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international socialism. 
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This year's conference is the third under Jeremy Corbyn’s 
leadership but much of the legacy of the Blair and Brown 
years is still with us. Above all, this means that conference 
will  play no real role in finalising policy on the most 
important issues facing the party; Brexit, economic policy of 
a Labour government, foreign policy; the unaccountability 
of MPs and councillors, many of whom have openly tried to 

sabotage the leadership and its policies, democratic decision-making at 
all levels of the party and ending the witch hunts that have brought the 
party into disrepute.  

The combination of a Left majority on the NEC, the great performance 
in the 2017 election and the divisions amongst the Tories meant that the 
disloyal majority of the PLP had to give up open attempts to remove 
Jeremy, but that has remained their aim. Their alternative strategy was to 
join forces with the Tory press and the Zionist organisations to launch 
an avalanche of bogus antisemitism charges. At the very least they hope 
to deflect the party from adopting the radical changes, both of policy 
and of organisation, necessary to achieve and then to sustain a Left wing 
Labour Government.

Already the possibility of an early election is being used to stifle 
debate and postpone the adoption of solid socialist  policies which will 
be needed to survive Hurricane Brexit and the increasingly likely onset 
of another economic crisis.  

Labour Democracy 
Strengthening democracy and accountability within the party is the 
other major priority this year. We must do all we can to ensure major 
reforms in how conference works; the right of the membership to select 
MPs and councillors at every election and, in the light of the experience 
of the "antisemitism" campaign, a democratic disciplinary and appeal 
system.  

New Economics?
Back in February, John McDonnell correctly criticised Labour's old, top-
down management model of nationalisation, but what is the alternative? 
No details are yet available but it seems to be a combination of the so-
called "Preston model" of local co-ops involving the trades unions and 
old recipes from the 1970's such as the Lucas Aerospace workers' plan 
and the industrial strategy  of the Greater London Council.

Such a strategy will not even match up to the 26 percent of major 
industries that were nationalised in the 1940s, let alone take control of 
the "commanding heights" of the national economy. Yet that is what is 
essential before there can be any talk of refocussing that economy to 
meet the needs "of the many, not the few".

Stopping Brexit
On Brexit Labour is plainly inching towards supporting a referendum 
whilst “preferring” a general election. Keir Starmer’s Six Tests for 
supporting any deal cannot be met because they include the requirement 
that all conditions must be at least as good as membership of the EU. 
Moreover, they include  "fair management of migration in the interest 
of the economy”, which is a mealy mouthed endorsement of ending free 
movement of workers between Britain and Europe.  Internationalist 
socialists reject this in principle and we believe Labour should never 
have backtracked from it. 

Labour’s policy on Brexit should start from the declaration that 
we were right to vote Remain in the referendum and that leaving the 

EU would foment racism and cause economic chaos. It has, and it will, 
whether under Theresa May's strategy of delay and compromise or with 
the "no-deal" favoured by the Crash Out brigade. 

To the small minority of Labour voters, in the “left behind” areas that 
voted Leave, we need to say; you were wrong to blame industrial decay 
and social problems on the EU when they were actually the product of 
the neo-liberal policies of both Tory and Labour governments. What we 
need is a huge regeneration programme in these areas but Brexit will 
not create the conditions for that. Think again. We can reverse these 
decisions democratically. Best of all in a general election in which the 
parties describe in concrete detail not only what they will do on Brexit 
but what their policies are on key issues such as housing, the NHS and 
education. 

Labour needs to go to the working class with clear policies on these, 
not its current evasive uncertainty. These should be to abandon Brexit 
altogether and take an active role in creating a Europe-wide workers' 
movement to utterly transform the capitalist and neoliberal foundations 
of the EU. Obviously, this needs to include the right of workers' 
governments in the member states to preserve and extend public 
ownership and social welfare. 

Such policies would mean taking economic power, in other words, 
ownership, out of the hands of the bankers and billionaires, socialising 
the transnational utilities like transport and power generation and 
running them under elected workers' management. They would mean 
developing the economically backward areas whilst preserving and 
restoring the environment; getting rid of Nato and nuclear weapons 
from the entire continent and allowing refugees into the EU with proper 
social housing, employment and citizenship rights.

