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Six years ago the Fabian Society conducted a survey of Labour party 

members to map how their experiences within the party varied according to 

identity and background. We found significant differences based on gender, 

race and sexual orientation.  

In summer 2021 we repeated the survey to establish if the problems 

identified remained – and largely they did. We also broadened our focus to 

include other characteristics including disability, religion and age.  

2,890 Labour members participated but the survey was not designed to be 

representative of the membership as a whole. It was open to all and 

promoted through blog sites, social media and organisations close to the 

party, with the intention of targeting Labour activists and members holding 

positions of responsibility.  

For the Labour party these findings are a rear-view mirror – they capture 

members’ experiences in recent years up to summer 2021. Reforms newly 

introduced by the party came after the survey was carried out so won't be 

reflected in the results. Nevertheless, this is important evidence for Labour 

in taking forward its commitment to equality and inclusion within the 

membership. 

Across almost every question in this survey we reveal a gradient among 

Labour members, with people in disadvantaged or under-represented 

groups more likely to report negative experiences of local parties than 

members without the same barriers. 

Members of disadvantaged groups were more likely to find other members 

unfriendly and unwelcoming; less likely to enjoy attending meetings; less 

likely to believe people are treated fairly in the local party; and less likely to 

believe that local members reflect and understand people living in the area 

in all their diversity.  
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The groups affected include women, minority ethnic members, disabled 

members, lesbian, gay and bisexual members, and under-35s. Across a 

number of questions Jewish members reported the worst experiences. 

Muslim members and trans and non-binary members also reported less 

positive experiences than members on average, but the sample sizes for 

these groups were very small. 

We found similar gaps between demographic groups in our 2015 survey, 

and there is little evidence of convergence between disadvantaged and 

advantaged groups between then and now. In their comments, respondents 

provided vivid examples of unwelcoming and sometimes discriminatory 

behaviours. 

Our survey found evidence of longstanding barriers to participation relating 

to accessibility. Disabled people and parents with children under 18 said it 

was harder to participate in party meetings. Perhaps reflecting this, people 

from disadvantaged identities and backgrounds were less likely to support a 

complete return to face-to-face meetings after Covid-19. 

Across many of the 2021 survey’s questions, disabled members reported 

some of the worst experiences of any demographic group. The evidence 

suggests the party has a long way to go with respect to equality, accessibility 

and inclusion for disabled people. 

Looking specifically at experiences of candidate selections, a significant 

minority of disabled members who had stood said their accessibility needs 

were not met – 22 per cent in the case of local government selections; and 

seven out of 27 respondents in the case of parliamentary selections. 

More widely, the survey indicates that unequal experiences within the party 

translate into disadvantage when seeking election for leadership or 

representative positions. A significant minority of respondents with 

protected characteristics believed they had experienced disadvantage in an 

internal election as a result of features of their identity and/or background: 

  



4 

 

The 134 respondents who had participated in parliamentary or assembly 

selections reported particularly negative experiences, with 30 per cent 

saying they had suffered disadvantage linked to their identity or 

background. Comments from respondents reinforced these negative 

quantitative findings. 

Members from all backgrounds who chose to respond to our 2021 survey 

were less likely to report positive experiences of local parties than people 

who were members in 2015 and took part in our previous survey. This may 

reflect changes in perceptions right across the party membership or more 

narrowly among members motivated to take part in surveys of this kind.  

Our 2021 survey shows that, compared to the previous survey in 2015, fewer 

Labour activists: 

This general decline is not associated with any convergence in the 

experiences of members with different identities: people from 

disadvantaged groups who took part in 2021 reported worse experiences 

than other party activists today, as well as worse experiences than their 

predecessors with the same characteristics six years ago.  
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Less positive perceptions of local party culture are likely to be linked to 

more intense factionalism within Labour now compared to 2015. Our 2021 

survey asked about the effects of political division. We found that only a 

small minority of activists agreed that: 

Members from minority and under-represented backgrounds are more 

likely to disagree with both these statements, suggesting that factional 

behaviours may be particularly noticeable and off-putting for members in 

disadvantaged groups. 

