
															 		 		 	

Lowkey	speaks	on	his	support	for	Jeremy	Corbyn,	the	2017	general	election	and	
improving	the	material	conditions	of	people’s	lives	–	in	discussion	with	

Apex	Zero	for	I	Am	Hip-Hop	Magazine	and	GlobalFaction.	
	

																														 		 		 	
	
Apex	Zero:	 You’ve	come	out,	particularly	in	your	interview	with	Double	Down	News	and	

through	your	statuses	on	Facebook,	strongly	in	support	of	Jeremy	Corbyn.	
You’ve	been	very	clear	and	unambiguous	with	that	support.	So	before	we	go	into	
any	more	details,	for	anyone	who	hasn’t	seen	those	interviews	or	statuses	could	
you	give	us	some	more	detail	about	your	views	and	your	support	for	him	and	
why	you’ve	taken	this	opposition?	

	
Lowkey:	 Essentially	it	is	important	for	us	to	distinguish	between	the	person	who	peruses	

politics	and	the	movement	who	has	propelled	Jeremy	Corbyn	to	this	situation.	
He	is	representative	of	dissent,	representative	of	a	rejection	of	an	economic	
philosophy	that	became	prevalent	in	this	country	and	in	the	United	States	in	the	
1980s,	largely	off	the	back	of	the	leftist	government	in	the	1970s.	That	ideology,	
which	became	the	dominant	and	defining	economic	philosophy	of	our	time	is	
neoliberalism.	The	idea	of	neoliberalism	is	that	the	market	has	been	left	as	
unimpeded	as	possible	and	must	be	able	to	accumulate	capital	as	much	as	
possible	and	to	compete	as	much	as	possible.	What	that	leads	to	is	a	political	
class	that	believes	in	the	idea	of	the	weakness	of	the	state.	Now	at	no	point,	in	
the	United	states	and	in	this	country,	has	there	been	an	opportunity	to	elect	a	
president	or	prime	minister	who	absolutely	unequivocally	is	clear	about	the	
inequality	that	is	caused	by	neoliberalism	and	the	despair	with	the	neoliberal	
model	that	people	have	been	lead	in	to	by	crypto-progressives,	whether	it	was	
Obama,	Tony	Blair	etc.,	who	in	many	ways	appeal	to	aesthetic	needs	(in	some	
ways)	but	who	also	use	language	to	mystify	people.	Jeremy	Corbyn	has	been	
absolutely	clear;	he	is	talking	about	renationalizing	the	energy	sectors,	water,	
the	railways	and	royal	mail,	things	that	in	the	Thatcher	era	were	privatised.	Now,	
the	privatisation	of	these	sectors	of	public	service	that	are	run	by	the	state,	
neoliberalism	essentially	renders	commodities	to	be	bargained	over	and	as	
commodities	for	people	to	compete	over.	So,	for	example,	education,	rather	
than	being	something	that	is	about	the	development	of	a	human	being,	it	
becomes	a	vocational	training	centre	for	corporate	service.	In	the	Thatcher	era	
you	had	the	privatisation	of	so	many	essential	parts	of	state	function	and	a	lot	of	
them	were	actually	sold	off	to	companies	from	elsewhere.	So,	for	example	you	
had	BritNorthSea	Oil,	which	was	the	oil	company	of	the	British	state,	which	is	



															 		 		 	

now	owned	by	a	Chinese	state	company,	partly.	You	have	BP,	which	was	sold	off	
and	is	now	owned	by	Americans,	essentially.	So	what	I	find	so	amazing	is	that	the	
Conservatives	are	able	to	employ	the	imagery	and	symbolism	and	mythology	of	
patriotism	while	simultaneously	doing	things	that	within	that	tortured	logic	are	
undoubtedly	damaging	the	country.	That’s	why	I’ve	used	the	term	of	‘a	glitch	in	
the	matrix’;	that’s	what	Jeremy	Corby	is	and	that’s	why	he’s	been	propelled	to	
this	position	[as	a	candidate	for	Prime	Minister].	It’s	not	because	of	the	Labour	
Party;	in	Tony	Blair’s	years	they	were	Thatcherites,	and	that’s	what	New	Labour	
was,	who	stood	for	the	acceptance	of	neoliberalism	as	the	most	ideal	way	for	a	
society	to	function.	The	important	point	myth	behind	neoliberalism	is	the	myth	
of	‘trickle	down’	–	which	has	been	proven	completely	clearly	to	be	a	lie.	If	you	
talk	to	someone	like	Joseph	Stiglitz,	who	articulated	this	issue	in	a	far	more	
studied	manor	than	I	ever	could,	it	is	absolutely	clear	that	this	ideology	leads	to	
more	inequality,	not	less.	Austerity	for	instance,	is	an	ideological	choice	that	is	
made	by	neoliberal	forces,	so	essentially	you	are	now	in	a	country	where	
250,000	people	are	homeless,	1	in	every	59	people	within	this	city	is	homeless,	
you	have	millions	of	children	officially	living	in	poverty,	two-thirds	of	those	
children	are	from	homes	where	the	parents	are	working.	How	you	are	going	to	
alleviate	these	issues?	So,	when	Jeremy	Corbyn	comes	in	an	says	‘I’m	going	to	
build	1	million	homes,	half	of	them	council	houses’,	‘I	will	get	rid	of	zero-hour	
contracts’	which	have	led	to	the	emergence	of	what	Guy	Standing	has	labelled	
the	Precariat	class	(which	is	quite	a	contentious	term).	People	who	are	working	
zero-hour	contracts	Jeremy	Corbyn	has	said	you	will	get	£10	per	hour	minimum	
wage,	he	will	increase	nurse’s	wages	–	Teresa	May	wants	to	introduce	tuition	
fees	for	nurses	to	ensnare	them	in	debt	as	well.	Jeremy	Corby	has	said	he	won’t	
do	that	and	instead	will	invest	£30	billion	into	the	NHS.	It	is	a	choice	about	what	
kind	of	society	we	can	live	in.	I	understand	completely	that	austerity	and	cuts	to	
public	services	teach	political	futility	and	leads	people	to	the	conclusion	that	no	
matter	how	these	decisions	will	affect	their	lives,	nobody	hears	them.	The	other	
thing	that	is	so	insidious	with	that	neoliberalism	is	that	it	hides	behind	the	
anonymity	and	ambiguity	of	bureaucracy,	so	for	example	if	the	Tories	cut	
disabled	living	allowance	and	you’re	someone	who	relies	on	that	to	live,	when	
that	is	cut,	who	can	you	blame?	Can	you	blame	the	person	who	told	it	to	you	in	
your	centre?	You	can’t,	because	it	wasn’t	that	person’s	personal	decision,	it	was	
made	without	your	consultation	and	so	that	is	the	reason	why	Jeremy	Corbyn	
has	been	so	inspiring	to	people;	he	has	been	representative	of	an	idea,	of	dissent	
against	the	system	and	representative	of	an	alternative.	

	
Apex:	 I	hear	you,	and	this	is	a	very	strong	and	valid	point,	especially	the	idea	that	he	is	

a	product	of	a	movement	and	that	it	is	not	just	about	Corbyn,	and	about	his	



															 		 		 	

dissent	and	being	a	particular	advocate	of	the	attack	on	neoliberalism.	But	for	
me,	the	big	question	or	points	is,	to	hear	someone	like	you,	who	in	the	past	has	
been	extremely	critical	of	not	only	individual	politicians	but	of	the	political	
system	as	a	whole,	back	someone	like	Corbyn	who	is	a	part	of	that	system,	
sounds	very	strange.	I	know	he’s	been	part	of	it	for	a	very	long	time,	it’s	not	like	
he	just	popped	up	overnight,	but	you,	like	a	lot	of	people,	have	been	critical	of	
party	politics	and	forces	behind	the	scenes.	Like	you	said,	the	Labour	Party,	and	
therefore	Jeremy	Corbyn	as	part	of	the	Labour	Party,	as	part	of	that	collective,	
has	been	a	part	of	the	process	which	has	led	to	neoliberalism’s	dominant	
position	and	has	upheld	neoliberalism	for	a	long	time.		