Internationalism
This brings us to the question of Labour’s international policies, which 
have been highlighted anyway by the "antisemitism" campaign against 
Corbyn and the Left. Both for British capital and the British state, a 
Corbyn led government represents a threat to Britain's imperialist role 
in the world. Certainly, his record of defence of Palestinian rights and 
opposition to every war fought since he entered parliament, marks him 
out as radically different from all past labour administrations.  

We need to build on those positions to ensure a consistently 
internationalist foreign policy across the board, including withdrawal 
of British troops from all overseas bases and, indeed, Northern Ireland, 
breaking free from Nato, cancelling Trident and getting rid of all nuclear 
weapons. 

Conclusion
Last, but not least, the Party should take the lead in convening a Europe-
wide  conference of all socialist parties and unions fighting austerity. At 
the same time, we should initiate a grassroots anti-war, anti-capitalist 
movement, building on the lessons of the European Social Forum as a 
step towards a new working class International to coordinate and lead 
workers' struggles around the world. 

Of course, such policies will not be adopted in Liverpool, but that is 
not the end of the question. Unless Labour adopts solid socialist policies 
with the goal of ‘transcending’ capitalism; unless we have a democratic 
party in which they can be debated and decided; unless we can ensure 
that MPs and councillors loyally carry out party decisions, then a 
future Labour Government, even under Jeremy Corbym, will be a huge 
disappointment, if not an outright fiasco.

Editorial
AN OPEN LETTER TO LABOUR’S 
2018 CONFERENCE DELEGATES

BY KD TAIT



Labour

It is ironic perhaps that the 
Democracy Review, which is to 
be voted on at conference, will 
not be published until probably 
a day before the event. With 
a whole year to complete the 
business and plan deadlines, 

it lacks a certain prerequisite of 
democracy, transparency, in delaying 
till the last minute.

In the 80-page document there 
are likely to be some welcome 
improvements. On the central question 
of policy, the 100-strong, unwieldy, 
opaque and ineffective National Policy 
Forum will be scrapped.

The NPF was founded by Neil 
Kinnock and served as a fig leaf for 
policy decision-making by the leaders’ 
office. No one should mourn its death. 
But all too often we have seen policy 
decisions repeatedly announced by the 
frontbench without any discussion by 
the party. Hopefully this will go with 
the fig leaf.

It is welcome that all CLPs will have 
Policy Officers, who can coordinate 
policy debates and feed ideas into an 
NEC sub-committee – so long as the 
NEC’s deliberations themselves are 
transparent, its minutes published and 
conference has the final say.

So too is the lifting of the 
“contemporary” criteria for resolutions 
and the “three year rule”,  which kills 
the issue if its is defeated, along with the 
cramped timetable for the submission 
of CLP and affiliate motions to 
conference. This will allow plenty of 
time for debate before conference 
opens and compositing, and for all 
motions to be debated in full.

The Review, as leaked to the 

Huffington Post, optimistically says, 
“Historically when Conference was a 
motions-based Conference this was 
possible so there is no reason why this 
should not be possible particularly 
with the assistance of new technology.”

However, it should go further. 
Conference motions, even from last 
year, have gathered dust on Labour 
HQ’s bookshelves, never acted upon. 
They need to become a living part of 
what we do as a party. All those with 
government policy implications should 
be included in the manifesto.

Mandatory reselection
The shortest section in the review is 
on Westminster Selection. It’s worth 
quoting it in full:

“Should boundary changes take 
place there will be a need to review 
the selection procedures relating to 
Parliamentary candidates.”

The best that can be said about 
this dreadful caving in to the disloyal 
elements in the PLP is that it at 
least would not contradict Labour 
International’s contemporary motion 
on Open Selections. This must surely 
now be selected as one of the motions 
from the floor to be tabled for debate.

On the vital area of local 
government, there are some notable 
improvements. The bureaucratic and 
opaque Local Campaign Forums will 

be replaced by Local Government 
Committees with 75% drawn from 
CLPs, 25% from affiliates, with no 
voting role for councillors. District 
Labour Parties are not outlawed but 
manifestos will be drawn up by the 
LGCs and the Labour Group, with 
the final manifesto voted on by the 
membership.

An organisational change from the 
GMB union to allow members to elect 
the Labour Group council leader was 
shelved after councillors on the NEC 
vetoed it, though it will be piloted. All 
councillors will face open selection 
meetings, though shortlisting remains, 
which is often used to weed out more 
left wing candidates. Why not simply 
allow branches to nominate their 
candidates?