Differences of political opinion within a party will always influence 

members’ behaviours. But it is striking how many respondents who had 

participated in internal elections said political or factional differences had 

been a factor in the process – 49 per cent in the case of branch/CLP officer 

elections and 62 per cent for parliamentary selections.  

Labour members of all political persuasions told us they disliked local party 

culture and perceived factional behaviour in their fellow members.  

We asked respondents for their views on how Labour can best ensure 

people from underrepresented backgrounds are selected. The most popular 

options were: 
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In August 2021 the Fabian Society conducted a survey of Labour members 

on local party culture, activism, meetings, officer elections and candidate 

selections. The purpose of the research was to understand unequal 

experiences of membership according to respondents’ identity and 

background.  

The survey captures members’ experiences in recent years up to summer 

2021. Therefore, reforms newly introduced by the party are very unlikely to 

have affected the results. Nevertheless, this is important evidence for the 

party in taking forward its commitment to equality and inclusion within the 

membership. 

The survey was a repeat of a very similar study carried out by the society in 

2015 which led to three reports looking specifically at the experiences of 

women, minority ethnic and LGBT+ members.1  

3,153 people began our 2021 survey, with 2,890 self-identifying as Labour 

members and 263 saying they were either not Labour members or were 

unsure.  Participants not identifying as Labour members were excluded 

from further questions.   

The survey was open access and anyone with the link was able to complete 

it. We promoted the survey through a range of different means with the aim 

of reaching a wide and diverse pool of party members, including through 

social media posts, promotion via the LabourList website, and emails to 

Fabian Society members.  

The survey’s distribution strategy created a sample that was not intended or 

expected to be representative of all Labour members. An open access survey 

advertised as seeking people’s experiences of party membership was likely 

to have ‘participation bias’, with people with strong views more likely to 

respond than members at large. In addition, more connected, active 

 

1
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members were more likely to see the survey promoted. This did not concern 

us because the particular focus of the project was active party members (ie 

those who attend meetings, campaign or hold positions of responsibility). 

People in this group were more likely than a typical member to hear about 

the survey and to have felt motivated to participate.  

Our aim was to investigate the unequal experiences of party members with 

different identities and backgrounds. However we did not describe the 

survey as being about diversity and inclusion to avoid selection bias and to 

ensure a balanced sample of members both with and without protected 

characteristics. To boost samples of smaller minority groups we promoted 

the survey specifically through channels that would reach them so we 

would not expect samples of different groups to be representative. But we 

do not expect our recruitment strategy to have affected comparisons 

between results for people with and without protected characteristics. 

With some questions, we compare responses from the 2021 survey with our 

2015 survey, which was almost identical in design. The membership of the 

party has changed considerably over the last six years so differences 

between the two studies are likely to reflect changing cohorts as much as 

changes in the experiences of individuals over time. We would expect both 

samples to be subject to participation bias but not necessarily to the same 

degree so comparisons need to be made with a degree of caution. In both 

surveys, respondents’ reflections on being a Labour party member were not 

time-limited, meaning that some of the experiences reported may not have 

happened recently. 

For some demographic groups, our presentation of results is restricted by 

small sample sizes. We have reported percentages in cases where a sample 

includes more than 50 respondents. This means we can only chart data for 

some groups with respect to certain questions (eg issues affecting all 

members, but not those affecting only people who have stood for selection). 

Our samples of trans and non-binary members and Muslim members were 

both under 50.  

For some noteworthy findings where there were less than 50 respondents 

we report the data directly (e.g. seven out of 21 respondents said…). For 

ethnicity, we are only able to present data for non-white ethnic minorities as 

a single group, rather than report specific ethnic backgrounds. Standard 

demographic questions modelled on the British Representation Survey and 

the 2021 census are used.  