	
Lowkey:	 Your	right	in	that,	Jeremy	Corbyn	has	held	his	constituency	since	1986	but	it	was	

the	decision	of	the	James	Callaghan	government	that	lead	to	neoliberalism	
becoming	the	economic	philosophy	of	this	country	when	he	took	his	$3.9	billion	
loan	from	the	IMF.	What	the	IMF	has	done	all	over	the	world	is	condemned	
many	societies	into	corporate	servitude;	this	is	the	process	that	happened	here.	
Once	the	loan	is	taken,	they	come	in	and	push	their	structural	adjustment	plans	
and	sell	off	huge	parts	of	the	state.	The	IMF	are	essentially	a	conglomerate	of	the	
US	banking	system.	So,	you	are	right	in	that	he	has	been	part	of	the	party	that	
has	been	part	of	that,	and	it’s	been	uniform	across	the	political	class.	But	if	you	
look	at	his	voting	record	and	the	campaigns	he’s	been	involved	in,	it’s	clear	that	
having	him	in	number	10	is	beneficial.	Moreover,	if	we	look	at	the	manifesto	he’s	
put	together,	by	no	means	is	it	radical,	but	it	is	battling	the	corporatisation	of	
this	country.	Even	during	the	Thatcher	era	when	that	privatisation	took	place,	
the	corporation	tax	was	about	50%.	Jeremy	Corbyn	is	talking	raising	it	to	26%,	so	
it’s	not	massively	radical,	it’s	merely	bringing	it	back	to	the	level	it	was	at	in	
2010.	The	big	argument	against	him	doing	this	is	that	he’s	going	to	set	it	too	high	
and	corporations	will	leave	this	country	and	that	will	cause	mass	unemployment.	
I	tell	you	why	that’s	not	true.	Part	of	the	corporatisation	was	done	during	the	
Thatcher	period	when	it	was	at	50%,	so	what	are	these	people	talking	about?	It	
doesn’t	make	sense.	So,	to	answer	your	direct	question,	what	would	make	me	
support	Jeremy	Corbyn?	I,	as	a	human	being,	develop,	and	have	ideas	that	
develop;	if	I’d	have	a	conversation	with	you	with	you	in	2007	or	2011	and	then	
have	a	conversation	with	you	in	2017,	it’s	inevitable	that	a	person	will	develop	
and	those	ideas	will	change	in	different	ways.	In	many	ways,	they	may	still	be	the	
same	person,	but	in	terms	of	judging	this	situation,	I’m	judging	the	manifesto,	
I’m	judging	off	his	voting	record,	I’m	judging	off	the	material	result	that	this	
election	may	cause.	In	my	life	and	your	life,	across	this	society,	we’ve	seen	the	
most	opposed	war,	possibly	in	human	history,	in	the	Iraq	war	in	2003.	No	other	
war	mobilized	as	many	people	to	demonstration	as	that	war	did.	We	saw	that	
that	it	is	completely	futile	and	the	war	still	went	ahead.	The	mechanisms	of	the	
state	and	the	projections	of	violence	still	went	ahead.	We’re	still	dealing	with	the	
ramification	to	this	day	in	many	ways.	We	are	also	the	generation	that	when	it	
was	time	to	raise	tuition	fees	to	the	point	where	75%	of	people	going	to	



															 		 		 	

university	will	die	without	paying	off	that	debt,	we	protested,	we	were	beaten	by	
police,	they	still	went	ahead	and	passed	those	laws.	Now	we	have	a	politician	
coming	forward	saying	he’ll	erase	that	debt,	alleviating	the	issue	for	people	who	
are	already	in	that	debt.	I	have	a	moral	imperative	and	obligation	to	support	
someone	coming	through	with	a	manifesto	saying	he’ll	do	what	he’s	going	to	do.	
For	me	to	turn	around	and	not	support	someone	like	that	–	it’d	be	an	act	of	crass	
selfishness	that	I	could	not	forgive	myself	for.	I,	as	an	artist,	am	in	a	position	
where	I	can	be	a	conduit	for	certain	ideas.		Most	of	the	time	people	who	have	a	
following	like	I	do	in	the	UK,	they	play	the	role	of	a	conduit	to	big	business.	I	have	
the	opportunity	to	be	a	conduit	to	subversive	action.	Therefore,	I	absolutely	use	
my	voice	to	the	absolute	furthest	extent.	This	is	something	that	our	children	may	
thank	us	for.			

	
Apex:	 I	hear	your	points,	and	it’s	raised	two	key	things	in	particular	that	I	want	to	ask	

you.	I	understand	what	you	are	saying	about	development,	I	definitely	
understand	that	in	the	manifesto	they’ve	made	there	is	a	lot	of	beautiful	
sounding	promises.	I	also	completely	agree	with	the	point	you	make	about	us	
protesting	against	the	war	in	Iraq	and	against	the	tuition	fees	and	being	
ignored…		

	
Lowkey:	 And	he	was	with	us	there.	
	
Apex:	 Sure.	But	the	first	question	is,	when	he’s	come	out	and	supported	these	causes,	

even	if	afterwards	he	can	say	‘he	voted	against	it’	–	he’s	still	been	a	part	of	it.	
He’s	been	part	of	a	party	and	system	that’s	voted	for	it,	even	if	he’s	voted	
against	it.	He’s	been	a	part	of	that	party	and	that	political	process	as	phenomena	
–	the	entire	process	of	voting	against	or	for	things,	of	having	to	go	through	
different	levels	of	parliamentary	debate,	of	putting	motions	forward,	getting	
them	signed	off	by	the	Lords	and	everything	else.	My	view	on	these	things,	as	
someone	who	was	also	involved	in	those	protests,	is	that	the	situation	isn’t	
futile,	but	is	that	the	entire	system	is	self-sustaining.	And	for	a	politician	who	has	
been	involved	all	the	way	through	his	career	voting	against	things,	even	his	voice	
hasn’t	been	heard.	Maybe	he	is	being	heard	now	because	he	got	people	behind	
him,	but	a	lot	of	those	people	who	were	protesting	are	now	the	people	who	are	
supporting	him	as	a	politician	and	are	coming	out	to	support	his	vote.	My	issue	is	
that	even	as	Prime	Minister,	even	if	he	is	the	most	genuine	and	open	politician	
and	he	genuinely	wants	to	change	these	things,	the	problem	is;	can	he	even	do	
this	as	a	part	of	the	political	system	that	we	have?	That’s	the	first	thing.	He	still	
has	to	convince	his	MPs,	the	opposition	MPs,	if	he	does	become	a	Prime	Minister	
to	vote	in	the	same	he	does,	and	think	in	the	same	way	that	he	does	which	is	
going	to	be	incredibly	difficult	to	do.	Then	you	have	still	have	pass	up	to	the	
Lords	and	they	can	reject	it.	They	do	have	a	history	of	rejecting	important	things	
especially	things	that	we	know	will	help	the	kind	of	causes	that	we	are	talking	
about	now,	and	even	then	it	has	to	be	signed	off	by	the	Queen.	So,	the	first	



															 		 		 	

thing,	even	if	he	does	get	to	a	point	into	power,	would	he	be	able	to	make	the	
differences?	And	the	second	thing	is	this;	the	stuff	that	we	are	talking	about	is	
very	much,	in	my	view,	the	mainstream	media	conversation	of	whether	people	
should	vote	for	Jeremy	Corbyn	over	Taresa	May.	To	me,	the	question	is	should	
people	engage	or	not	with	the	system	that	is	in	itself	an	artificial	form	of	
democracy?	It	suggests	participation	by	people,	but	if	you	study	the	actual	
nature	of	what	democracy	is	supposed	to	be	the	people	who	you	vote	for	should	
be	your	voice,	they	should	be	the	voice	of	the	constituents,	they	should	be	the	
voice	of	the	people	who	they	represent.	In	reality	–	even	if	he	doesn’t	–	the	
people	you	vote	for	and	elect	have	their	own	agendas	in	mind,	not	yours.	A	lot	of	
those	are	linked	to	big	business	are	still	inevitably	going	to	be	linked	to	
neoliberal	politics	and	finance,	and	all	these	other	politicians	would	be.	For	me,	
by	partaking	in	that	system,	by	partaking	in	that	process,	you	are	in	a	sense	
legitimatising	those	processes.	By	encouraging	other	people	to	support	it,	it	
creates	a	situation	where	you’re	leading	people	to	do	this.	I	agree,	as	you	say,	
you	do	have	an	important	voice	as	an	important	artist.	You	are	leading	people	
back	into	a	system	that	for	a	long	time	a	lot	of	us,	yourself	included,	have	been	
telling	people	to	be	sceptical	of,	to	beware	of,	and	to	be	outside	of.	I	know	those	
are	two	big	questions!	

