expression
that Labour wants to allow.’ Labour MPs Chuka Umunna, Liz Kendall, Anna Turley, Stephen Kinnock, Luciana Berger, Kier
Starmer and John Mann, among others, endorsed these allegations and criticisms. In Sunday’s Observer, Nick Cohen added
his voice: ‘Labour has taken upon itself to reject the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance’s definition of antiSemitism.’ And on 10 July, in his Guardian piece, Kahn Harris writes: ‘the code does not fully adopt the International Holocaust
Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) definition of antisemitism’. The following day Mark Gardner, communications director of the CST,
in a piece which first appeared in the JC and was then published on the CST’s news blog, wrote: ‘I am not surprised that Labour
has now publicly rejected the definition, but the brazen chutzpah with which they have done it is still remarkable.’
Not one of these assertions of rejection is accurate. On whether the NEC code rejects the IHRA’s working definition, the
code could not be clearer. Clause (or paragraph) 5 unequivocally states:
To assist in understanding what constitutes anti-Semitism, the NEC has endorsed the definition produced by the International
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) in 2016. Moreover, it reproduces the 38-word text of the definition in full:
This reads: “Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and
physical manifestations of antisemitism are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward
Jewish community institutions and religious facilities.”
You will note from the quotes in my paragraph above, however, that some critics speak of ‘Labour’s refusal to adopt antiSemitism definition in full’ or that ‘the code does not fully adopt’ (emphasis added) the IHRA definition. So given that the code
endorses the 38-word definition in full, what can it then mean to claim that the NEC does not adopt the definition in full?
The answer lies in the fact that in the IHRA’s published working definition document, the 38-word definition above is
accompanied by additional text running to 468 words. This text is prefaced by the following sentence:
To guide IHRA in its work, the following examples may serve as illustrations:
After which comes this paragraph:
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Manifestations might include the targeting of the state of Israel, conceived as a Jewish collectivity. However, criticism of Israel
similar to that levelled against any other country cannot be regarded as anti-Semitic. Anti-Semitism frequently charges Jews
with conspiring to harm humanity, and it is often used to blame Jews for ‘why things go wrong.’ It is expressed in speech,
writing, visual forms and action, and employs sinister stereotypes and negative character traits.
There then follows another prefacing sentence:
Contemporary examples of anti-Semitism in public life, the media, schools, the workplace, and in the religious sphere could,
taking into account the overall context, include, but are not limited to . . .
which is followed by 11 such examples.
So the critics who claim that the definition in full has not been adopted are referring to the additional text, principally
the 11 examples, 7 of which relate to Israel and/or Zionism. And while the NEC code is content with 9 of them, it comments
and suggests amendments to some of the others and only omits the one that relates to claims about the state of Israel being a
racist endeavour. (As Jon Lansman points out, this is a subset of an example, not a standalone one.) Is it therefore true to say
that the IHRA working definition has not been fully adopted?
Is it therefore true to say that the IHRA working definition has not been fully adopted? The vast majority of people who
would read this document and all the comment surrounding it are not in a position to divine any hidden motivations of those who
devised and drafted it. So we have to begin by taking the entire document at face value. And it could not be clearer as to what
is and what is not part of the definition. Gardner claim that ‘the definition is a single document, but Labour treats it as having two
parts.’ But the definition, in bold type, is enclosed in a box headed ‘non-legally binding working definition of anti-Semitism’ and is
wrapped in quote marks.
Where the language of the definition is definitive – it could hardly qualify as a definition if it wasn’t –the language of the
additional text providing examples is more circumspect, more conditional, using phrases such as: ‘might include’, ‘could include’,
‘taking into account the overall context’, ‘not limited to’. In other words the manifestations or examples of anti-Semitism given
may or may not qualify as anti-Semitic, and they do not constitute an exclusive list. There may be more, perhaps many more,
categories. These are very important caveats, but they are hardly the stuff of a definition.
We have to assume that had the IHRA wanted the examples to be formally part of the definition, surely they would have said so.
There is little doubt that the IHRA wanted the examples given to be seen as anti-Semitic, but they seem to have been canny