So there is much work still to be 
done here too. Meaningful conferences 
at city, borough and county level have 
to be able to direct the work of the 
councillors we helped get elected to 
represent our party, including the 
capacity to deselect them and force a 
by-election.

There are other useful changes, like 
NEC by-elections, a national youth 
network and a BAME conference, 
among others. But this needs to be the 
start of the process of democratising 
the Labour Party, not the endpoint. 

Until the membership, not officials, 
MPs or Councillors, are able to debate all 
the major issues, decide in democratic 
bodies on policy and manifestos, and 
call their representatives and leaders to 
account, up to and including recalling 
and replacing them, then the fight to 
democratise our party remains a top 
issue. n

04 / Red Flag / September 2018

DEMOCRACY REVIEW 
MUST BE THE START 
NOT THE END
The long-awaited Democracy Review presents a package 
of changes to the Party’s rules and organisation. Most 
are positive, but the process was opaque, and ducked 
controversial reforms
BY JEREMY DEWAR

UNTIL CONFERENCE IS SOVEREIGN AND OUR 
REPRESENTATIVES ARE SUBJECT TO RECALL AND 
REPLACEMENT, LABOUR CAN NOT BE AN EFFECTIVE 
INSTRUMENT FOR WORKING CLASS STRUGGLE
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The Labour Party NEC’s 
decision to adopt all 
11 unofficial examples 
attached to the IHRA 
definition of antisemitism 
represents a serious retreat 
from solidarity with the 

Palestinians and a victory for anti-
socialist forces inside and outside the 
party who are determined to prevent 
the election of a leftwing Labour 
government.

In capitulating to the Zionist smear 
campaign, the NEC has allowed itself 
to be bullied into surrendering its 
political independence and trampled 
party democracy into the mud.

The NEC’s decision was practically 
a foregone conclusion after the big 
affiliated trade unions, including Unite, 
called on Jeremy Corbyn to drop his 
opposition and adopt the examples. 
For the trade union bureaucracy, 
the issue had become a distraction 
and an obstacle to electing a Labour 
government. For them what the 
political basis of this government 
will be does not stretch beyond their 
narrow union agendas.

Yet far from defusing the right wing 
offensive, this capitulation is the thin 

end of the wedge. For now, the IHRA 
definition and examples, if allowed 
to stand, will only gag opponents of 
Israel’s colonial project in the Labour 
Party.

But in their determination to 
destroy the growing movement of 
solidarity with the Palestinians, it 
cannot be long before the Zionists seek 
to apply it more widely in the labour 
movement, branding trade unions 
who support the BDS campaign as 
“institutionally antisemitic”.

The final humiliation came when 
Jon Lansman and Rhea Wolfson 
denounced a clarification put forward 
by Corbyn, which, whilst accepting all 
11 examples, argued:

“… It cannot be considered racist 
to treat Israel like any other state or 
assess its conduct against the standards 
of International law. Nor should it be 
regarded as antisemitic to describe 
Israel, its policies or the circumstances 
around its foundation as racist because 
of their discriminatory impact, or 
to support another settlement of the 
Israel-Palestine conflict.”

This statement directly contradicts 
the most controversial IHRA example 
which states that regarding “a state of 
Israel” as a “racist endeavour” could 
be antisemitic. Corbyn’s attempt to 
gut this example, after apparently 
accepting it, was a futile gesture.

Ultimately the NEC agreed a 
bland statement, recommending “…
that we adopt the IHRA in full with 
all the examples. This does not in 
any way undermine the freedom of 
expression on Israel or the rights of the 
Palestinians…”.

Free speech
It is abundantly clear that this freedom 
of expression on Israel does not extend 
to calling it what it is: a racist endeavour, 
founded on the ethnic cleansing and 
expropriation of the Palestinians, 
with a Jewish majority maintained 
through military occupation, Jewish-
only immigration, American financial 
subsidy and the denial of equal rights 

even to supposed Israeli Arab citizens.
By adopting the IHRA examples, 

Labour’s NEC has decided to side 
with the Zionist demand that Israel be 
an exceptional state above criticism, 
against the democratic rights of anti-
Zionist Jews, and against the right 
of the Palestinians to return to their 
homeland and choose their own 
destiny.