	
Lowkey:	 Ok,	number	one,	I’ll	break	down	in	two	ways.	Jeremy	Corbyn	is	not	putting	

himself	forward	as	a	revolutionary.	What	it	seems	to	me	is	that	you	are	putting	
forward	is	a	revolutionary	argument.	There	are	certain	preconditions	for	people	
to	dispute.	Now,	undoubtedly,	we	live	in	a	time	when	state	oppression	is	
powered	by	technological	advancement.	To	pursue	civil	disobedience	definitely	
has	a	place	of	importance,	however	pursuing	revolutionary	activity	at	this	time,	
the	oppression	is	so	strong	that	it’s	not	really	a	likelihood	that	you	will	succeed.	
Jeremy	Corbyn	is	a	social-democrat,	he	believes	that	he	can	use	the	ballot	to	
pursue	change.	With	all	of	its	problematic	and	interweaving	factors,	what	you’re	
alluding	to	is	what	Sheldon	Wolin	refers	to	as	‘inverted	totalitarianism’.	It’s	
exactly	what	you’re	thinking	about,	it	is	the	deeper	state,	it	is	essentially	pointing	
out	how	the	episodic	nature	of	“democracy”	we	live	in	is	dominated	by	
permanent	kinds	of	things	i.e.	people	can	vote	for	a	new	president	in	the	United	
States	but	they	can’t	vote	against	the	interests	of	private	banks	or	the	interests	
of	Wall	Street.	Same	thing	here,	we	can’t	vote	against	the	influence	of	Northern	
Rock	that	was	subsidized	in	a	semi-privatization	of	the	treasury	of	this	country,	
we	can’t	vote	against,	say,	the	Monarchy,	that’s	not	open	to	your	vote.	But	what	
is	open	to	your	vote	is	the	opportunity	to	vote	for	a	more	participatory	
“democratic	process”,	you	may	support	that,	you	may	not,	but	if	you	are	in	a	
situation	where	you	have	to	choose	between	your	child	being	ensnared	in	debt	
for	the	rest	of	their	life	or	your	child	being	able	to	go	to	university,	which	would	
you	choose?	If	you	have	to	choose	between,	God	forbid,	your	grandmother	or	
any	elderly	member	of	your	family	freezing	to	death	or	not,	which	would	you	
choose?	If	you	have	to	choose	between	a	disabled	member	of	your	family	eating	



															 		 		 	

3	meals	a	day	or	surviving	off	cartons	of	milk,	which	would	you	choose?	That’s	
what	this	is	about,	it’s	not	about	the	wider	political	issues	that	you’re	talking	
about	–	that	doesn’t	in	any	way	negate	their	validity.	What	this	is	about	is	the	
aspects	on	which	we	do	have	the	ability	to	effect	change	through	participating	in	
this	process.	That	doesn’t	mean	that	the	deeper	state	isn’t	conspiring	against	it,	
that	doesn’t	mean	that	the	army	didn’t	come	out	last	year	or	2	years	ago	and	say	
that	if	Jeremy	Corbyn	was	to	get	into	power	they	would	consider	launching	a	
coup.	That	is	undeniably,	that	is	happening,	and	I	don’t	believe	in	nihilism.	I	don’t	
believe	in	perceiving	it	in	such	an	absolutist	way	as	many	do.	And	I	think	actually	
it’s	sad	and	disappointing	because	we	do	have	the	opportunity	to	make	a	real	
difference	in	people’s	lives.	If	the	Tories	win,	people	will	die.	We	can	sit	there	
with	our	arms	folded	and	say,	‘oh	well	it	woulda	happened	under	Corbyn’,	we	
don’t	know	if	it	would	have.	What	is	definite,	is	that	if	Teresa	May	gets	in,	it	will	
happen.	She	will	privatise	the	NHS.	Look	at	the	situation	in	the	US	with	people	
being	put	into	debt	the	rest	of	their	lives	for	being	poor.	It’s	not	the	kind	of	
system	that	you	want	to	live	in.	There	are	things	that	are	positive	about	this	
society	and	we	can’t	deny	that.	As	much	as	we	have	experienced	all	kinds	of	
brutalization	at	the	hands	of	this	society,	on	a	spiritual	level,	on	an	emotional	
level,	on	a	psychological	level,	it	doesn’t	negate	that	there	are	positive	aspects	to	
this	society	that	were	fought	for	and	won	by	people	like	Jeremy	Corbyn.	At	every	
point	throughout	history	there	have	been	people	who’ve	said	‘if	you	participate	
in	the	political	process	nothing	positive	will	come’	and	then	they	passed	a	law	
that	outlawed	children	working	under	the	age	of	12,	that	outlawed	people	
working	over	8	hours	a	day,	that	gave	women	the	right	to	vote,	that	give	people	
who	didn’t	own	land	the	right	to	vote.	At	those	times	there’d	have	been	people	
who	said	‘why	are	you	voting?	They	don’t	like	us’,	when	there	were	people	being	
hung	from	Marble	Arch	for	stealing	a	loaf	of	bread,	they’d	say	‘why	do	you	
wanna	change	the	law?’	–	because	people’s	lives	will	improve.	And	I	actually	
think	it’s	an	indicator	of	comfort;	it	is	a	position	that	is	not	tenable	to	say	‘what	
he’s	saying	might	sound	nice	but	he’s	not	going	to	do	it	anyway’,	I	think	it’s	quite	
silly	to	be	honest,	because	what	you	actually	have	is	the	potential	for	that	to	
change.	Even	if	we	were	completely	wrong	and	he	got	into	that	position	and	he	
was	still	subject	and	server	to	the	exact	same	powers,	that	wouldn’t	be	
something	for	us	to	laugh	at	each	other	and	say,	‘I	told	you	so’,	that	will	be	
something	to	make	us	push	even	further.		

	
Apex:	 That’s	the	point	I	think,	is	that	it’s	not	about	laughing	at	each	other,	it’s	not	

about	winning	an	argument,	it’s	not	about	trying	to	come	out	on	top	in	a	debate.	
And	when	I’m	talking	about,	as	you	said,	this	idea	of	inverted	totalitarian	this	
participation,	to	me	it’s	not	about	not	participating	to	not	participate	or	to	win	
activist	points	or	to	win	a	discussion	or	something	like	that.	It	is	in	terms	of	
strategy,	in	terms	of	legitimizing	the	process	which	in	itself	is	illegitimate.	

	



															 		 		 	

Lowkey:	 Whether	we	legitimize	or	not,	it	exists.	It’s	not	waiting	on	my	individual	
recognition	of	it.	I	buy	food	to	live	and	I	pay	tax	to	this	state	so	in	that	way	we’re	
still	supporting	the	state.	Each	state	is	artificial,	each	nation	is	artificial	and	in	
essence	are	constructed	to	gain	a	monopoly	on	the	use	of	violence.	I	don’t	think,	
and	I’m	not	saying	you	are	condemning	anyone,	but	I	don’t	think	that	anyone	
should	be	condemned	or	is	necessarily	wrong	for	wanting	to	change	the	material	
conditions	of	people’s	lives.	I	think	your	point	is,	can	we	have	hope	within	that	
equation?	My	answer	is,	yes	we	can.	

Apex:	 To	me	it’s	not	necessarily	just	about	hope.	There	will	be	people	who	will	argue,	
that	there	are	other	political	parties	that	will	want	to	change	the	material	
conditions	of	people’s	lives.	There	will	be	even	people,	and	of	course	we	will	
both	sit	down	and	argue	against	them,	who	will	argue	that	Theresa	May	is	the	
person	who	will	best	improve	the	material	conditions	of	people’s	lives.		

	
Lowkey:	 Yeah	but	they’re	actually	wrong.	
	
Apex:	 Of	course,	yeah.	
	
Lowkey:	 People	will	factually,	materially	be	stolen	from.		
	
Apex:	 Of	course.	
	
Lowkey:	 It	is	Robin	Hood	in	reverse	distribution	of	wealth	upwards.	That	is	what	happens.	

That	is	what	happened	when	they	cut	benefits.		
	
