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1. Summary of Complaint  

  

1.1. A complaint has been made by the Community Security Trust (CST) (“the 

Complainant”) about the potential breach of Standards Code Clause 4.3 – 

Discrimination in an episode of a podcast called ‘Blood Brothers’ by 5Pillars 

UK (“the Publisher”). The episode, entitled Britain First, Christian 

nationalism, and the Zionist agenda, was first published to both Rumble and 

the 5Pillars UK website on 14 May 2024, with a duration of 3:11:54. The 

episode was also published on YouTube but was subsequently removed 

because YouTube said it violated the platform’s policy on hate speech. 

   

1.2. The Complainant is the Community Security Trust (CST), a charity which 

advocates for the protection of British Jews from antisemitism and related 

threats.  

 

1.3. The Complaint is assessed against the Impress Standards Code. The 

relevant clause is: 

 

Clause 4.3 – Publishers must not encourage hatred or abuse against any 

group based on their characteristics, as detailed in Clause 4.1. 

 

2. Background   

  

2.1. The podcast episode is an interview between the Publisher’s deputy editor 

Dilly Hussain (“the interviewer”) and Jayda Fransen (“the interviewee”), who 

is the former deputy leader of Britain First and described by the Publisher 

as a ‘prominent British Christian national activist’. The full interview 

concerns various topics but the content specifically raised by the 

Complainant concerns discussion of antisemitism, Zionism and alleged 

Jewish control in positions of authority. 

 

3. The Complaint  

  

3.1. The Complainant contacted Impress directly on 3 June 2024 and made a 

complaint on grounds of Clause 1.2 – Accuracy and Clause 4.3 – 

Discrimination. Under Impress’ Regulatory Scheme, complaints must first 

be made to the publisher, and therefore Impress forwarded the complaint to 

the Publisher on 12 June 2024. The Publisher rejected the arguments 

presented and dismissed the complaint, as it did not consider that the article 

breached the Standards Code.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
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3.2. A full copy of correspondence between the parties was provided to the 

Regulatory Committee. 

 

3.3. The Complainant was not satisfied with the Publisher’s response and 

escalated the complaint to Impress on 4 September 2024. Following 

assessment, Impress judged that the complaint did not engage Clause 1.2, 

but determined there were grounds to investigate in relation to Clause 4.3. 

After seeking clarification of the basis for the complaint, Impress confirmed 

the substance of the complaint as follows, a full copy having been provided 

to the Committee. 

 

3.4. The Complainant argues that the Publisher allowed the interviewee to 

espouse antisemitic conspiracy theories without pushback or challenge 

from the interviewer. The Complainant states that the Publisher provided 

the interviewee with an entirely new audience to promote antisemitic views, 

adding that the failure to challenge these views would lead any viewer to 

assume that the Publisher shares them. In response to a defence offered 

by the Publisher, that it would have been unrealistic to push back against 

every point the interview made because that would have resulted in the 

interview lasting several hours longer, the Complainant argues that if 

pushing back against all of the interviewee’s viewpoints was considered 

unrealistic by the Publisher, then it can only be concluded that the Publisher 

considers it practical to air such views. 

 

3.5. The Complainant therefore contends that this podcast episode breaches 

Clause 4.3 – Discrimination. The Complainant refers to guidance note 

4.3.2(d) which states that this clause of the Code covers content that 

‘perpetuates a narrative of prejudice against a particular group that can 

result in fear or harm amongst them’.  

 

3.6. The Complainant cites three examples from the episode where it argues 

Clause 4.3 has been breached. 

 

3.7. Example 1 [2:29:56]: 

 

Jayda Fransen (JF): And so the agenda is a Zionist agenda, in that it’s not 

just Jews, but if you look at who is behind all of it, if you look at, as I said, 

who owns the largest, that I know of, porn platform Pornhub, a rabbi. Who's 

behind the abortion industry? Who's funding it? Jews. Who's pushing the 
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LGBTQPZ plus agenda? All of this is attributed to the Zionists, they're not 

all Jews but it's irrefutable that there is a disproportionate number of Jews 

occupying positions of authority here in the United Kingdom as in 

government and we see the same in other parts of the West. 