enough to understand that statements, the meaning of which depend on the ‘overall context’ in which they appear, can hardly be
part of a definition that seeks to be definitive. So the document containing the working definition is a single entity, but it is
unequivocally separated into two parts: definition and supporting, conditional examples.
Second assertion: ‘Labour’s decision means a break from the Macpherson standard, which held that a minority was
best placed to define prejudice against it’—Freedland tweet 5 July
The second ‘killer’ assertion about the NEC code is also based on an accusation of Labour’s alleged rejectionism: this time its
denying of the validity of a supposedly standard understanding of who has the last word in determining the nature of prejudice
against any minority group. What critics claim is that the NEC has rejected the alleged universally accepted Macpherson
definition of racism, the notion of the absolute right of a minority to define for itself what constitutes prejudice against it. ‘It is for
Jews to determine for themselves what anti-Semitism is’, stated BoD president Marie van der Zyl and JLC chair Jonathan
Goldstein on 5 July. But critics go further. In Nick Cohen’s words, it’s ‘the party’s decision to make Jews the only ethnic minority
Labour denies the right to define the racism they face’
In a letter sent to Jennie Formby on 10 July, the professional heads of the Community Security Trust (CST), the BoD and the
JLC state: ‘It is for the Jewish community to decide what does and what does not constitute racism towards us, just as any other
groups has the right to do.’ ‘This attempt at defining prejudice on behalf of the Jewish community in the face of our clear advice
constitutes a significant departure from established anti-racist [principles] that will worry all minorities’.
This apparent iron rule, as Freedland indicates in his tweet, is derived from the report of the Inquiry into the conduct of the police
in investigating the killing of the black teenager Stephen Lawrence, conducted under the chairmanship of Sir William
Macpherson and published on 24 February 1999. It is claimed that the Macpherson report produced a definition of racism that
conferred the right on any minority to be the sole arbiters of what constitutes the racism they experience. Thus, it’s for Jews
alone to define what is antisemitism.
The problem with this claim is that Macpherson produced no such definition. And yet it continues to be made indignantly and
insistently by Jewish groups no matter how often it is clearly proven to be a misreading of the 1999 report. And even as I write,
there is news that the Jewish Labour Movement is presenting to the party on 17 July legal advice claiming that Labour may
have breached the equalities act by ignoring the so-called Macpherson principle in its new NEC code of conduct on antiSemitism.
As I explained in a piece for openDemocracy in June 2011, in connection with accusations levelled at the time against the
Universities and Colleges Union that by rejecting the EUMC working definition of anti-Semitism they were denying Jews the
Macpherson-conferred right to define it for themselves, the only definition of racism Macpherson produced was of institutional
racism. However, he did also define a racist incident, describing it as ‘any incident which is perceived to be racist by the victim
or any other person’. But this was a specific instruction to the police that the victim’s perception of the motive for an attack is
what the police must record as the motive for the attack. The intention of providing this definition was to change police culture
prevailing at the time, which systematically failed to take heed of the experience of victims. But there is nothing in the report
suggesting a move from a specific and very important rule about recording the victim’s perception of what occurred to a general
rule that only the victim can define the racism they experience.
That this elision is highly problematic was in fact recognised by the CST. Its Antisemitic Discourse Report 2009 states:
The Stephen Lawrence Inquiry definition of a racist incident has significantly influenced societal interpretations of what does and
does not constitute racism, with the victim’s perception assuming paramount importance. CST, however, ultimately defines
incidents against Jews as being anti-Semitic only where it can be objectively shown to be the case [emphasis added], and this
may not always match the victim’s perception as called for by the Lawrence Inquiry. CST takes a similar approach to the highly
complex issue of anti-Semitic discourse, and notes the multiplicity of opinions within and beyond the Jewish community
concerning this often controversial subject.
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This is of course perfectly logical, because if an incident results in a prosecution being brought against the alleged perpetrator,
judges and juries listen to the evidence and make objective judgements as required by the law of the land. They do not say:
‘Well, if the victim says the attacker was motivated by anti-Semitism, that’s all the evidence needed to convict.’ Professor David
Feldman, director of the highly respected Pears Institute for the Study of Anti-Semitism, Birkbeck University of London, in a 22page sub-report for the Parliamentary Committee Against Anti-Semitism published in 2015, concurred: ‘Macpherson’s report has
been misinterpreted and misapplied . . . In short a definition [of anti-Semitism] which takes Jews’ feelings and perceptions as
its starting point and which looks to the Macpherson report for authority is built on weak foundations.’ Feldman continues:
More fundamentally, if we rest our definitions of racism on the perceptions of minority groups then we open the way to
conceptual and political chaos. For if the identification of racism becomes a matter of subjective judgment only, then we have no
authority other than the perception of a minority or victim group with which to counter the contrary subjective opinions of
perpetrators who deny they are racists. Without an anti-racist principle which can be applied generally we are left in a chaotic
situation in which one subjective point of view faces another.
Note the measured tone of the CST’s statement in 2009 and the intemperate, accusatory, intolerant and angry tone of CST
missives and blog posts about the current controversies concerning the Labour party, a tone echoed also in BoD and JLC
statements.
Is reverence for the IHRA ‘working definition’ justified? Backstory and context
The IHRA working definition was not something freshly minted in 2016. It’s a revamped version of the ‘working definition’ of antiSemitism developed in 2004 in controversial circumstances under the auspices of the now defunct European Union Monitoring
Centre on Racism and Xenophobia (EUMC). At the instigation of the American Jewish Committee (AJC), the EUMC director
organized a meeting of Jewish representatives to discuss a new definition of anti-Semitism already drafted by the AJC’s leading
expert on the subject, Kenneth Stern. The essential element in Stern’s draft definition was singling out certain forms of criticism
of Israel and Zionism as anti-Semitic.
The initiative followed the leak of a 2002 EUMC report on anti-Semitism in Europe, which the EUMC Board had decided not to
publish, allegedly because it provided evidence of increased anti-Semitic attacks perpetrated by young Muslims. The Board did
not think it wise to release such information. Jewish groups were furious about the alleged suppression of the report and the
EUMC was mired in the controversy for two years. The AJC saw an opportunity to ensure that the suppression of such data
would not take place in the future by crafting a definition of anti-Semitism for use by the EUMC which was rooted in the notion of
the ‘new anti-Semitism’ – that Israel was now the Jew among the nations. Only people sympathetic to this point of view were
invited to attend the meeting. (I reveal the full story of the origin of the EUMC working definition on my blog here).
The EUMC examples
The EUMC document separated the definition from 11 examples, presented as two separate groups. The first 6 featured wellknown anti-Semitic tropes. The following 5 were prefaced by this sentence: ‘Examples of the ways in which anti-Semitism
manifests itself with regard to the state of Israel taking into account the overall context could include’.
The EUMC working definition was heavily promoted by its instigator, the AJC, other major American Jewish organizations,
national Jewish representative bodies, Jewish defence organizations, the Israeli government, pro-Israel and Israel-advocacy
groups, and was given the seal of approval by the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), as well as
some other pan-European Jewish and general organizations.
But the EUMC working definition was widely criticised and the organization itself was put under much pressure by both
supporters and critics of the definition. When questioned, the body increasingly claimed that it was neither wholly endorsed by
the EUMC itself – it was only on its website as a guide and a basis for discussion – nor was it in any sense the EU definition.
Eventually, the EU decided that the EUMC was no longer fit for purpose and replaced it with the Agency for Fundamental Rights
(FRA). The FRA effectively abandoned the working definition. When questioned on the matter, the FRA said: ‘Since its
development we are not aware of any public authority in the EU that applies it [and the] FRA has no plans for any further
development’. In an August 2010 publication on anti-Semitism it didn’t even mention the working definition.
Then, as now, promoters of the definition played fast and loose with what actually constituted the definition. When it was
attacked by people criticising some or all of the 5 examples of where Israel comment could be anti-Semitic, defenders of the
definition said: ‘But the examples are not part of the definition’. Nevertheless, many Jewish bodies promoting the working
definition made no distinction between the definition text and the rest of the document, claiming that the entire document was