Apex:	 Yeah,	agree.	But	my	major	argument	against	it,	against	“participation”	is	the	idea	

that	whole	political	system	is	artificial.	The	systems	themselves	are	not	
necessarily	artificial,	they	are	all	social	constructs.	They	are	all	the	creation	of	
human	beings	living	socially	and	we	create	a	set	of	laws	for	ourselves.	In	that	
sense	they,	are	not	artificial,	they	are	real,	they	exist.	Those	laws	are	real,	they	
are	genuine.	To	me,	what	is	artificial	about	this	the	idea	of	you	being	somehow	
engaged	in	the	political	process	if	you	vote,	is	artificial.	That	is	what	is	
fundamental	to	the	power	of	the	state	and	that’s	existed	before	neoliberalism.	
That	existed	long	before	there	was	participation	by	people	who	weren’t	allowed	
to	participate,	they	just	widened	the	artificial	“participation”	in	the	(you	could	
say)	biopolitical	form	of	control	that	neoliberalism	is,	where	there	is	the	idea	of	
the	body	of	the	population	who	are	allowed	to	pretend	that	they	participate	in	
the	democracy.	People	who	haven’t	engaged	as	much	in	this	artificial	process	in	
recent	times.	After	the	war	it	was	pretty	stable	up	until	Tony	Blair	came	with	his	
massive	advocacy	of	the	neoliberal	system	which	in	itself	was	showing	of	big	
hope.	And	I	remember	it	as	a	child,	the	hope	that	was	around	Tony	Blair	and	
what	he	was	going	to	do	and	change	and	build.	And	there	are	still	people	who	
support	Tony	Blair	in	many	ways	for	the	things	that	he	did.	But	we	know	what	
happened	because	of	Blair.	One	result	was	that	this	participation	slid	rapidly	



															 		 		 	

until	this	election.	In	the	last	one,	56%	of	people	actually	voted.	David	Cameron	
has	argued	against	the	unions	for	years	that	If	less	than	50%	of	the	members	of	
the	unions	vote	it	should	be	illegitimate.	So	if	it	had	sunk	under	50%	in	this	
election	it,	would	show,	and	we	were	very	close	to	showing,	that	in	their	own	
logic,	in	their	logic	of	neoliberalism,	the	vote	itself	would	have	been	illegitimate.	
That	could	have	potentially	forced	forward	the	need	for	there	to	be	a	bigger	
change.	I	agree	with	you	it’s	not	always	just	about	massive	ideological	shifts.	The	
small	changes	are	important.	But	to	me,	that	was	a	window	of	opportunity	to	
show	very	clearly	that	this	is	not	a	genuine	form	of	political	participation.	And	by	
encouraging	people	to	then	re-engage	with	something	goes	against	all	of	that,	
not	necessarily	work,	but	that	disengagement	that	occurred	over	those	years.	
You	know	what	I	mean?	

	
Lowkey:	 I	think	that’s	an	interesting	idea.	But	one	of	the	things	and	your	idea	is	definitely	

relying	on	is	the	ideas	in	inverted	totalitarianism.	What	inverted	totalitarianism	
basically	is	revolved	around	is	the	demobilization	of	the	masses	largely	by	the	
corporate	media.	So	while	I	think	what	you’re	saying	is	definitely	interesting	and	
definitely	may	be	a	possibility,	it	relies	on	chance	and	relies	on	a	populous	that	
has	been	largely	de-politicised	though	neoliberal	propaganda.	The	people	that	
we’ve	seen	Jeremy	Corbyn	be	able	to	mobilise,	and	the	fact	that	he’s	been	able	
to	mobilise	people	the	way	he	has	is	because	of	his	ideas.	I	mean,	I	hear	what	
you’re	saying	but	in	terms	of	the	material	reality	of	people’s	lives,	say	40%	of	the	
population	voted	and	the	Tories	got	in	again,	we’d	be	living	in	a	different	
country,	very,	very	different.	We	would	have	fewer	hospitals,	we	would	be	in	
debt	to	go	to	those	hospitals,	we	would	have	to	fill	out	forms	to	get	into	the	
hospital,	all	of	the	functions	of	this	state	will	be	torn	to	shreds.	So	my	main	point	
is,	why	let	people	die,	when	people	have	the	chance	to	continue	living?	At	the	
end	of	the	day,	we	can	philosophize	with	each	other	until	the	cows	come	home,	
but	what	really	counts	is	human	beings	that	live.	These	policies	will	actually	
affect	living	here.	

	
Apex:				 I	do	hear	you.		
	
Lowkey:	 To	me,	that	is	the	beginning	and	ending	of	it.	That	does	not	mean	that	analysis	of	

the	overarching	structures	does	not	take	place,	it	must	take	place,	I	aint	here	
waving	union	jacks	and	singing	‘God	Save	the	Queen’,	that’s	not	me	bruv,	and	it’s	
not	Jeremy	Corbyn	either.	And	that’s	an	important	part	and	so	I	think	also.	So	I	
think,	if	we	were	to	pass	up	this	chance,	we’d	regret	it.		

	
Apex:	 I	hear	you.	But	again,	we	come	back	to	this	idea	of	the	hope.	We’ve	been	here	to	

a	degree	before,	right?	
	
Lowkey:	 I	don’t	think	we	have.	
	



															 		 		 	

Apex:	 I	hear	you	on	the	the	support	of	for	his	policies;	defending	the	NHS,	abolishing	
tuition	fees,	raising	minimum	wages,	building	social	housing,	renationalizing	
British	Rail	and	all	these	other	areas,	they	are	great	ideas.	But	promises	are	
made	by	politicians,	they	are	usually	broken	by	politicians.	Things	are	given	in	
one	hand,	and	things	are	taken	in	the	other.	Or	even	worse	atrocities	are	
committed	at	the	same	time	those	good	things	being	implemented.	Probably	the	
best	example	of	this	in	living	memory	is	Obama.	You	laid	out	perfectly	in	
‘Obamanation’,	despite	the	‘yes	we	can’	campaigns,	the	‘change’	campaign,	the	
hope	of	there	being	a	black	president.	I	understand	what	you	say,	he	had	a	
different	set	of	political	ideals	to	Jeremy	Corbyn,	but	it’s	a	very	similar	set	of	
circumstances;	you	have	a	former	‘activist’	who	has	voted	very	‘progressively’	I	
hate	to	use	that	term.	He	promised	to	shut	down	Guantanamo,	he	promised	to	
withdraw	from	Iraq	and	Afghanistan,	promised	universal	healthcare;	half	of	
those	things	never	happened,	some	of	them	did	happen	have	now	been	taken	
away	and	all	kinds	of	atrocities	were	committed	during	his	terms.	

	
Lowkey:	 He	didn’t	promise	universal	healthcare.	He	promised	basically	an	adaptation	of	

Romney’s	idea	of	healthcare,	which	still	lead	people	into	debt	as	far	as	I	
understand.	Corbyn	and	Obama	come	from	ideologically	difficult	places,	that’s	
why	I	focus	on	neoliberalism	which	is	an	economic	philosophy,	the	dominant	
economic	philosophy	of	our	time.	The	state	is	not	regulated	to	act	against	
companies.	It	has	led	to	things	like	TPP	which	is	a	law	now	whereby	corporations	
can	bring	charges	against	states	and	governments	trying	to	regulate	them.	For	
example,	there	are	tabaco	companies	who	have	taken	charges	against	the	
Australian	government	and	the	government	in	Uruguay	wanting	to	put	warnings	
on	cigarette	packets	saying	that	cigarettes	cause	diseases,	and	they	stopped	
them.	That’s	what	neoliberalism	does,	it	is	a	morally	bankrupt	economic	
philosophy	that	has	been	proven	to	be	no	good,	that	it	causes	inequality,	that	it	
causes	poverty,	that	it	causes	people	to	die	

	
Apex:	 For	sure.	
	
Lowkey:	 I	feel	to	be	honest	that	your	painting	of	an	equivalence	between	Obama	and	

Corbyn	is	a	bit	adhominous.	You’re	saying	that	because	Obama	was	also	a	
political	figure	–	and	the	point	I’m	making	about	Obama	is	he	was	not	
progressive,	he	was	not	progressive	politically	–	they	are	the	same.	To	be	honest	
the	way	I	see	it	is	that	race	is	a	construction,	it’s	a	social	construct,	you	could	
even	say	it	is	a	creation	of	the	United	States,	that	was	the	first	time	that	you	had	
a	law	that	said	if	someone	was	white,	then	they	can	vote.	You	look	at	many	
people,	someone	like	Kirk	Douglas,	people	who	changed	their	name	so	they	
could	sound	more	Anglo-Saxon	and	we	have	other	contemporary	examples	of	
that	within	this	country	with	the	onslaught	of	islamophobia,	people	denying	
their	origin	that	goes	back	to	this	idea	of	Anglo-Saxon,	that	goes	back	to	the	
Magna	Carter,	that	goes	back	to	the	Enlightenment,	and	from	a	different	



															 		 		 	

trajectory	the	Declaration	of	Independence.	But	my	point	is	that	those	are	
aesthetic	things,	they	are	not	material	reality.	And	again	I,	pose	the	question	to	
you,	if	you	have	to	choose,	forget	all	these	social	constructs,	this	mythology	of	
the	nation,	if	you	have	to	choose	between	a	member	of	your	family	having	three	
meals	a	day	or	surviving	off	milk,	if	you	have	to	choose	between	a	member	of	
your	family	dying	in	debt	or	being	able	to	go	to	university,	if	you	have	to	choose	
between	a	member	of	your	family	dying	from	cold	or	not	what	would	you	
choose,	and	that’s	what	this	is	about.	