Of the 2,890 respondents who said they were Labour party members: 
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• 37 per cent were women 

• 19 per cent were aged under 35 

• 18 per cent were disabled 

• 16 per cent were carers 

• 14 per cent had children under 18 

• 13 per cent were lesbian, gay or bisexual 

• 5 per cent were from non-white minority ethnic groups 

• 2 per cent were Jewish 

• 1 per cent were Muslim 

• 1 per cent were trans or non-binary 

As expected, the respondents to our survey were very active locally, much 

more so than the average Labour party member. More than half of 

respondents participated in each of the following either ‘regularly’ or ‘every 

so often’: canvassing or voter ID, leafletting, social events, branch meetings, 

constituency meetings, and community campaigns. 

 

1,281 of the respondents (52 per cent) were current or former officers in their 

local party, or had stood to be an officer unsuccessfully; 814 (34 per cent) 

had participated in a selection to be a Labour party candidate in a local, 

regional or national election. 
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In our 2021 survey only one third of Labour activists agreed that everyone in their 

local party was friendly and welcoming. Jewish members, lesbian, gay and bisexual 

members, members aged are under 35, and disabled members were least likely to 

agree.  

In our 2021 survey, only 34 per cent of Labour members agreed with the 

statement ‘everyone in the local party is friendly and welcoming’, while 43 

per cent disagreed. By comparison, in 2015, 50 per cent of respondents 

agreed while 20 per cent disagreed. 

Some groups were much less likely than others to feel that everyone in their 

local party was friendly and welcoming. Figure 2 shows that groups more 

likely than average to disagree with the statement included: minority ethnic 

members (46 per cent), women (49 per cent), under 35s (51 per cent), 

disabled members (51 per cent), lesbian, gay and bisexual members (53 per 

cent) and Jewish members (65 per cent). 12 out of 26 Muslim respondents 

and 10 out of 23 trans and non-binary respondents also disagreed.   

For many disadvantaged groups there was also a large rise in the numbers 

disagreeing with the statement between the 2015 and 2021 surveys. In most 

cases this was in line with the changes reported across all respondents.  
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A third of members responding to our 2021 survey indicated that they did not enjoy 

local meetings, which is an increase since our 2015 survey. Women, lesbian, gay 

and bisexual, disabled, under-35 and Jewish members are least likely to enjoy 

meetings. 

 

In the 2021 survey, just 36 per cent of respondents overall agreed with the 

statement: ‘I enjoy attending meetings of the constituency or branch’. 33 per 

cent of respondents disagreed with the statement. 

Women, disabled, Jewish and lesbian, gay and bisexual members and those 

under the age of 35 were all more likely to disagree than agree with the 

statement.  Just five out of 26 Muslim respondents, and six out of 23 trans 

and non-binary respondents, said they enjoyed attending local meetings.  
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This contrasts with 2015 when 43 per cent of respondents overall said they 

enjoyed meetings of the constituency or branch, while 17 per cent disagreed 

with the statement. The proportion agreeing with the statement has 

therefore fallen by seven percentage points, while the proportion 

disagreeing has increased by 16 points. 

Comparing the two cohorts of members in 2021 and 2015, the proportion 

disagreeing with the statement that they enjoy attending meetings had 

increased by 18 percentage points for lesbian, gay and bisexual members, 19 

points for women and 22 points for disabled members. 

A number of respondents offered examples of unfriendly, hostile behaviours 

when asked to provide comments (see box). 

Only a minority of Labour activists from under-represented and minority 

backgrounds thought that members were treated fairly within their local party, and 

that local members reflected and understood the diversity of their community. More 

positively, a large majority - including those from under-represented groups - said 

there were people similar to themselves in their local party. 

When asked to think about their local party, 41 per cent of members who 

responded to our 2021 survey agreed with the statement ‘people are treated 
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fairly’, while 35 per cent disagreed. In 2015, the comparable figures were 53 

per cent and 13 per cent. 