the definition. Rarely did any other supporters of the definition contradict them.
Working definition redivivus
The promoters and supporters of the EUMC working definition were never reconciled to it being set aside by the FRA. And in a
climate of growing, murderous jihadi terrorism and perceived worsening anti-Semitism they found a sympathetic hearing among
European political leaders. The path to the revamping and adoption by the IHRA is traced by Ben White in his new book, Cracks
in the Wall: Beyond Apartheid in Palestine/Israel published by Pluto Press. ‘At the Israeli-government convened GFCA [Global
Forum for Combating Anti-Semitism] in Jerusalem in 2015,’ writes White, ‘a working group recommended “that the Working
Definition of Anti-Semitism be reintroduced into the international arena with the aim of giving it legal status”.’ Mark Weitzman, an
official at the Los-Angeles-based Simon Wiesenthal Centre, a body which makes no distinction between fighting anti-Semitism
and defending Israel, took up the task in his role as chair of the Committee on Anti-Semitism and Holocaust Denial for the IHRA.
Under his chairmanship, in 2015 the committee proposed a definition which almost exactly replicated the discredited EUMC
working definition. In May 2016, the IHRA formally adopted it.
Promoters of the working definition were delighted that it now had a level of international backing, through the 31-country IHRA,
that the EUMC version had never had. It was seen as an endorsement of the notion of the ‘new anti-Semitism’, welcomed by
the AJC, which was behind the EUMC version, was trumpeted as a great success by Weitzman’s institution, the Wiesenthal
Centre and was soon being pressed into service – not into raising public and political awareness of rising traditional antiSemitism in Eastern and Central Europe, but against students hosting Israeli apartheid weeks and groups advocating and
demonstrating for boycott, divestment and sanctions (BDS) against Israel. As Israel had been investing increasing resources
into fighting BDS and apartheid accusations internationally, being able to deploy the IHRA definition’s examples of Israel-related
anti-Semitism has proven to be a great boon. Ben White writes: ‘an Israeli government document noted approvingly that “the
main innovation in the working definition is that it also includes expressions of Anti-Semitism directed against the State of Israel,
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when it is perceived as a Jewish collective.” In other words, “the definition also refers to anti-Zionism . . . as a form of AntiSemitism”.’
There is much in this story of the controversial – even rather grubby – origins and revival of the infamous ‘working definition’ to
explain why there are very good reasons for not taking the IHRA definition at face value and, at the very least, for exercising
judgment as to how the examples relating to criticism of Israel might be used. The Los Angeles Simon Wiesenthal Centre, the
institutional home of Mark Weitzman, the man who masterminded IHRA adoption of the working definition, publishes each year
a list of the ‘Top Ten Worst Anti-Semitic/Anti-Israel Incidents’—making no distinction between the two. In 2015, 3rd on the list
after ISIS, was the EU’s decision to correctly label the origin of products made in Israeli settlements in the occupied territories.
And in 8th place were Jeremy Corbyn and the late Gerald Kaufman MP. Would any thoughtful, progressive person with Jewish
interests at heart buy a definition from the Wiesenthal Centre man who sold one to the IHRA?
Taking refuge in exceptionalism
What has led to this extreme defensiveness, this unprecedented and unbalanced all-out assault on the Labour Party, which has
undoubtedly made mistakes in its handling of the issue of anti-Semitism in the party, but which nonetheless retains a significant
level of Jewish support, I would guess particularly among younger Jews?
JC editor Pollard, musing on who ‘would be on the shortlist of the least suitable people to draw up a definition of anti-Semitism’,
implies that the Labour Party would not be much better than the Nazis. The CST’s Gardner makes this damning indictment:
‘IHRA rejection is now fundamental to [Labour’s culture]. It represents and repeats the same far left ideological, emotional and
systematic rejection of our concerns that we have faced for decades. It is what moved JC editor Stephen Pollard to accuse
Labour of “institutional anti-Semitism”’.
And why, almost ten years after implicitly acknowledging that the understanding of what Macpherson wrote was wrong, has the
CST reversed its view and now, together with the BoD, the JLC, government ministers, sundry politicians etc., blatantly repeats
an egregious misreading of Macpherson?
And why are Jewish leaders and friends of the Jewish community putting such blind faith in a definition of anti-Semitism that has
murky origins, is being used to demonise non-violent means of protest and criticism of the policies of the Israeli government and
has been found wanting by such respected figures as Professor Feldman, who criticised the definition’s key passage:
‘Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred towards Jews’, calling it ‘bewilderingly
imprecise’. And this is what he said about the 11 examples:
Seven deal with criticism of Israel. Some of the points are sensible, some are not. Crucially, there is a danger that the overall
effect will place the onus on Israel’s critics to demonstrate they are not anti-Semitic. The home affairs committee advised that
the definition required qualification ‘to ensure that freedom of speech is maintained in the context of discourse on
Israel and Palestine’. It was ignored.
In my view, Jewish leaders can no longer identify who are the enemies of Jews or unequivocally support the kind of social and
political order in which all who live in a country are entitled to equal human, civil, political, social and national rights. By
increasingly throwing in their lot with people promoting the notion of the ‘new anti-Semitism’, they have found themselves
wittingly or unwittingly making common cause with racist and Islamophobic forces which profess to love Israel. Thus loving
Israel has become the proof of Jewish loyalty and, in effect, those who cannot express this love – Jews and non-Jews – are the
symbols of today’s anti-Semitism. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, is doing more to legitimise anti-Semitism in
Europe today than any expressions of anti-Jewish sentiment emanating from the left.
Meanwhile, the leader of the country that the organised Jewish community – here and elsewhere – spends so much time, effort
and financial resources defending, prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu, is doing more to legitimise anti-Semitism in Europe
today than any expressions of anti-Jewish sentiment emanating from the left. He supports Hungary’s populist prime minister,
Victor Orban, who has mobilised dangerous anti-Semitic sentiment against the liberal Jewish philanthropist George Soros. He’s
given the Polish government a free pass on its legislation criminalising opinion and scholarship which shows that Polish people
were complicit in the Holocaust. He’s been happy to fraternise with far right party leaders in Europe and the American Christian
right which loves Israel but sees left-liberal Jews as enemies. And he has turned a blind eye to President Trump’s tolerance of
anti-Semitic forces, judging this a price worth paying for Trump’s essentially uncritical support for the Jewish state and effective
abandonment of any solution to the Israel-Palestine conflict that recognizes and realizes Palestinian rights. In other words,
setting the pursuit of extreme right-wing Zionism as a higher goal than the safety and security of American Jews. Or French
Jews. Or British Jews. Or any Jews not living in Israel.
Having completely bought into the notion of the ‘new anti-Semitism’, as enshrined in the IHRA document, it is very difficult for
Jewish leaders to now take a stand against the government of the Jewish state’s pursuit of extreme nationalist policies. In these
fragile times, with young Jews increasingly distancing themselves from Israel, strong challenges to traditional Jewish leadership
from aggressive right-wing Jewish groups and deep-seated fears of jihadi terrorism, Jewish leaders have, in their
uncompromising reaction to the NEC’s new code, responded by doubling down on the sanctity of the IHRA definition. They
claim exclusive rights to determine what is ant-Semitism, potentially putting Jewish sentiment, and unwittingly the sentiment of
any minority group, above the law of the land.
Jewish leaders are struggling and failing to come to terms with new realities. They are choosing the utterly counterproductive
path of isolation and exceptionalism, painting their community into a corner, making impossible demands for the eradication of
anti-Semitism – which, like all racisms, can be fought and radically diminished, but will sadly always be with us – positively
legitimising Jewish fears and doing nothing to discourage the narrative of exit one hears from family and friends as an answer to
the insecurity Jewish leadership itself is exacerbating.
Attacking the Labour party and investing all in the IHRA working definition of anti-Semitism is just making matters worse. This is
the time to take the path to working with other minority groups, civil society organizations and human rights bodies to confront
anti-Semitism within the context of a wider antiracist struggle, not to perpetuate the notion that Jews stand alone.
Source: Antony Lerman, Open Democracy, 16 July 2018
Antony Lerman is an Honorary Fellow at the Parkes Institute for the Study of Jewish/non-Jewish Relations, Southampton
University. He is also a member of the Black-Jewish Forum, a member of the Advisory Committee of the Holocaust Exhibition at
the Imperial War Museum and a founding member of the Jewish Forum for Justice and Human Rights and the Independent
Jewish Voices steering group. He is the author of The Making and Unmaking of a Zionist: A Personal and Political Journey
(Pluto Press 2012). He tweets @tonylerman.
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Further documentation
16.07.2018