 

3.8. Example 2 [2:33:53]: 

 

Dilly Hussain (DH): This is my final question to you, because it’s a running 

theme, the replacement theory right. I know there's different variations of it, 

there's different versions of it, but if I've understood correctly, it is the idea 

or the notion that there is a powerful group, again please feel free to say ‘no 

Dilly that's incorrect or that's not how it is’ but from my limited reading and 

understanding of it, the great replacement theory is something that's 

grounded on an agenda by a group of powerful Jews who want Muslims and 

Christians to be in a state of perpetual war with each other, so therefore the 

Zionist Jewish Lobby groups are very influential in policy making in Western 

governments, primarily the US and the UK and other nations. They will go 

and bomb and invade the Middle East, that will create refugees to then come 

into Europe, then they will basically naturally settle, marry, have kids, 

convert whatever it is, that's going to radically change the racial and cultural 

demographic of Europe, Christian West, and all whilst this powerful group 

of Jews are clapping their hands, making money, happy that the sons of 

Ishmael and Isaac are at war with each other whilst all this madness is 

happening. That's a very simplified, caricatured version of what I've 

understood the replacement Theory to be. Do you believe some or a lot of 

that is true? 

 

JF: Yeah absolutely it's playing out in real time, it's playing out in real time. 

 

3.9. Example 3 [15:45]: 

 

JF: Our identity as white indigenous Brits has been Stripped Away 

 

DH: By who? 

 

JF: Our government, the Zionist occupied government, and you know 

respectively I'm not just talking about this particular one but this has been 

an ongoing, there's a plan, this is not accidental. 
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3.10. Regarding Example 2, the Complainant argues that the interviewer lays out 

the entirety of the great replacement theory to the point that the interviewee 

just needs to respond in the affirmative. The Complainant states that these 

are racist beliefs which led to the murder of Jews in a synagogue in 

Pittsburgh by a man who believed this theory. 

 

3.11. Regarding Example 3, the Complainant argues that ‘Zionist Occupied 

Government’ is a term used in Nazi ideology. 

 

4. Response of Publication  

 

4.1. Impress invited the Publisher to provide additional information in response 

to the Complainant. The Publisher did not submit any further comments for 

the investigation. Therefore the Publisher’s first instance response to the 

complainant has been summarised below. A full copy of this response was 

provided to the Committee. 

 

4.2. In relation to the editorial process, the Publisher states that the decision to 

invite Jayda Fransen onto the Blood Brothers podcast was a difficult one 

that it considered carefully. The Publisher notes that Jayda Fransen is 

notorious in the Muslim community because of what it says is her historic 

anti-Islam rhetoric, and that a section of the Publisher’s viewers did not 

appreciate her presence on the podcast. The Publisher states, however,  

that as she was willing to engage and give the Publisher editorial control 

over the output, it decided that most of its viewers would be interested in 

what she had to say. 

 

4.3. The Publisher states that it does not endorse Jayda Fransen in any way and 

would not argue with those who maintain that she is antisemitic. The 

Publisher adds that it interviewed her due to her relevance to British Muslims 

and because it believes in engaging with and challenging those it disagrees 

with, which it says is important in a democracy that values free speech. 

 

4.4. The Publisher states that it is completely against racism and antisemitism, 

adding that as believing and practising Muslims, it considers these concepts 

to be completely un-Islamic and prohibited. The Publisher adds that its 

religion teaches that it is wrong to hate Jewish people simply because they 

are Jewish. The Publisher elaborates that it strongly opposes the political 

ideology of Zionism however, which it says can be followed by any faith or 

none. The Publisher considers Zionism to be inherently racist, 
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discriminatory, supremacist and colonialist in nature. The Publisher adds it 

is clear that Zionism is being manifested in what it describes as the current 

genocide being perpetrated against the Palestinian people. 

 

4.5. The Publisher rejects the complainant’s accusation that it took Jayda 

Fransen’s statements at face value. The Publisher explains that its audience 

is overwhelmingly Muslim and are loyal followers, and therefore know 

exactly what its position is on antisemitism. 

 

4.6. In response to the first example provided by the Complainant (“Example 1”), 

the Publisher argues that, in the context of the full interview, it is obvious 

that it does not share the interviewee’s views. The Publisher adds that it had 

limited time to interview her, and therefore it would have been unrealistic to 

push back against every point she made. The Publisher argues that to do 

so would have resulted in the interview lasting several hours longer. 

 

4.7. In response to the second example provided by the Complainant (“Example 

2”), the Publisher argues that Dilly Hussain (the interviewer) was simply 

asking a question and that this does not represent his view. 

 

4.8. In response to the third and final example provided by the Complainant 

(“Example 3”), the Publisher argues that these are the views of Fransen and 

not the Publisher’s. 

 

5. Compliance 

 

5.1. 5Pillars UK did not fully comply with the requirements of the Impress 

Regulatory Scheme (Paragraph 4.2) by acknowledging the complaint within 

7 calendar days and issuing a final decision letter within 21 calendar days. 