Those who think this concession 
will appease Corbyn’s opponents are 
badly mistaken.

The Jewish Leadership Council 
revealed its priorities, claiming “The 
“free speech caveat” drives a coach and 
horses through the IHRA definition. It 
will do nothing to stop antisemitism 
within the Party.” There you have it – 
free speech on Israel is synonymous 

with antisemitism.
The protests of the Zionist 

extremists do not in any way diminish 
the fact that this is a victory for the 
right. They have attacked Corbyn 
where he is strongest – his lifelong, 
principled antiracism and support for 
the Palestinians – and defeated him by 
turning his own allies against him.

Momentum’s disgraceful failure to 
support Corbyn left the leader naked 
in the chamber. But Corbyn himself 
is hampered by his support for a 
utopian two-state solution which the 
Israeli regime is, and has always been, 
intransigently opposed to.

Donald Trump’s actions, the 
expansion of Israeli settlements, the 
continued siege of Gaza, all show that 

Jeremy Corbyn’s 
principled opposition 
to adopting the 
IHRA “examples” 
was ended after the 
trade union leaders 
and fake left allies on 
the NEC sided with 
his enemies who 
want to silence anti-
Zionists
BY KD TAIT

LABOUR LEADERSHIP 
CAPITULATES ON IHRA

IT IS CLEAR THAT THE SUPPOSED 
‘FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION’ DOES 
NOT EXTEND TO DESCRIBING THE 
FOUNDATION OF ISRAEL THROUGH 
THE ETHNIC CLEANSING OF ITS 
PALESTINIAN RESIDENTS FOR WHAT 
IT IS: A RACIST ENDEAVOUR
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the so-called “peace process” is dead in 
the water.

Solidarity 
And yet the Palestinians continue 
to resist. The Great Return March, 
which saw over 100 peaceful protestors 
shot down in cold blood by Israeli 
occupation troops, was a powerful 
reminder of the Palestinians’ will 
to resist in the face of seemingly 
insurmountable odds.

Jeremy Corbyn has pledged a 
Labour government led by him would 
recognise Palestine as a sovereign 
state, and condemned the ongoing 
Israeli atrocities in Gaza. These actions 
unleashed the unprecedented slander 

campaign. But when Corbyn tried to 
defend free speech in the Labour Party 
his allies stabbed him in the back.

This shows more clearly than ever 
why the socialist and internationalist 
left needs to organise itself 
independently inside the Labour Party. 
We need to have the organisation to 
defend Corbyn when he under attack 
from the right, but also put forward a 
programme of class struggle, socialist 
policies that challenge the capitalist 
class and their agents inside the Party.

National Momentum, the NEC, 
the trade union leaders, and, with a few 
honourable exceptions, the “left” MPs 
have all proven themselves incapable 
of standing up against the right wing 

offensive at the critical moment. If they 
are not prepared to fight on a point of 
principle now, even less will they be 
able to when a Labour government is 
subjected to the full force of the bosses’ 
resistance.

As socialist internationalists we 
reassert our unconditional solidarity 
with the legitimate struggle of the 
Palestinian people for equality and 
justice; a struggle whose victory 
means the defeat of the occupation, 
the overthrow of the Zionist regime, 
and the establishment of a united, 
secular state where the rights of all are 
guaranteed and defended by working 
class, socialist democracy. n

Labour

We shouldn’t 
speak ill of the 
dead. That’s 
what Deputy 
Labour Leader 
Tom Watson 
must have been 

thinking when he eulogised Frank 
Field’s passing as a “serious loss” to the 
Labour Party. However, the sentiment 
that all life is sacred is not one Field 
shared, so in his memory let’s dispense 
with such diplomatic courtesies.

The former Labour MP for 
Birkenhead was hardly a household 
name. He was more right-wing than 
Jess Phillips but not as media-savvy. A 
bigger fan of Enoch Powell than Nigel 
Farage but not as much of a “character”. 
More callous about the rights of EU 
nationals living in the UK than Boris 
Johnson but with boring hair.

Field occasionally appeared in the 
national news, like when he argued that 
marriages should be annulled when 
one partner changed their gender. Or 
when he said that employers should be 
allowed to pay less than the minimum 
wage to “those whose disabilities are 

deemed so severe that they will never 
be capable of enough output to warrant 
payment of the minimum wage.” 
He even took a job with Cameron’s 
government as “Poverty Tsar”. Margaret 
Thatcher would have been proud of her 
good friend, Frank.