About the IHRA Definition of anti-Semitism.

"Five years ago, the Fundamental Rights Agency – the European Union body dedicated to combatting racism and
discrimination – dropped the definition from its website.
In fact, the definition’s controversial examples are not even accepted as such by the man who wrote it."
http://www.middleeasteye.net/columns/anti-semitism-and-labour-muzzling-free-speech-silences-rightful-criticism-israel1012176354

23.07.2018

JVL writes to MPs

Dear MP
We are contacting you as a Jewish organisation to request that you allow the NEC sufficient time to complete its consultation on
the Code of Conduct on Anti-Semitism before precipitating a damaging conflict between the NEC and the PLP. Such a conflict
will enormously damage the Party and benefit only our opponents without advancing the ability of the Party to deal with any
incidents of anti-Semitism. The code represents a serious effort to turn the declarative statement of the IHRA into a legally
robust procedure. When the Home Affairs Select Committee reviewed the IHRA definition they too concluded that the examples
in contention needed caveats and the Labour members of the committee signed that report.
The code focuses, as it should, on anti-Semitism and insists that criticism of Israel, even robust criticism of Israel, is not in itself
antisemitic and what needs to be sanctioned is any anti-Semitism that underlies such criticism. Leading Human Rights lawyers
have explained the legal difficulties with the eleven examples and that any body that took action on those examples as they
stand would be placing themselves in jeopardy.
Eminent Jewish academics who lead the field on anti-Semitism studies; like Brian Klug and Anthony Lerman, have explained
the merits of the Party code. David Feldman, who advised the Select Committee warned strongly about the misinterpretation of
the Macpherson Principal. Each time the IHRA document has been given careful scrutiny the problems with it have been
realised.
We hope you will step back from the brink and await the results of the consultation. That way both the prospects of a Labour
Government and a robust confrontation of anti-Semitism will be advanced
Source: Jewish Voices for Labour, 23.07.2018

So while the “Supporters of Israel” in UK attack Jeremy Corbyn and the Labour Party,
what’s going on in the ”only democracy in the Middle East”. Below are set out some
recent developments:
18.05.2017

Israeli bill threatens courts’ ability to protect minority rights

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/05/israel-bill-override-clause-high-court-justice-democracy.html#ixzz5MO2WxfcP

28.05.2017

Palestinians in Israel speak up against hate speech, police brutality

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/05/palestine-israel-police-brutality-hate-speech-haifa.html#ixzz5MO6Ij9yo

08.06.2017

Knesset blocks bill to deem Israel 'state for all its citizens'

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/06/israel-arabs-yuli-edelstein-knesset-jews-nationalitylaw.html#ixzz5MOAbagYK

12.06.2018

300 prominent global figures accuse Israel of committing ‘war crimes’

Israel’s forcible transfer of thousands of Palestinians has been denounced as a war crime by over 300 elected officials, legal
scholars, academics, artists, faith leaders and activists from around the world. The universal show of solidarity to the Palestini ans was published in an open letter which voiced strong opposition to Israel’s plans to forcibly transfer thousands of Palestinians
living in farming-shepherding communities in the occupied West Bank. Signatories include 90 members of parliament, many of
whom are from the EU and UK parliaments. Other notable signatories include ten Israel Prize laureates, film director Ken Loach,
artists Ai Weiwei, author Alice Walker, academic Noam Chomsky and several musicians. Dozens of Rabbis have also signed the
letter denouncing Israel for what many would describe ethnic cleansing.
Forcible transfer – by direct physical force or by creating a coercive environment that makes residents leave their homes – is a
war crime the letter states. Mentioning, in particular, residents facing expulsion from three areas; the Jordan Valley, the South
Hebron Hills and East Jerusalem, the letter says that Israel “aims to establish facts on the ground that would achieve exclusive
de-facto Israeli control in those areas and eventually facilitate formal annexation”.
“Israel’s plans,” the letter points out, “range from freezing Palestinian development, through minimising Palestinian foothold in
major parts of the West Bank, to the destruction and transfer of entire communities.” The plans, they add, are being implemen ted through “coercive measures” which are listed as: not being allowed to build new private or public buildings; denied access to
water grids or to pave access roads; demolitions; threats and confiscation of essential equipment. After denouncing Israel for
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committing “war crimes” the letter says that “all people responsible for it – including Israeli prime minister and the minister of de fence – bear personal responsibility.”
They also accuse Israel’s high court of “rubber stamping” the criminal policies of the Israeli government. “All it does is also implicate Israeli High Court justices in what is nothing short of a war crime, no matter how much legal formalism is enlisted in an
effort to excuse the inexcusable,” the letter concludes.
Source: MEMO, 12.06.2018

25.06.2018

Statement from Labour Member of Knesset.