	
Apex:	 I	understand.	That	question	you	pose	there	is	a	very	is	poignant	one.	But	this	

idea	it	comes	down	to	–	I	don’t	want	to	say	short	term,	because	it’s	not	just	
about	short	term…				

	
Lowkey:	 Of	course,	I	mean,	you’re	right,	it	is	short	term	because	it’s	5	years.	Moreover,	

and	this	might	be	another	conversation	to	get	into,	you	have	on	one	side	
someone	that	is	giving	themselves	so	much	to	the	United	States	they	are	willing	
to	let	petrol	and	fuel	companies	dictate	their	climate	policy,	they’re	allowing	
military	industrial	complexes	to	dictate	their	foreign	policy.	We	have	a	choice	
between	–	and	we’ve	been	talking	about	mostly	the	domestic	front	so	far	–	
between	the	survival	of	the	human	race	and	moreover	we	are	talking	about	
wars.	Jeremy	Corbyn,	as	imperfect	as	he	may	be	is	far	less	likely	to	kill	hundreds	
and	thousands	of	people	in	a	heartbeat	like	Teresa	May	has	said	she	will	do.	

	
Apex:	 Well,	we	don’t	know	that	for	a	fact	especially	when…	
	
Lowkey:			 I’ll	tell	you	why	we	know	that…	
	
Apex:	 I	know	he	voted	against	certain	things.	I	know	he’s	said	that	he’s	going	to	control	

his	decision	and	look	at	specific	circumstances;	he	hasn’t	just	come	out	straight	
up	and	been	like,	“Yes,	I	will	definitely	use	it.”	But	to	a	large	degree…	

	
Lowkey:	 I’ll	tell	you	right	now,	he,	in	terms	of	Syria,	he	made	a	mistake	and	was	wrong	in	

that	way,	and	people	can	perceive	it	he	facilitated	that	situation	to	happen.	In	
terms	of	renewing	trident,	he’s	redundant	on	that,	but	what	we	are	dealing	with	
is	somebody	that	ideologically	is	coming	from	a	position	where	before	you	and	I	
were	born	he	was	campaigning	against	wars.	It	is	wrong	to	say	in	the	situation	
here,	where	we	have	never	had	the	choice	in	our	lifetime	to	have	a	politician	like	
Jeremy	Corbyn	as	prime	minister,	for	us	to	turn	around	and	use	other	political	
experiences	of	other	politicians	and	to	try	and	somehow	apply	it	to	this	situation.	
It	is	not	right.	

	
Apex:	 That’s	not	what	I	was	going	to	say.	The	point	that	I	was	going	to	say	is;	if	he	does	

become	prime	minister	and	he	is	in	a	position	where	shit	has	hit	the	fan,	where	
he	is	being	told	by	advisors,	or	because	of	a	vote,	that	you	need	to	invade	this	



															 		 		 	

country,	or	you	need	to	press	that	button,	or	you	need	to	do	whatever	it	is;	it	is	
impossible	for	us	to	say,	‘no,	he	would	not	do	that’.	He	might	have	a	more	
considered	opinion	of	it.	He	might	have	considered	his	reason	for	doing	it	first,	
but	we	still	don’t	know	that	he	wouldn’t	do	it.	

	
Lowkey:	 It	is	impossible	to	say	that	he	would.	
	
Apex:	 I’m	not	saying	that	he	would.	I’m	saying	that	he	might	still.		
	
Lowkey:	 It	is	impossible	to	say	that	Jeremy	Corbyn	would.	It	is	definite	that	Teresa	May	

would.	So	there’re	your	choices	–	what	you	gonna	chose?	
	
Apex:	 I’m	not	saying	that	he	definitely	would.	It’s	not	as	simple	as	that.	If	we	are	going	

to	come	out	and	paint	a	picture	of	a	man	and	say	–	when	he	might	think	about	it	
first,	but	then	still	do	it	–	that	he	won’t.	It’s	dangerous	to	paint	a	picture	to	
people	that	this	guy	is	not	going	to	that.				

	
Lowkey:	 This	idea,	this	nihilism,	this	apathy	is	dangerous,	this	is	dangerous.	Honestly,	I	

believe	that	if	somebody	sits	down	and	really,	really	studies	his	history,	studies	
the	manifesto	they’ll	see	that	it	is	in	their	own	interest	to	vote	Labour,	even	
though	paradoxically,	and	this	is	an	important	part	of	it,	they’ll	be	voting	in	many	
people	who	are	members	of	the	party	who	are	anti-Corbyn	off	the	back	of	this.		

	
Apex:	 Yeah,	for	sure.		
	
Lowkey:	 Two-thirds	of	his	party	are	saboteurs,	essentially	against	him.	Many	are	going	to	

be	voted	into	their	seats	off	the	strength	of	him.	This	is	paradoxical,	this	is	
contradictory,	nobody’s	denying	that.	But	with	that	in	mind,	are	we	in	a	better	
positon	with	him	in	number	10,	it’s	as	simple	as	that.	It’s	an	easy	decision.		

	
Apex:	 There	is	an	argument,	and	this	is	going	to	sound	very	nihilistic,	and	it’ll	play	right	

back	into	the	points	that	you	made	before	against	my	line	of	my	questioning.	
There	is	an	argument	that	it	won’t	make	much	difference	at	all,	because,	as	you	
said,	he	has	this	massive	amount	of	saboteurs	in	his	party.	If	he	wants	to	pass	the	
motion	to	say,	abolish	fees,	he	has	to	convince	two-thirds	of	his	party	who	think	
differently,	plus	the	opposition,	then	the	lords	to	pass	it	the	law.		

	
Lowkey:	 They’ve	all	signed	on	to	it.	The	Labour	Party	has	all	signed	on	to	the	manifesto.	
	
Apex:	 To	win	an	election,	to	win	an	election	bro.	
	
Lowkey:	 You’re	saying	to	win	an	election.	But	in	life,	we	can’t	pass	aspersions	on	other	

people’s	motives,	because	it’s	speculative.	The	fact	is	they’ve	all	agreed	to	it,	
that’s	their	manifesto.	I	mean,	it’s	obviously	conceivable	that	those	things	might	



															 		 		 	

not	happen,	but	this	argument	of	‘it	might	be	this,	it	might	be	that’	are	
hypothetical.	We’re	dealing	with	people’s	lives	here,	we’re	dealing	with	real	
problems	in	this	country,	we	have	to	try	and	address	them.	If	we	have	the	
chance	to	address	them	and	we	don’t	address	them,	it’s	selfish.	We	have	a	small	
window	of	time	and	opportunity	to	do	good	in	this	world	anyway,	if	we’re	lucky,	
the	better	part	of	a	hundred	years.	If	we	can	have	some	kind	of	positive	affect	on	
other	people,	whether	it	is	emotionally	or	more	seriously	in	a	material	way,	we	
should	use	it.	That	doesn’t	mean	that	in	any	way	the	wider,	overarching	issues	of	
injustice	and	unfreedom	aren’t	important,	in	no	way,	shape	or	form	is	that	what	
I’m	saying	or	that	injustice	should	be	given	a	free	pass.	I	think	we’ve	reached	the	
point	of	disagreement,	‘cos	I’m	completely	convinced	of	my	point	and	it	seems	
from	the	way	you	see	it	you’re	completely	convinced	of	yours,	that’s	fair	enough	
man,	that’s	completely	fine,	but	I	will	implore	not	only	you,	but	anyone	reading	
this,	anyone	thinking	about	this,	to	vote	because	–	I’ll	say	it	again	–	this	is	a	
question	of	people’s	material	reality.		

	
Lowkey:		 One	thing	that	he	was	speaking	about	last	year	which	is	definitely	very,	very	

significant	to	myself,	I	imagine	to	you	also,	but	also	generally	to	people	that	live	
in	this	country	and	who	are	educated	in	this	country	within	the	school	system.	
He's	spoken	about	curriculumising	the	relationship	of	the	British	Empire	with	
people	around	it.	So	can	you	imagine,	on	the	societal	level,	the	difference	that	
would	make	for	people	to	have	some	type	of	cognisance	of	the	Opium	Wars,	the	
Bengal	Famine,	the	Potato	Famine	in	Ireland,	about	Tasmania,	the	populations	
who	were	completely	wiped	out	by	the	British.	This	is	something	that	he's	
spoken	about	and	something	that	nobody	in	his	position	previously	has	spoken	
about.	This	is	significant	and	this	would	lead	to	a	real	societal	change.	He	has	
spoken	about	potentially	apologizing	for	the	2003	war	in	Iraq,	now	that	would	
open	up	legal	possibility	for	the	prosecution	of	Tony	Blair,	and	this	is	why	the	
Blairites	fear	him	so	much.	That	is	very	significant	also,	and	I	think	that,	for	me,	it	
would	open	up	the	potential	of	reparation	as	a	way	of	essentially	atoning	on	a	
societal	level	within	this	country.	I	think	that	that	is	the	process	which	historically	
would	have	to	happen	at	some	point.	Speaking	of	this	creation	of	the	idea	of	
Britishness.	People	here	have	roots	with	Celts,	have	roots	with	Romans,	
Normans,	but	somehow	this	amalgamation	of	different	peoples	who	went	to	war	
with	each	other	has	come	together	to	form	this	idea	of	Britishness.	The	
quintessentially	English	practice	of	drinking	tea	when	there's	not	one	tea	
plantation	in	this	country,	when	the	sugar	that	they	are	using	in	the	tea	came	
from	the	slave	trade,	came	from	the	middle	passage.	When	the	Prince	of	this	
country,	Prince	Philip	was	born	the	king	of	Greece	and	Denmark	and	immigrated	
here.	There's	so	many	contradictory	things	about	the	idea	of	Britishness.	Now	
Jeremy	Corbyn	is	certainly	progressive	in	terms	of	a	deeper	and	greater	
understanding	of	this	country's	history	and	I	think	that's	where	so	many	of	our	
problems	in	the	present	are	rooted,	they’re	rooted	in	the	lack	of	cognizance	
about	the	damages	and	the	legacies	of	the	past.	On	a	daily	basis	we	see	the	