One might wonder how someone 
with such extreme views ended up as 
a Labour MP. A blast from his past, the 
former Labour MP for neighbouring 
Liverpool Walton constituency, Peter 
Kilfoyle, blogged that, “In the 1987 
general election, he [Field] encouraged 
voters to opt for his friend – Tory MP 
for Wallasey, Linda Chalker – rather 
than support the Labour candidate, 
Lol Duffy.” Kilfoyle also remembers 
two other occasions when Field threw 
his toys out of the pram because local 
Labour members didn’t want him as 
their MP. As Kilfoyle points out, this 
over-developed sense of entitlement 
is at odds with Field’s condemnation 
of benefit recipients as “work-shy”. In 
2003 Field proposed that “anti-social” 
constituents should be housed in metal 
containers under the M3.

During Tony Blair’s government, 

Field’s ministerial mission was to 
“think the unthinkable”, which he duly 
did, calling for major restrictions on 
access to out-of-work benefits and 
welfare.

His Birkenhead Constituency 
Labour Party unsurprisingly had 
doubts about their MP’s fitness to 
represent their party. After he sided 
with the Tories on a knife-edge Brexit 
vote in July, party members passed a 
vote of no confidence against him. As 
support grows for greater powers for 
members to choose their parliamentary 
candidates and the crunch point of 
September’s party conference neared, 
Field decided to jump before he was 
pushed. His claim that he is leaving 
over antisemitism might have sounded 
more genuine if he hadn’t also taken 
the opportunity to complain about 
his local party’s attempts to replace 
him. However, we should remember 
this is the first time in 76 years he had 
tried to say something in defence of 
the oppressed, so it must have been 
difficult to sound sincere.

As Birkenhead Constituency 
Labour Party breathe a sigh of relief 
we must remember that it’s not just the 
Labour Party who have gained from 
Frank’s departure. Politicians have real 
power to help or harm the people they 
represent. Field’s comments might 
sound like your racist uncle’s third 
cousin having a rant but it’s important 
to remember that he actually got to 
vote on laws affecting the vulnerable 
people he spoke of with such contempt. 
Frank Field’s legacy will not be the 
sycophantic words of his colleagues 
but the damage he did to the working 
class communities he was supposed to 
represent. n

FRANK FIELD,
1979-2018
The outspoken MP has resigned from the Labour Party, 
heaping ashes upon a world he no longer represents or 
understands
BY REBECCA ANDERSON
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This summer no one could 
ignore the remorseless 
campaign smearing 
Labour under Jeremy 
Corbyn’s leadership 
as “institutionally 
antisemitic”. They will 

also be aware of the vigorous rebuttals 
mounted in the press, in the party 
branches, and online by the comrades 
from Jewish Voice for Labour (JVL).

JVL has performed an invaluable 
service to the left in general. This 
task was made even more urgent 
because Momentum, the only national 
movement claiming to represent the 
hundreds of thousands of members 
who joined since 2015, was silent faced 
with this onslaught. Jon Lansman, 
nevertheless made time to attend the 
Jewish Labour Movement conference 
and make such a weak and dispirited 
“defence,” that can only provoke the 
conclusion: with friends like these, 
who needs enemies?.

Predictably, he stabbed Corbyn in 
the back at the NEC so that the IHRA 
went through unamended and Corbyn 
had to withdraw an addendum which 
would have allowed criticism of the 
way that Israel was created, because 
members of the NEC left made it clear 
they would not vote for it. The IHRA 
definition and all its examples will 
likely prove a witch hunters’ charter 
against supporters of the Palestinians.

Accepting defeat?
Up to the NEC meeting, and at the 
lively picket outside it, JVL comrades 
continued to oppose the adoption 
of the IHRA examples. But since 
the NEC decision, with Conference 

approaching, they have taken an unwise 
and unnecessary step backward, using 
the argument that we must not distract 
from the main task of a successful 
conference and preparing for a Labour 
government under Jeremy Corbyn. In 
a statement they say:

“We must not be diverted from 
these goals. This means resisting 
the temptation to turn on the party 
leadership for its handling of the 
antisemitism row. Nothing would 
please the sensation-seeking media 
more than a conference dominated by 
this issue.”