The Publisher communicated to Impress that it would have difficulties 

meeting the necessary deadlines for response due to internal issues relating 

to staffing and ongoing news reporting commitments overseas. In 

consideration of these points, Impress permitted a deadline extension to the 

Publisher. 

 

6. Analysis and Findings 

 

6.1. The Committee considered the Guidance on Clause 4.3 of the Standards 

Code, which sets out that the clause does not concern content that merely 

hurts feelings; to be in breach, the disputed content must be more than 



  

  

 Case Ref: 742/2024  

7  

  

provocative, offensive, hurtful or objectionable. Further, the Guidance says 

that material which could breach the Code includes but is not limited to 

publication that is likely to encourage others to target members of a 

specified group for abuse; encourages others to discriminate against them; 

perpetuates a narrative of prejudice against a particular group that can 

result in fear or harm amongst them; or includes dehumanising language 

against certain groups. This clause of the Code does not apply to groups 

identified by their political or ideological beliefs but it does apply to groups 

defined by their race or religion. The Committee noted that Jews were 

subject to discussion in the publication and therefore religion and race were 

the relevant groups to consider when determining the complaint. 

 

6.2. The Committee noted the Publisher’s explanation that it does not endorse 

Jayda Fransen (the interviewee) and would not argue with those who 

maintain that she is antisemitic. The Committee concluded that the 

Publisher should have been prepared for any references to Jews by the 

interviewee to be antisemitic. The Committee considered that the 

interviewer would have been well aware both of the issues to be discussed 

and of the likely responses of the interviewee which might present a high 

risk of breaching the Code. The Committee considered that this placed a 

clear burden on the Publisher to ensure robust and effective questions and 

challenges for use throughout the interview at necessary and relevant times, 

and for the Publisher to be prepared to edit the content prior to publication 

if necessary for it to comply with the Code. The Committee considered that 

failure to do so left antisemitic statements by the interviewee unchallenged, 

with the potential for the harms outlined in clause 4.3, and risked leaving the 

audience with the impression that the interviewee’s statements were 

endorsed by the Publisher or that the interviewee’s statements acted as a 

proxy for the Publisher’s own worldview on certain issues where the risk of 

encouraging hatred or abuse was high.  

 

6.3. In respect of Example 1, the Committee considered the interviewee’s 

unchallenged assertions that Jews were responsible for Pornhub, for ‘the 

abortion industry’ and for ‘the LGBTQPZ plus agenda’, and that there was 

a ‘disproportionate number of Jews occupying positions of authority’, had 

the effect of perpetuating a narrative of prejudice against Jewish people. 

Rejecting the Publisher’s claim that providing more challenge to the 

interviewee would have made the podcast too long, the Committee 

recognised that the Publisher had full editorial control over the scope, 

content and duration of the item and had an obligation to ensure that, 
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whatever its length, it complied with the Code. Overall, the Committee 

considered that the lack of challenge by the interviewer to the claims 

enabled the interviewee to encourage hatred or abuse of Jews, thereby 

breaching Clause 4.3. 

 

6.4. Regarding Example 2, the Committee noted that the interviewer offered his 

own detailed account of the ‘replacement theory’ which described how ‘a 

group of powerful Jews (…) want Muslims and Christians to be in a state of 

perpetual war with each other’. The Committee considered that the 

interviewer’s decision simply to ask the interviewee whether some or all of 

that theory was true, to which she replied ‘Yeah absolutely’,  perpetuated a 

narrative of prejudice against Jewish people. The Committee judged that 

the interviewer neither interrogated the substance of the theory nor 

effectively challenged the interviewee’s claim in response that it was 

‘playing out in real time’. Therefore, the Committee found that Example 2 

encouraged hatred and abuse in breach of Clause 4.3. 

 

6.5. Regarding Example 3, the Committee judged that the phrase ‘Zionist 

occupied government’ would not necessarily be widely understood by the 

ordinary, reasonable viewer to be associated with Nazi ideology, as the 

Complainant had suggested. The Committee found that Example 3 did not 

reach the threshold for encouraging hatred or abuse against Jewish people 

and that it did not therefore breach Clause 4.3. 

 

7. Sanctions and Remedies 

 

7.1. The Committee was informed that the Publisher, following the finding of 

another breach of Clause 4.3 against it earlier this year, had provided notice 

in June 2024 to leave the Impress Regulatory Scheme. At the time of the 

Committee’s latest decision the Publisher had ceased as a member of 

Impress and was no longer contractually bound to any regulatory directions 

issued by Impress.  

 

7.2. Nevertheless, in light of the finding that the publication in its current form is 

in breach of Clause 4.3, the Committee considered that the Publisher should 

take necessary steps to ensure the podcast episode is amended or 

removed. 

  