In this year’s survey, respondents in several groups at risk of discrimination 

were less likely to agree that people are treated fairly in their local party: 

women (36 per cent agreed); minority ethnic members; lesbian, gay and 

bisexual members; members aged under 35 (all 34 per cent); disabled 

members (33 per cent); and Jewish members (25 per cent). 6 out of 26 

Muslim respondents, and 6 out of 23 trans and non-binary respondents, said 

people were treated fairly.   

Only 35 per cent of members responding to the 2021 survey agreed that 

‘members of the local party reflect and understand people who live in our 

area in all their diversity’. 38 per cent disagreed with the statement. Jewish, 

under-35s and lesbian, gay and bisexual members were most likely to 

disagree. 

 

More positively, 70 per cent of respondents agreed ‘there are people like me 

in the local party’, with just 13 per cent disagreeing. The number agreeing is 

higher than in 2015 (62 per cent) and includes a clear majority of people 

from across almost all under-represented groups.  

Disagreement with the statement was however somewhat higher among: 

minority ethnic members (18 per cent disagreeing), disabled members (18 

per cent), members aged under 35 (23 per cent) and lesbian, gay and 



15 

bisexual members (24 per cent). 8 out of 23 trans and non-binary 

respondents also disagreed.  
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Changes in party culture reported in the previous chapter are likely to be related to 

factionalism in the Labour party. Specific questions relating to factionalism reveal 

its negative consequences with respect to collegiate working and perceptions of 

fairness. 

Our 2021 survey revealed evidence of significant factionalism within local 

Labour parties. Just 26 per cent of respondents agreed with the statement 

‘people in the local party put aside political differences and work together’. 

A majority (51 per cent) disagreed and this was particularly the case with 

respect to people from disadvantaged and under-represented identities and 

backgrounds. 

 

Those most likely to disagree with the statement included: women (55 per 

cent), minority ethnic members (56 per cent), disabled members (58 per 

cent), lesbian, gay and bisexual members (61 per cent), and Jewish members 

(73 per cent). See figure 5. 16 out of the 26 Muslim respondents and 12 out of 

23 trans and non-binary respondents also disagreed with the statement. 
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One indicator of factionalism, as well as discrimination, is the question of 

whether members advance in the party on the basis of merit. In our 2021 

survey, just 23 per cent of Labour members agreed with the statement ‘you 

progress into leadership roles in the local party primarily on merit’, while 45 

per cent disagreed. By contrast in the 2015 survey 30 per cent agreed with 

the statement and 25 per cent disagreed.  

Members from a number of disadvantaged groups were less likely to believe 

people advance on the basis of merit. Those disagreeing with the statement 

in 2021 included 50 per cent of minority ethnic respondents, 52 per cent of 

respondents under 35, 54 per cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual, 54 per cent of  

disabled members, and 67 per cent of Jewish members (see figure 6). 15 out 

of 26 Muslim respondents and 12 out of 23 trans and non-binary 

respondents also disagreed.  

 

The 2021 survey also reveals strong evidence of factionalism in internal 

elections and candidate selections. Nearly half (49 per cent) of respondents, 

who had stood for election as a local party official at branch or CLP level, 

agreed with the statement that ‘political or factional differences in the local 

party were a factor in my election’ compared to 34 per cent who disagreed 

(n = 1,211). Figure 7 shows that members aged under 35, minority ethnic 

members and lesbian, gay and bisexual members were particularly likely to 

agree with the statement. 
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Respondents to the survey who had stood for selection as a councillor were 

less likely to perceive factionalism in the process. 37 per cent agreed with the 

statement that ‘political or factional differences in the local party were a 

factor in my selection’ (n = 543). 

Political differences were perceived to be more important in the outcome of 

candidate selections for Westminster, European parliament, and devolved 

elections. 62 per cent of members with experience of standing in one of these 

selections agreed that political or factional differences were a factor (n = 132).     

Respondents who said they might be interested in seeking selection as a 

candidate in the future overwhelmingly believed that factional or political 

differences would be important in the selection process. 79 per cent of 

respondents who said they might seek selection as a council candidate and 

90 per cent of those who said they might seek selection to be an MP, MS or 

MSP agreed with the statement ‘I think political or factional differences in 

the party would be a significant factor in the selection contest’.  
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Only a minority of members responding to the 2021 survey reported barriers to 

accessing local party activities – with disabled people and parents with children 

under 18 most affected. 