In fact, either at conference or in 
the weeks following it, the right wing 
MPs and the chorus of anti-Labour 
opportunists and Zionists will continue 
to demand the expulsion of thousands 
of members from the party, to “prove it 
is serious” about the IHRA examples it 
has adopted.

The JVL statement suggests that it is 
necessary to at least pause the fightback 
against the fake antisemitism-mongers 
because the right wing; 

“want to lure the party into yet 
another destructive battle about the 
IHRA – a battle the left will lose amid 
lurid media stories demonising the 
Palestinians, smearing those who 
support them and taking down as 
many key Corbyn allies as they can 
in the process. We must not let this 
happen.”

Retreat
Some JVL comrades seem to believe the 
NEC’s promise of further consultations 
before it is finally signed off, or a 
free speech addendum, will render it 
harmless. Frankly this is delusional.

Where retreat leads can be seen 
in how far John McDonnell has 
travelled. He let it be known earlier in 
the summer that he was in favour of 
adopting the whole IHRA definition, 
examples and all, effectively torpedoing 
Jeremy Corbyn’s resistance. So when 
Palestinian campaigners defied the 
IHRA definition with posters in 
London that said “Israel is a racist 
endeavour” he went on the BBC’s Daily 
Politics to condemn them:

“It is against the examples that 
we set out and linked to the IHRA 
definitions. It is not at all antisemitic 
to describe a state as racist. On the 
Windrush issue, I was describing the 
British state as being racist. But it is 
antisemitic if you’re saying ‘having 
a State of Israel is racist’.”

These weasel words are a dishonest 
misrepresentation of the issue. 
Opponents of Israel’s crimes are not 
criticising some abstract state that does 
not exist - we are criticising the actually 
existing Zionist state, it’s practice and 
origins. It is the duty of socialists to tell 
the truth no matter how unpopular or 
electorally inconvenient it may appear 
at the moment. The way in which the 
state of Israel was created – driving out 
750,000 people in 1948 and another 
300,000 in 1967, was and remains a 
racist endeavour. Its actions today in 
Gaza, its amendment to its constitution 
denying non-Jews the right to self 
determination, prove it remains so.

The argument that pointing this 
out will “harm Jeremy” or “spoil the 
conference” will only encourage the 
right to move in for the kill. Those on 
the left who believe in free speech and 
party democracy will need to defy this 
egregious infringement of their rights. 
Refusing to challenge the racist basis 
of the Zionist state will only harm the 
linked causes of international solidarity 
in general, Palestinian solidarity in 
particularly, and with it the forwards 
march of socialism in the Labour 
Party and Britain. The IHRA must 
be rendered impotent as the basis for 
witch hunting those who tell the truth 
about Israel and Palestine. n

DEFY THE 
WITCH-HUNTERS’
CHARTER
The adoption of the IHRA examples was an 
important victory for the right. The best way 
to defend Palestinian solidarity is to mount 
a vigorous opposition and oppose the idea 
of putting party unity before principles
BY DAVE STOCKTON

RAZAN AL-NAJJAR 
a 21 year old Palestinian nurse 
killed by Israeli troops while 
helping injured protesters during 
the Great Return March 
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Shadow Home Secretary 
Diane Abbott was in 
the words of the hymn 
‘a kindly light amid the 
encircling gloom’ of 
the Brexit referendum; 
more so than any Labour 

front bencher, with the exception 
of Jeremy Corbyn, Abbott stood up 
for immigrants and the invaluable 
contribution they make to our society. 
As a result the Brexit gutter press 
abused her in a brazenly racist, sexist 
and disgustingly personal manner.

Abbott argued for the economic 
benefits of migration, the suffering of 
those caught in Theresa May’s “hostile 
environment” and the racism fostered, 
not just against EU migrants, but also 
against Black, Muslim and the other 
ethnic minority communities.

The Windrush scandal vindicated 
her. 100%.

As Shadow Home Secretary she has 
just made a speech outlining a Labour 
government’s policies on immigration. 

Her first point is to end the 
inequality of our system - the product 
of Labour as well as Tory governments, 
responding to press scares going back 
to the 1960s and beyond.