															 		 		 	

echoes	of	this	past	and	we	see	a	difficulty	with	people	coming	to	terms	with	that	
past,	coming	to	terms	with	the	way	that	that	past	lurches	over	the	present.	So	
I'm	thinking	it’s	definitely	a	step	in	the	right	direction.	

		
Apex:		 Now	we're	moving	back	away	from	the	material	conditions	and	details	and	back	

to	massive	overarching	ideological	views.	
		
Lowkey:		 And	also,	he	also	he	has	actually	said	that	he	would	try,	he	would	aim	to	

curriculumise	an	understanding	the	British	Empire.	Now,	is	that	a	positive	thing	
or	not?	

		
Apex:		 	 Of	course.	
		
Lowkey:		 In	terms	of	forming	relations	with	each	other,	because	this	is	one	of	the	things	

that	in	general	–	social	stratification	–	it	causes	estrangement	and	ostracism	
between	the	people.	Now	merely	what	he’s	doing,	and	you're	right,	it's	not	
radical,	what	he	suggesting.	You	know	and	that	is	something	that	I	sense	maybe	
from	you	that	you’re	looking	for	more,	radical	change.	I	am	as	well,	but	the	
things	that	he	is	trying	to	do	and	that	are	his	political	projects,	and	we	both	have	
consensus	upon	this,	are	positive.	And	the	other	side	are	negative	and	will	push	
to	a	further,	more	negative	point.	

		
Apex:		 Sure.	I	agree	with	that	right.	My	issue,	and	there’s	a	few	levels	to	it.	We’ve	

spoken	about	some	of	it	a	lot	so	I	don’t	want	to	go	over	it	again,	but	it’s	the	idea	
of	the	longer	ramification.	Yes,	there	are	the	short	term	issues,	the	longer	
ramifications	are	that	it	may	attempt	to	assimilate	people	back	into	a	system	
where	we	were,	to	my	knowledge	–	after	study	in	this	for	years	–	starting	to	
move	away	from	this	idea	of	asking	for	things	from	our	oppressor.	And	I'm	not	
going	to	direct	that	at	Corbyn	specifically	necessarily,	but	from	a	political	system	
that	has	committed	all	of	atrocities	that	we	spoke	about,	the	political	system	of	
the	British	Empire.	This	political	system,	this	political	process,	was	the	force	that	
enabled	those	things	to	occur	in	the	first	place.	To	then	ask	that	political	system	
to	solve	our	problems	is	something	that	I've	strongly	disagreed	before	a	long	
time.	I've	flirted	with	the	idea	and	played	with	the	idea,	as	I’ve	grown	older	and	
as	I’ve	developed	in	some	ways,	that	maybe	all	types	of	political	engagement	or	
dissent	are	important.	So	maybe	you	can	aim	for	something	more	radical,	you	
can	aim	for	short	term	things,	maybe	they're	all	different	approaches	then	that	
are	all	necessary.	The	problem	is	that,	for	us	to	encourage	people,	
wholeheartedly,	and	to	have	these	overarching	views	that	everyone	should	vote	
to	support	this	thing,	might	be	dangerous	or	wrong.	Again,	I	understand	your	
point	because	of	this	idea	that	it’s	a	crucial	moment	between	a	really,	really	
fucked	government	in	at	the	moment,	and	a	possibly	more	positive	replacement	
in	Corbyn,	but	idea	of	us	being	re-assimilated	back	into	a	political	process,	the	
same	political	process	which	has	brought	us	to	this	country	in	the	first	place,	



															 		 		 	

which	created	all	the	wars	on	our	homelands,	continually	been	at	war	with	our	
homelands	ever	since	we	tried	to	have	a	freedom,	through	neo-colonialism	as	
well	as	neoliberalism.	To	suggest	that	this	man,	Corbyn,	and	not	even	necessarily	
the	man	but	the	party	he	is	representing,	with	all	the	snakes	in	there	with	him,	is	
somehow	going	to	undo	that	or	stop	that	even	in	any	small	way,	I	don't	believe.	
There	might	be	small	domestic	issues	that	definitely	would	be	improved,	but	
there's	more	at	stake	in	legitimizing	and	supporting	that	system,	much	bigger	
and	more	necessary	things	for	my	people.	For	example,	there’s	the	idea	that	
questions	we	should	not	necessarily	even	be	in	this	country	anymore,	the	Garvey	
way	of	thinking	about	things,	the	idea	that	we	should	go	back	to	our	homelands,	
wherever	they	are,	and	aim	to	build	up	those	places	instead	of	engaging	in	a	
system	here	that	has	never	been	for	us.	And	even	with	Jeremy	Corbyn	involved	
with	it,	still	will	not	be	for	us.	Even	for	the	so-called	indigenous	of	this	country,	
which	as	you	said	is	a	construct	in	itself,	there	may	be	something	better	out	
there.	There	may	be	somewhere	else	we	can	go	instead	of	trying	to	keep	this	
sinking	ship	afloat.	

		
Lowkey:		 This	is	an	interest	argument	as	well,	but	I	think	also	what	it	comes	back	to	is	at	

the	point	made	in	Zoroastrianism,	a	religion	formed	in	Persia.	It	was	the	dawn	
really	of	the	idea	of	absolute	good	and	absolute	evil	and	the	idea	that	there	was	
purely	good	God	and	a	purely	evil	Devil.	Following	up	from	that	you	had	
monotheistic	thought,	the	idea	really	becoming	more	acute	where	you	have	
people	perceiving	things	as	either	completely	good	or	completely	bad	–	and	this	
is	a	philosophical	question	that	you’ve	posed.	You	have	Ibn	Sina,	a	thousand	
years	ago	who	was	also	Persian	who	had	an	argument	which	I	don't	necessarily	
subscribe	to	but	it's	quite	an	interesting	one,	that	in	the	world	there	is	Good,	
there	is	pure	Good,	but	evil	or	badness	is	in	some	way	a	necessary	product	of	
something	greater,	that	is	Good.	His	argument	was	there	are	two	main	forms	of	
evil	or	what	we	see	as	evil	is	privation,	which	is	being	deprived	of	something	and	
there's	accidental	evil.	So	what	you	mean	by	accidental	evil?	It	was	when	fire,	
and	this	is	his	argument	again,	fire,	it	warms	people	and	it	cooks	food.	So	it's	a	
positive	and	essential	thing	for	the	universe	to	function.	However,	fire	can	also	
burn	down	a	village	and	kill	people.	His	belief	was	that	universe,	in	the	most	
perfect	cosmos	–	it	was	the	argument	that	could	really	only	be	made	by	some	
who	owns	slaves	to	be	honest,	if	you	were	in	bondage	you	wouldn’t	make	that	
argument	–	but	his	argument	was	that	you	have	accidental	evil	coming	from	
something	which	is	essentially	good,	something	which	essentially	keeps	the	
universe	the	way	it	should	be.	Now	I'm	certainly	not	making	an	argument	about	
colonialism	in	any	way,	shape	or	form,	but	his	point	was	that	if	you	have	the	
choice	of	bringing	something	good	into	existence	and	you	held	it	back	because	
there	would	be	a	small	amount	of	evil	created	by	it,	then	that	in	itself	was	an	
even	worse	act	than	bringing	the	thing	to	existence.	So	the	point	I'm	making	is	
for	instance	there	was	a	guy	who	James	Fitzpatrick	who	worked	at	the	East	India	
company	and	was	sent	to	India	as	a	representative	of	the	East	India	company.	