A majority of respondents to our 2021 survey agreed that local party 

meetings were held at convenient times (59 per cent) and thought meetings 

were held in convenient locations (63 per cent). This question was asked 

with reference to meetings taking place prior to the Covid-19 pandemic.    

Minority ethnic members and members with children under 18 were 4 

percentage points more likely to disagree that the times of meetings were 

convenient compared to respondents overall; and members under-35 were 8 

points more likely. Disabled people were 9 percentage points more likely to 

disagree that meeting times were convenient and 9 points more likely to 

disagree that meeting locations were convenient.  

Overall, 69 per cent of respondents agreed they could afford the 

‘transport/childcare costs associated with being involved’ in the local party. 

Just 6 per cent disagreed. However, some groups of members were more 

likely to disagree - members with children (11 per cent); and disabled 

members (14 per cent). 

Online meetings have been widely accepted during Covid-19 but very few people 

want to continue with them alone. On the other hand, only a minority want to 

return to all meetings being face-to-face, and this is especially true among groups 

who face barriers to participation. 

Opinions were divided on online meetings introduced during the Covid-19 

pandemic. 29 per cent agreed with the statement that 'during the pandemic 

online meetings of the local party have been just as good as face-to-face 

meetings'. 37 per cent disagreed and 34 said they neither agreed nor 

disagreed. 
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However, women and minority ethnic respondents were more likely to 

agree than disagree with the statement. 34 per cent of women, and 38 per 

cent of minority ethnic members agreed that online meetings were just as 

good. 

When asked how future party meetings should be held after the pandemic, 

55 per cent of respondents said they should be hybrid (with some members 

meeting in person and others participating remotely via videoconferencing). 

Just 19 per cent said meetings should be in person only and 4 per cent online 

only. 22 per cent said they’d like all three formats to be used at different 

times. 

 

Women were less likely than men to say they wanted to return to in person 

meetings only (12 per cent compared to 23 per cent), as were disabled people 

compared to non-disabled people (15 per cent compared to 20 per cent), and 

parents with children under 18 compared to everyone else (16 per cent vs 20 

per cent). 
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Most members who have stood for office in the local party believe the process is fair, 

democratic and easy to understand. However a small minority reported 

discriminatory behaviours, with members from under-represented backgrounds 

more likely to do so.   

Around half (52 per cent) of our survey respondents said they currently held 

a position of responsibility in their local Labour party, had done so in the 

past, or had stood unsuccessfully.   

We asked everyone else why they had not sought an elected position locally. 

The most popular responses were ‘I don't have the time to take on more 

responsibility’ (34 per cent), ‘it’s not a priority for me’ (32 per cent), ‘I 

wouldn’t enjoy it’ (18 per cent) and ‘I don't feel qualified or experienced 

enough to put myself forward’ (18 per cent). 

A number of respondents opted for reasons that raise greater concerns: ‘I’ve 

never been asked to stand’ (13 per cent), ‘I feel excluded by the current 
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officers’ (11 per cent) and ‘I don’t think the process would be fair to people 

like me’ (10 per cent).  

Disabled and lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents were more likely than 

average to cite all three of these reasons. Minority ethnic members were 

more likely to say ‘I don’t think the process would be fair for people like 

me’. 

 

Respondents who had sought local positions of responsibility were mainly 

positive about the election process. A very large majority believed that the 

process of their election as an officer was either ‘very’ or ‘quite’: easy to 

understand (86 per cent); fair (83 per cent); democratic (82 per cent).  
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54 per cent of these respondents agreed that they were ‘supported and 

encouraged throughout the process’, while 20 per cent disagreed. 

Respondents in some disadvantaged groups were more likely to disagree 

with this statement: members with caring responsibilities (24 per cent), 

disabled members (26 per cent), lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents (27 

per cent) and minority ethnic respondents (32 per cent).  