It is excellent to hear a Labour 
spokesperson promise that:

“there’ll be no deportations of 
family members, no exclusion of 
family members. And no Minimum 

Income Requirement for those seeking 
to come here to be reunited with their 
family members.” 

It is equally welcome to hear: 
“…the entire cohort of the 

Windrush generation as they should 
be treated – as British citizens.” And 
to promise to return those who were 
deported and compensate those whose 
jobs and lives were ruined by this.

She also promises that:  
“Under Labour, the Immigration 

Act 2014 will go. The hostile 
environment will go. ‘Deport first, 
appeal later’ will go. Yarl’s Wood and 
Brook House detention centres will go. 
Indefinite detention will go.” 

Abbott rightly criticises the two-
tier immigration system that favours 
EU migrants over others. But while 
many will welcome the idea that 
migrants from Poland and Pakistan 
will be treated equally, it is clear that 
Dianne and Labour accepts the end 
of “free movement” for European 
workers. Labour would introduce 
a system of work visas, based on 
individual employers’ applications and 
a careful calculation of skills shortages 
in specific parts of the labour market. 
Abbott protests of course that this does 
not means blaming EU workers:

“We are not interested in 
scapegoating migrants. We despise all 
forms of scapegoating.

Instead, Labour begins from what 

is best for this country. As we have said 
many times, we will put prosperity and 
jobs first. To accept the immigrants we 
need, and those who are entitled to be 
here. To manage migration in a way 
that benefits us all. To treat all migrants 
fairly, humanely, decently and equally. 
And yes, to swiftly and humanely 
remove those migrants who are not 
entitled to be here.” 

Here “what is best for the country” 
trumps what is best for workers in 
Britain, in Europe and beyond. Work 
visas are a system that works for the 
few, not the many. True Abbott gives 
a long list from construction workers 
to doctors to care workers of sectors 
where immigration is ‘needed’. But 
what if you cannot prove these skills? 
Many of the most desperate migrants 

Diane Abbott has given the third in a series 
of speeches setting out Labour ’s new “fair, 
reasonably managed” policy. But does it amount to 
more than adding sweetener to the toxic brew in 
Ed Miliband’s infamous mug? BY JEREMY DEWAR

“UNDER LABOUR, THE IMMIGRATION 
ACT 2014 WILL GO. ‘DEPORT 

FIRST, APPEAL LATER’ WILL GO. 
YARL’S WOOD AND BROOK HOUSE 

DETENTION CENTRES WILL GO. 

Policy 

IMMIGRATION

LABOUR’S NEW 
IMMIGRATION POLICY
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cannot. They will be turned away, 
nowhere to go.

And who decides who is needed?  
The bosses and politicians. The former 
have an eye on super-exploitation and 
can – or can threaten to – withdraw 
workers’ residency rights merely by 
sacking them. The latter can whip 
up a reactionary electoral and party 
base for themselves by lashing out at 
migrants and then turning off the visa 
tap completely.

Diane Abbott reveal the potential 
for this when she says Labour will limit 
the work visas to migrants “coming to 
take up specific job offers, where it can 
be shown that those jobs cannot be 
filled by workers already resident here”.

This is a nod towards Gordon 
Brown’s “British jobs for British 
workers”. It would divide the working 
class between UK-born workers - first 
in the queue - and workers who are 
either migrants through no fault of 
their own.

Abbott promises a “consultation” 
on the length of time a migrant worker 
would have to be employed before 
having the right to welfare in case of 
sickness or unemployment. Although 
it is couched in “months, not years”, it 

remains another chip off the universal 
principle the welfare state was founded 
on. 

Who could benefit from this 
policy?  Not the working class, not the 
solidarity we need between “native” 
and “immigrant workers against 
exploiting bosses and racists. 

Of course there are parts of Diane 
Abbot’s proposals, that will be warmly 
welcomed, 

Yarl’s Wood and Brooke House 
detention centres will close, though 
how long the others the others will 
remain, and the illegal detention of 
children, are not dealt with. Indefinite 
detention will end, but this must not 
mean swifter deportations for those 
without the documentation. It should 
mean giving individuals and families 
access to decent work and housing. 
They will soon be making a full 
contribution to society. 

Immigrants’ families will be able to 
join them here, and that is a big step 
forward, but the permanence of the 
visas is never mentioned, leaving it fair 
to assume that they are time limited, 
probably some shorter then others – 
fruit pickers compared to doctors.