															 		 		 	

Basically,	it's	the	beginning	of	their	occupation	of	India,	for	the	first	hundred	
years	of	the	British	occupation	of	India,	they	were	occupied	by	the	East	India	
company	and	then	when	there	was	the	mutiny,	when	they	tried	to	make	soldiers	
in	India	basically	clean	their	rifles	with	what	was	perceived	by	Muslims	to	be	pig	
fat	and	what	was	perceived	by	Hindus	to	be	cow	fat,	it	led	to	a	mutiny	and	at	
that	point	Britain	directly	occupied	the	country	with	an	army.	So	James	
Fitzpatrick	was	their	representative	of	the	East	India	company	in	the	early	days.	
Now	he,	essentially	converted	to	Islam	and	began	to	become	a	double	agent	for	
the	Indians	against	the	British.	He	had	kids.	His	kids	are	taken	away	from	him	by	
the	British.	He	was	then	denounced	as	a	traitor	by	the	British.	Now,	the	point	I'm	
trying	to	make	is	that	there	are	positives	that	come	from	negatives.	There	are,	
there	is	worth.	Us	as	the	children	of	empire,	there	is	worth	in	our	existence	here.		
Marcus	Garvey	at	one	point	in	his	struggle	met	with	a	high	ranking	member	of	
the	KKK,	now	that	doesn’t	mean	in	any	way	that	he	was	servile	to	their	wishes	or	
that	he	had	some	kind	of	convergence	between	his	ideas,	it	means	that	in	terms	
of	pragmatism	at	that	time,	he	saw	some	sort	of	benefit	in	doing	that.	Now,	my	
point	is	that	for	us	to	see,	and	I	understand	because	I've	been	the	same	way,	and	
I	am	in	many	ways	the	same	way,	but	I	don't	think	I	see	the	political	system	in	
this	country	in	the	same	absolutist	terms.	I	don't	think	I	see	it	as	purely	negative.	
In	all	of	these	situations	you	have	to	look	at	somebody	like	James	Fitzpatrick,	if	
you	analyse	it	from	an	anti-colonial	view,	him	doing	what	he	did	would	help	the	
anti-colonial	struggle	in	that	he	then	became	the	double	agent	against	the	
British,	even	though	he	started	as	a	representative	of	their	interest.	People’s	
situations	differ	greatly	–	that’s	in	no	way	trying	to	project	say	my	situation	onto	
say	your	situation,	or	say	your	situation	on	to	mine,	but	I	do	think	for	diasporic	
populations,	there's	no	shame	in	us	being	the	children	of	empire.	There's	
nothing	stopping	us	from	really	counting	because	in	many	ways	in	my	own	
situation,	I	feel	marginalized,	you	feel	put	in	the	side	lines,	you	feel	you're	not	
really	part	of	either	place	and	I	feel	in	many	ways	what	the	advances	in	
technology	have	afforded	us	is	a	death	of	distance	and	a	death	of	geography	as	
never	before.	Also,	this	constant	access	to	information	not	only	gives	us	the	sort	
of,	in	a	way,	an	omnipotent	idea	and	relationship	to	information,	it	gives	us	sort	
of	an	omniscient	at	the	same	time,	which	we	feel	that	we’re	all	seeing	and	all	
being.	But	the	point	is,	is	that	if	physically	we	are	here,	there	is	nothing	wrong	
with	us	trying	to	improve	it.	And	I	know	there	is	an	argument	that	some	people	
make,	is	‘why	would	you	want	things	to	be	better	here?	Our	job	to	be	here	is	to	
disrupt.	Our	job	to	be	here	is	to	maybe	work	for	reparations’,	and	those	are	
things	that	also	we	could	pursue.	I	think	that	our	interaction	with	other	human	
beings	in	the	world,	no	matter	how	hurt	we	are	by	the	past,	and	also	how	
subject	we	are	to	it,	and	how	much	we	are	still	dominated	by	in	different	ways,	I	
don't	think	that	should	kill	our	humility	and	our	humanity	and	our	ability	to	see	
other	people	as	also	products	of	their	own	being.	Because	we're	products	of	
things	that	we	didn't	choose.	We	are,	we	have	been	born	into	situation	that	we	
had	absolutely	no	control	of,	and	this	is	all	things	that	Marx	said,	a	person	has	no	



															 		 		 	

control	of	what	they’re	born	into,	but	it’s	their	choice	what	they	do	with	those	
conditions	and	how	they	act	upon	that.	We	should	always	leave	that	potentiality	
open	to	other	people.	For	instance,	this	is	also	an	interesting	or	weird	way	of	
looking	at	it,	if	you	take	say	an	arms	dealer,	he	lives	in	a	way	we	agree	is	wrong,	
if	he	is	then	pays	for	the	treatment	of	100	people,	and	those	100	people	live	and	
don’t	die	and	they	were	not	going	to	get	it	from	anywhere	else,	is	he	good	or	
bad,	he’s	neither	good	nor	bad,	he	is	human.	He	does	things	that	affect	other	
people	in	terrible	ways,	he’s	a	cog	in	a	system,	in	a	machine,	a	part	of	a	systemic	
arrangement,	that	hurts	human	beings,	and	that	therefore	is	wrong,	but	at	the	
same	time	he	still	has	the	potentiality	to	affect	other	people’s	lives	in	a	positive	
way.	

	
Apex:		 The	issue	with	that	is	that	it	goes	against	your	original	point	–	or	the	point	you	

quoted	from	the	Ibn	Sina	of	bringing	good	and	evil	into	the	world	–	and	your	
much	earlier	idea	of	there	not	being	blame	and	accountability.	If	there	was	an	
arms	dealer	who	then	provides	nicely	for	his	family	or	100	members	of	his	family	
or	who	aren’t	his	family,	or	provides	scholarships	to	university	or	something	like	
this,	that	doesn't	undo	the	fact	that	he's	been	responsible	for	murdering	
thousands	or	millions	of	people.	

	
Lowkey:		 Absolutely.	Yeah,	that	should	be	stopped.		
	
Apex:		 Exactly,	so	this	idea	that	by	bringing	good	into	the	world,	you	must	might	still	

bring	a	little	bit	of	evil.	It	can	work	the	other	way.	By	attempting	to	bring	
something	a	bit	good	into	world,	you	might	bring	in	something	ridiculously	evil;	
you	have	no	say	in	this,	in	terms	of	the	philosophical	ramifications.	So	there’s	
also,	you	know,	the	long-sightedness	of	these	things,	you	can	attempt	to	
mobilize	all	kinds	of	people	to	try	and	create	this	tiny	little	bit	of	good	and	it	
might	make	a	small	difference	to	a	few	people's	lives.	It	might	also	create	a	
disgustingly	horrible	situation.	And	I	don't	subscribe	to	the	idea	that	somehow	
Jeremy	Corbyn	is	gonna	fuck	up	the	country,	he's	definitely	the	better	of	the	
two,	100%.	I	don’t	subscribe	to	the	Daily	Mail	propaganda	that	somehow	WW3	is	
going	to	break	out	if	Corbyn	is	elected.	But	what	I	mean	is,	to	try	and	predict	the	
future	where	this	is	going	to	be	the	better	thing	or	not,	you	have	to	look	at	the	
bigger	picture.	This	idea	of	Good	and	Evil,	even	just	going	back	this	idea	and	the	
point	I	made	before,	I	wasn’t	saying	this	on	a	level	of	things	being	Good	or	Bad.	
To	me,	politics	isn't	about	Good	or	Bad.	It's	not	about	Good	or	Evil,	in	the	
Nietzschean	sense	–	the	idea	of	being	beyond	good	and	evil.	In	human	relations,	
because	everything	is	a	social	construct,	there’s	the	idea	that	there	is	no	
absolute	Good	in	the	world	and	there	is	no	absolute	Evil	in	the	world,	and	I	don’t	
view	the	political	system	as	good	or	bad.	I	see	it	more	in	the	sense	of	what	I	as	
an	individual	and	we	as	a	people	should	do	to	achieve	what	is	best	for	us.	And	so	
by	participating	in	that	system,	I	genuinely	believe	that	you	greatly	risk	–	and	I	
can't	say	for	sure	–	but	you	greatly	risk,	to	use	a	crude	analogy,	putting	people	