22 per cent of disabled members disagreed with the statement ‘any access 

needs I had were met’. The same figure for non-disabled respondents was 5 

per cent. 

4 per cent of the respondents said they were asked questions specific to their 

identity (e.g. sexuality or ethnicity) during their election to be a local party 

officer. This increased to 8 per cent of disabled respondents, 12 per cent of 

lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents and 12 per cent of minority ethnic 

respondents 

12 per cent agreed that they had experienced disadvantage during the 

election as a result of features of their identity or background. This increased 

to 19 per cent of carers, 19 per cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, 

20 per cent of minority ethnic respondents and 23 per cent of disabled 

respondents. 12 out of 27 Jewish respondents and 4 out of 14 Muslim 

respondents also agreed with the statement (figure 13). 
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Labour members’ who have stood for local government selection report largely 

positive experiences, but a minority, especially disabled respondents and 

respondents with children under 18 faced barriers when seeking selection. Some 

members faced unwelcome questions or discrimination because of their identity, 

with lesbian, gay and bisexual and disabled people affected the most.   

In our 2021 survey, 566 respondents said they had stood for selection to be a 

Labour party local government candidate. An overwhelming majority 

believed that the selection(s) they participated in were either ‘very’ or ‘quite’ 

fair, democratic and easy to understand.  

 

Experiences of the selection process were mainly positive. 73 per cent of 

respondents said they had enough information about the election process, 



31 

while 14 per cent said they did not. 61 per cent said they could afford what 

they needed to campaign, while 16 per cent said they could not.  

20 per cent of respondents overall agreed with the statement ‘work and/or 

family commitments meant I didn't have enough time to campaign’. This 

increased to 27 per cent of carers, 28 per cent of parents with children under 

18 and 30 per cent of disabled respondents. Among the 112 disabled 

respondents who had sought selection as a local government candidate, 48 

per cent agreed that their access requirements had been met while 22 per 

cent disagreed. 

 

The large majority of candidates for local government selection did not face 

questions they considered to be unwelcome or inappropriate. However 

• 12 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I experienced disadvantage as a 

result of features of my identity and/or background’. This included 21 

per cent of disabled respondents and 21 percent of lesbian, gay and 

bisexual respondents (figure 15). 6 out of 32 minority ethnic 

respondents also agreed.  

• 11 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I came under unwelcome 

scrutiny of my private life’. This included 16 per cent of women, 19 per 

cent of disabled respondents, and 24 per cent of lesbian, gay and 
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bisexual respondents. 7 out of 32 minority ethnic respondents also 

agreed. 

• 8 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I was asked questions specific to 

my identity (e.g. gender or ethnicity)’.  This included 13 per cent of 

under 35s, 15 per cent of disabled members, and 17 per cent of lesbian, 

gay and bisexual respondents. 3 out of 32 minority ethnic respondents 

agreed.  

• 7 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I faced unwelcome scrutiny of my 

appearance’. This included 11 per cent of disabled respondents, 17 per 

cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, and 17 per cent of under 

35s. 4 out of 32 minority ethnic respondents also agreed.  

There is no evidence of things having improved between our 2015 and 2021 

surveys. In 2015, 11 per cent of respondents said they had experienced 

disadvantage as a result of their background and/or identity. This included 

11 per cent of women, 16 per cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, 

and 18 per cent of disabled respondents. 

Although a significant minority said they had experienced disadvantage 

because of their identity or background, a higher number agreed that 

features of their identity and/or background were a positive factor in the 

selection. 20 per cent of respondents agreed with the statement ‘features of 

my identity and/or background were a positive factor in the selection’. This 

included 26 per cent of women, 33 per cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual 

respondents, and 10 out of 32 minority ethnic respondents.  Slightly fewer 

people overall agreed with the statement in 2021, compared to 2015, when 

27 per cent respondents (and 33 per cent of women) agreed with the 

statement.  