From the horse's mouth:
Israeli left leader says intermarriage by U.S. Jews is ‘actual plague’ and he vows to find ‘a solution’

26.06.2018

Israel army has plan to dissect and occupy parts of the Gaza Strip

Short link : http://europalforum.org.uk/en/post/3653

29.06.2018

Israelis take two steps forward on equality, then two steps back

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/06/israel-el-al-barkan-wine-gender-discrimination-chabad.html#ixzz5MTPjfHbb

02.07.2018

Is Israel's justice minister determined to undermine the judicial system?

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/06/israel-ayelet-shaked-elyakim-rubinstein-legal-adviserslaw.html#ixzz5MTRUa03Q

04.07.2018

PRC Sounds Alarm over Israel’s Apartheid Policies at UN Human Rights Council

The Palestinian Return Centre (PRC) read out two statements before the members of the UN Human Rights
Council under Agenda Item 9 devoted to racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related forms of
intolerance. The oral interventions, delivered in two separate sessions held on Monday, July 3, spotlighted
Israel’s discriminatory measures against the Palestinians.
The first statement was delivered as part of the General Debate. The second intervention occurred at interactive
dialogue with the Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia, and
related intolerance. PRC strongly condemned the systematic racist policies perpetrated by the Israeli occupation
authorities against the Palestinians. Such policies included assaults on land owners, arbitrary home demolitions,
crackdowns on free movement, restrictions on Palestinians’ access to basic facilities, among other preplanned
forms of discrimination. Israeli settlers, however, enjoy all of the Israeli-provided benefits.
The event makes part of PRC’s active engagement in the 38th session of the UNHRC. Last week, PRC, an
organization in Consultative Status with the UN Economic and Social Council since 2015, took part in the event
under Agenda Item 3. PRC is slated to hold a special seminar at the Geneva-based Palais Des Nations to draw
attention to Israel’s crimes against peaceful protesters at the Gaza border.
Watch the 1st statement (General Debate):
https://youtu.be/AFY4EVlIxYE
Watch the 2nd statement (Special Rapporteur):
https://youtu.be/5rxBDH_pccQ
Read it Online HERE

12.07.2018

Israeli president stands up against Arab discrimination

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/07/israel-rivlin-discrimination-arab-minority-nationality-law.html#ixzz5MTZFydpT

20.07.2018

Israeli legislators strip Arabic of official language status

Read more:
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/07/israel-arabic-language-ahmad-tibi-knesset-nationalitylaw.html#ixzz5MTh3hkMd

21.07.2018

De facto and now de jure racism/apartheid

Finally, the Israeli Knesset puts it into words/law and is now de jure as well as de facto racist/apartheid "Jewish nation-state" .
The new "law" violates international treaties and norms (including the 1976 International Convention on the Suppression and
Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid).
But on the bright side no one can now defend Israel as a "democracy" since it is now not by practice alone but by clearly
worded "law" that it is an apartheid racist state for and by the Jewish people (imagine if a similar law about "whites" or
"christians" was instituted in any other country).
https://www.middleeastmonitor.com/20180719-israel-adopts-racist-jewish-nation-state-law/
https://972mag.com/israels-nation-state-law-apartheid-is-a-process/136775/
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https://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/israel-passes-controversial-nation-state-bill-1.6291048
https://mondoweiss.net/2018/07/language-netanyahu-triumph/amp/
ADALAH responds to racist law
https://www.adalah.org/en/content/view/9565
First Ever: 40 Jewish Groups worldwide oppose equating anti-Semitism with criticism of Israel
https://jewishvoiceforpeace.org/30jewishgroupsbds/
Source: Mazin Qumsiyeh, 21.07.2018

23.07.2018

Peter Oborne, Tory journalist, ex Telegraph and friend of Palestine .
Sent a list of questions relating to Israel's use of live ammunition in Gaza, to the British Board of Deputies of British Jews;
Labour Friends of Israel; Joan Ryan MP (chair of the LFI) and Chukka Umunna MP. He sent the same questions to
Conservative Friends of Israel.
How the UK's wall of silence gives Israel impunity for its actions

Media Group, Haringey Justice for Palestinians
28.07.2018
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