															 		 		 	

back	to	sleep	who	you've	already	woken	up.	If	we	look	at	the	great	historical	
achievements	of	people	who've	genuinely	taken	power	–	and	I	don’t	like	to	
glorify	or	romanticise	or	go	on	like	things	are	perfect,	there's	no	such	thing	as	
perfection	either	–		but	you	look	at	the	Lenin’s	of	the	world	and	history,	the	
Cubans,	the	great	communist	movements	that	have	actually	taken	power,	
regardless	of	what	they	became	later	on;	it	wasn't	about	engaging	in	the	political	
system	that	was	already	there,	they	aimed	higher.	They	did	all	kinds	of	–	if	you	
want	to	see	it	in	terms	of	good	and	evil	–	‘evil’	things	to	achieve	their	goal	but	
they	achieved	it.	The	being	willing	to	have	that	conviction,	to	put	your	all	into	
aiming	for	something	higher	than	just	the	short	term	goals,	it	comes	back	to	idea	
you	brought	up	very	early	on	about	comfort;	are	we	going	to	aim	at	small	time	
comforts?	Yeah,	maybe	a	member	of	your	family	might	have	to	be	fucked	up	and	
die	even,	you	might	have	to	die,	when	faced	with	that	situation	or	are	we	going	
to	aim	for	something	higher	where	your	children	instead	just	going	to	university,	
you	have	may	potentially	a	genuine	choice	over	what	they	choose	to	do	with	
their	life.	Genuine	belief,	or	some	idea	of	genuine	freedom	that	we	can't	even	
necessarily	theorize	now	because	we're	aiming	a	small	time	short	term	goals.	
And	that's	why	for	me	the	big	picture,	as	important	as	the	small	things	are,	the	
big	picture	is	at	least	as	essential,	if	not	essential.	Because	if	we're	going	to	
encourage	to	put	to	engage	in	aiming	for	small	term	goals	to	get	small	term	
comforts	like	the	NHS,	we	might	miss	the	opportunity	to	actually	gain	something	
more.	And	not	the	argument	of	‘in	our	children’s	children’s	lifetimes’	but	maybe	
even	now.	Potentially	maybe	even	now.	Being	children	of	diaspora,	I	don’t	want	
to	make	it	like	we	shouldn’t	participate,	because	I’ve	made	that	same	point	to	
rooms	of	people	many,	many	times,	that	we’re	here,	we	should	do	something	
and	try	and	change	here,	but	I	left	the	country	for	a	few	years	and	really	seeing	
these	things	from	the	outside,	the	idea	of	actually	physically	moving	myself	to	
the	other	side	of	the	world	–	I	know	you’ve	travelled	as	well,	I	know	you	must've	
felt	these	things.	When	you	see	it	from	the	outside,	you	learn	that	Britain	is	not	
the	be	all	and	end	all;	it's	not	even	the	idea	of	what	you	think	it	is.	We’re	fed	an	
idea	here	that	everything	that	happens	in	Britain	is	to	the	detriment	of	the	
world,	and	it’s	not	the	case.	There's	all	kinds	of	countries	out	there	who	will	
welcome	you	in	with	open	arms	–	skilled,	unskilled,	educated,	uneducated	–	if	
you're	willing	to	do	certain	things	to	build	up	that	country.	If	we	–	and	not	only	
children	of	diaspora,	there	were	people	who	are	‘of	this	land’	if	you	want	to	call	
it	that	–	they	could	go	to	anywhere	they	wanted	to	in	the	world	with	that	British	
passport	that	they	have	and	create	a	life	for	themselves.	Not	one	that’s	about	
colonialism	and	domination	but	about	building	up	another	country.	People	have	
done	this,	and	will	help	to	build	up	those	other	nations	who	maybe	have	more	
‘progressive’	points	of	views	and	then	also	maybe	defend	those	countries	against	
the	colonial	onslaught	of	the	US,	of	the	UK,	of	Europe,	of	NATO	nations	other	
things.	To	me,	that's	what	I	would	aim	to	encourage	people	to	do.	If	you're	
gonna	vote,	vote,	if	you're	not	going	to	vote,	don't	vote,	but	aim	beyond	this	



															 		 		 	

election.	Aim	beyond	this	political	system.	Aim	for	something	much,	much	bigger	
and	much,	much	grander.	That’s	what	I	think	we	should	be	aiming	at.	

	
Lowkey:		 I	agree	definitely.	But	I	still	think	the	most	important	thing	is	the	immediate	

material	reality,	and	if	we	can	affect	them,	we	can	affect	them.	But	I	hear	what	
you’re	saying,	and	I	don't	actually	think	that	either	argument	necessarily	negates	
the	other,	what	you're	saying	isn’t	negating	the	idea	of	voting	and	what	I’m	
saying	isn’t	necessarily	negating	the	idea	that	I’m	saying.	I	think	that	both	of	
them	can	be	brought	together	and	combined	and	acted	upon.	
	

Apex:		 	 Definitely.	
	
Lowkey:		 It's	about	faith	you	know.	It's	about	if	you	have	faith	in	this	political	system	then	

you	would	say	no,	I	don't	agree	with	what	you're	saying	and	you	know	we	need	
to	look	at	this	election	and	the	be	all	and	end	all.	But	both	me	and	you	know	that	
it's	not.	And	also	the	other	thing	is	working	to	be	in	power	and	being	subject	to	
all	these	pressures	you're	talking	about.	This	is	role	of	the	people	that	propelled	
him	into	that	position,	would	be	to	pressure	him.	The	role	for	them	would	not	be	
to	then	relax	and	enjoy	the	aesthetic	effect	of	him	being	there,	which	is	tempting	
as	well.	It	would	be	important	to	turn	up	the	pressure	as	well.	I’m	so	sorry	
brother,	I	have	to	go.		

	
Apex:		 Yeah	do	your	thing.	I	think	that's	a	good	point	to	end	on.		A	lot	of	this	election	

talk	has	been	very	divisive	and	politics	does	divide	people,	like	‘if	you	don't	vote	
you're	fucking	up’,	‘if	you	are	voting	you're	fucking	up’,	and	I	think	that's	the	
great	point	to	end	on	there	is	that	people	can	make	their	own	decisions,	and	this	
isn't	the	end	of	it.	Regardless	people	need	to	press	forward	after	this	thing,	you	
know.	

	
Lowkey:		 Yeah	of	course.	And	also	it	needs	to	start	in	a	way	where	we	can	build	as	just	a	

way	as	possible	for	us	to	exist	not	only	with	other	people	but	also	with	the	
nature	of	the	world.	

	
Apex:		 	 For	real.	
	
Lowkey:	 You	know	we,	we	need	to	find	as	just	a	way	as	we	can	to	exist	and	try	and	apply	

these	ideas	to	our	daily	existence.	It's	good	for	us	to	do	the	theorizing	and	you	
know	that	is	something	that's	also	been	a	struggle	within	my	own	life,	'cause	one	
of	the	things	I	did	when	I	came	to	started	coming	to	uni,	was	I	was	armed	with	
many	emotional	investments,	and	many	things	that	I	thought	I	believed,	but	
essentially	they	didn't	stand	up	to	rigorous	interrogation	or	investigation	and	
they	didn’t	really	harmonise	with	the	simple	facts.	And	so	for	me	it	has	been	a	
continuous	process	of	breaking	and	re-breaking	myself	because	for	so	many	
years,	I’ve	had	a	certain	idea	that	I	have	seen	in	an	afternoon	has	just	been	



															 		 		 	

wrong.	You	know,	and	I	think	that	is	definitely	a	healthy	the	process.	That's	also	
one	of	the	reasons	why	it's	so	important	that	university	is	not	going	to	be	
something	that	is	a	monopoly	of	the	rich	in	society	because	not	only	does	it	
mean	that	it	allows	for	more	social	mobility	but	also	it	allows	for	people	to	
develop	their	ideas.	If	someone	does	a	PhD	and	studies	one	thing	for	5	years,	
their	perception	of	that	thing	is	almost	in	an	irreconcilable	way,	different	from	
how	they	perceived	it	when	they	first	starting	studying	it.	it's	so	important	for	
people	to	have	access	to	higher	education	because	it	means	that	they	get	the	
opportunity.	That	doesn't	mean	that	they	have	to	have	higher	education	to	
develop	their	ideas.	A	lot	of	the	time	people	are	autodidactic,	they	develop	their	
ideas	without	higher	education.	I'm	not	necessarily	arguing	for	this	kind	of	
supremacy	of	higher	education	but	what	it	does	do,	is	it	gives	people	the	space	
for	that	interrogation.	

	
Apex:		 Definitely	
	
Lowkey:	 But	anyway	bro,	it	was	lovely	to	speak	to	you	and	I	enjoyed	it	and	I	definitely	feel	

that	I	learned	from	this	exchange.	
	
Apex:	 For	sure,	same	way.	
	
Lowkey:		 And	as	I	say,	I	implore	anyone	who	reads	this	this	to	vote	Labour	on	8th	June.	I'm	

not	saying	it	will	be	the	key	to	everything.	We	won't	wake	up	on	Friday	morning	
in	heaven.	But	we	will	have	the	chance	to	build	a	society	which	functions	in	a	
more	healthy	way.	And	we	will	have	a	chance	to	build	more	healthy	relationships	
with	each	other.	That's	what	I	feel.		

	
Apex:	 Alright	brother.	Respect	
	
	