Members’ experiences of parliamentary selection are more negative, compared to 

local government selection. A substantial minority reported they experienced 

barriers to participating as a candidate, and experienced discrimination or 

unwelcome questions linked to their identity.   

In our 2021 survey 134 respondents had taken part in selection contests for 

UK, European or devolved parliaments and assemblies. Compared to local 

government selections, a much smaller proportion of respondents said that 

the selection(s) they’d participated in were either ‘very’ or ‘quite’ fair, 

democratic and easy to understand (figure 16).  
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There was also evidence of barriers to participating. 33 per cent of 

respondents disagreed with the statement ‘I had enough information about 

the election process’ (compared to 14 per cent of those who’d taken part in 

local government selections). Similarly, 35 per cent disagreed with the 

statement ‘I could afford what I needed to campaign’. 7 out of 27 disabled 

respondents disagreed with the statement ‘any access needs I had were met’.   

30 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I experienced disadvantage as a result 

of features of my identity and/or background’. This included 7 out of 21 

respondents under 35, 22 out of 55 women, 13 out of 27 disabled 

respondents, 7 out of 14 lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents and 11 out of 

22 of carers. 

16 per cent of respondents who had participated in a parliamentary or 

assembly selection said they were asked questions specific to their identity. 

This included 3 out of 6 minority ethnic respondents, 4 out of 14 lesbian, gay 

and bisexual respondents, 6 out of 27 disabled respondents, 6 out of 22 

carers and 8 out of 36 parents with children under 18.   

18 per cent said they faced unwelcome scrutiny of their appearance. This 

included 3 out of 6 minority ethnic respondents, 8 out of 36 parents with 

children under 18, 16 out of 56 women, 6 out of 21 under 35s and 7 out of 22 

carers. 
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Finally, 26 per cent said they faced unwelcome scrutiny of their private life. 

This included 2 out of 6 minority ethnic respondents, 18 out of 55 women, 9 

out of 17 disabled respondents, 13 out of 35 parents with children under 18 

and 13 out of 22 carers.  

Just as with local government selections, there is no evidence that things 

have improved since 2015. In our 2015 survey, 22 per cent of respondents 

who had taken part in a parliamentary selection said they had experienced 

disadvantage as a result of their background and/or identity. This included 

25 out of 89 women, 9 out of 30 lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, and 8 

out of 26 disabled respondents.  
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We asked questions about expectations of future selection processes to 362 

respondents who said they would like to stand or were considering standing 

to be a Labour party candidate. 

Many potential candidates are positive about future local government selections, but 

there are concerns about barriers to participate will exist and insufficient 

information. A substantial minority also believe they would not be adequately 

supported and would face disadvantage because of their identity or background.    

Looking at people who said they might consider standing for local 

government selection in the future, around 60 per cent thought the process 

would be ‘very’ or ‘quite’ fair, democratic and easy to understand.  
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A substantial minority of aspiring local government candidates thought they 

would not receive the information and support they needed: 

• 45 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I don’t have enough information 

about the selection process’. This included 47 per cent of women, 56 per 

cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, and 60 per cent of under 

35s. 9 out of 13 respondents from minority ethnic backgrounds also 

agreed.   

• 34 per cent of these respondents disagreed with the statement ‘I will be 

supported and encouraged throughout the process’. This included 19 out 

of 44 disabled respondents, 25 out of 57 lesbian, gay and bisexual 

respondents, 6 out of 13 minority ethnic respondents, and 18 out of 37 

carers.  

A large proportion of potential local government candidates are worried 

about barriers to taking part: 

• 37 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I'm not sure I can afford what I 

need to campaign’. This included 28 out of 74 women, 16 out of 37 

carers, 47 out of 94 under-35s, 4 of 13 minority ethnic people, and 25 out 

of 44 disabled people.  

• 55 per cent are worried that their work or family commitments will 

mean they lack time to campaign. This includes 41 out of 73 women, 21 

out of 37 carers, and 30 out of 48 parents with children under 18. 

• 19 of 44 disabled respondents were worried that their access needs might 

not be met. 

A substantial minority considering local government selection were also 

worried about identity-based disadvantage or discrimination. 24 per cent 

agreed with the statement ‘I'm worried about experiencing disadvantage as 

a result of features of identity and/or background’. This included 20 out of 

74 women, 19 out of 57 lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, six out of 13 

minority ethnic respondents, and 25 out of 44 disabled respondents.  

A larger share of members interested in being standing in a parliamentary or 

assembly selection raised concerns, with many believing they would face barriers, 

experience disadvantage because of their identity or background or not be supported.  

123 respondents said they’d be interested in standing to be a candidate for 

Westminster or a devolved administration. A majority of them thought the 

process would be ‘very’ or ‘quite’ fair, democratic and easy to understand. 

However, compared to local government selections, the numbers with 

confidence in the process were lower (figure 18).  
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45 per cent agreed with the statement ‘I'm worried I might face 

disadvantage as a result of features of my identity and/or background’. This 

included six out of 12 minority ethnic respondents, eight out of 16 carers, 15 

out of 26 women, and 19 out of 25 disabled respondents. 

Many of those interested in standing were concerned about the information 

and support they’d receive: 

• 38 per cent of the respondents disagreed with the statement ‘I have 

enough information about the election process’. This included 11 out of 

25 disabled respondents, 15 out of 32 lesbian, gay and bisexual 

respondents, six out of 12 minority ethnic respondents and 14 out of 26 

women.  Just 21 per cent agreed that the process would be transparent 

while 50 per cent disagreed.  

• 41 per cent of respondents disagreed with the statement ‘I am confident 

I'll be supported and encouraged throughout the process’. This included 

14 out of 32 lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents, 11 out of 25 women, 

11 out of 25 disabled respondents and 5 out of 12 minority ethnic 

respondents.  

Respondents were also concerned about the practical barriers to standing for 

parliamentary selection: 
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• 38 per cent disagreed with the statement: ‘I can afford what I needed to 

campaign’. This included 12 out of 26 women and 13 out of 25 disabled 

respondents.  

• 26 per cent agreed with the statement ‘my family commitments mean I 

will have less time to campaign than I'd like’. This included nine out of 

26 women, 15 out of 23 parents with children under 18 and 10 out of 16 

carers. 

• Seven out of 25 disabled respondents disagreed with the statement ‘I’m 

confident my access needs will be met’  
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Respondents were asked how the Labour party can best ensure that more 

people from under-represented groups are selected as local party officers, 

councillors, and UK and devolved parliamentary candidates. They were 

asked to pick their three preferred options from a list, or to propose other 

ideas of their own.    

The top three choices were ‘mentoring opportunities’ (38 per cent), ‘better 

information about selection processes and how to get involved’ (30 per cent) 

and ‘ensure more diversity in senior positions’ (28 per cent).    

Compared to men, women were significantly more likely to opt for ‘more 

effective use of quotas and other forms of ‘positive action’’ (29 per cent 

compared to 17 per cent).  

Compared to non-disabled people, disabled people were more likely to want 

strong policies and action against discrimination and harassment (34 per 

cent vs 25 per cent); and more likely to want equality and diversity training 

for local parties (25 per cent vs 18 per cent).  
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Compared to white British respondents, minority ethnic members were 

significantly more likely to want ‘more diversity in senior positions in the 

party’ (46 per cent vs 27 per cent); and ‘stronger policies and action against 

discrimination and harassment’ (37 per cent vs 26 per cent).  

Lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents were more likely to want ‘stronger 

policies and action against discrimination and harassment’ (37 per cent vs 26 

per cent) and ‘financial assistance’ for selection (25 per cent vs 15 per cent), 

compared to heterosexual respondents. 

Under 35s were more likely than over 35s to want ‘financial assistance (29 

per cent vs 14 per cent); and ‘stronger policies and action against 

discrimination and harassment’ (37 per cent vs 25 per cent).  
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