There will be the restoration 

of rights for the “entire Windrush 
generation”. Good. But what about 
those arriving after 1970? They too 
have children and grandchildren. 
They too have roots here. Others are 
just beginning to settle or are making 
big decisions on their future. Are they 
good to go?

A Labour government would 
repeal the 2014 Immigration Act. But 
Diane admits that the things like the 
“hostile environment” preceded this 
or that racist legislation  is “decades-
long”. So why not repeal all the anti-
immigrant Acts, every one of them?

Deportations
Despite the progressive measures, 
there is one policy in Labour’s new 
package that underwrites all the others. 
Deportations will continue.

Labour feels, even under Diane’s 
leadership, the need to be seen as tough 
on “illegal”  immigration. Tough but 
fair… but if it’s a choice, tough.

Those who suffer – and deportation 
is a cruel, often murderous regime – 
are working class people, often fleeing 
dictatorships or countries whose 
economies have been ravaged by 
imperialism. Just because they can’t 
vote shouldn’t mean sacrificing their 
rights is just  collateral damage to get 
Labour into office.

The leadership’s office has 
obviously calculated that they can 
achieve a couple of objectives with 
this turn. They can placate the PLP 
right; they can be seen to be “listening” 
to concerns of workers who have 
swallowed the propaganda of the right; 
they can present Brexit and the ending 
of free movement of labour as having a 
progressive outcome.

It will achieve none of these. The 
right, inside and outside Parliament 
will simply bay for more blood. It will 
not challenge anti-immigrant racism, 
but feed it because it concedes the 
false premise that immigration is a 
problem and needs to be controlled, 
i.e. minimised. And it will not lead to 
a fairer, less racist, more integrated and 
prosperous society for all after Brexit.

If Jeremy and Diane want “straight 
talking, honest politics” they should 
open up the debate about immigration 
and all other areas of policy to the party 
membership, and allow conference to 
decide the policies. We cannot appease 
racism; we have to confront it and see 
it off. n

DIANE ABBOTT
Labour’s Shadow 
Home Secretary 
has played a 
prominent role 
in the campaign 
for justice for 
Windrush migrants 
wrongly deported, 
and has been 
a consistent 
opponent of 
the ‘hostile 
environment’ policy

LABOUR’S NEW 
IMMIGRATION POLICY
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Britain 

WE WON’T BE 
BLACKMAILED BY
FASCISTS

Recently, during a 
discussion about the 
recent poll showing 
majority support for 
a referendum on the 
final Brexit deal among 
members of the three 

biggest trade unions, I was met with 
a familiar but infuriating argument. 
“Don’t you understand the huge 

growth the far right will gain from a 
Labour-led new referendum?” we were 
asked. “No, they don’t” said another.

This is a line of argument I’ve 
come across frequently in pro-Corbyn 
circles, socialist writer Phil McDuff 
also wrote about it in the Guardian. 
According to this rationale, giving 
the far right an opportunity to rally 
around another mainstream campaign 

risks emboldening them, and will lead 
to a spike in racist attacks even worse 
than those we saw during the 2016 
referendum campaign and its aftermath.

According to this perspective, 
everyone who wants to remain in 
the EU post-referendum is a liberal, 
middle-class, diehard Remainer 
willing to let minorities bear the brunt 
of another wave of racist hatred, so 

Many on the left argue that a new referendum 
on the Brexit deal will provoke the right and lose 
Labour votes. But trying to appease racists and 
scapegoating migrants is what got us into this 
mess in the first place BY ROB SCHOFIELD
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as long as they can retain EU travel 
privileges in the end. Those putting 
forward this argument argue that 
the violence will be worse this time 
around, because Leave voters will 
feel ‘betrayed’, their democratic voice 
ignored, left with no choice but to 
take to the streets. After all, last time a 
fascist murdered a Remain-supporting 
Labour MP, so surely we cannot allow 
a rerun of this dangerous episode in 
British politics?

Fascism
During the Tommy Robinson demo in 
London on 14th July my comrades and 
I were attacked by fascists rampaging 
around the city looking to beat up 
leftwing counter-protesters (thankfully 
we escaped unhurt, but only just). In 
Leeds we are at the centre of the effort 
to make the Labour Party commit itself 
to consistent anti-fascist campaigning, 
after fascists repeatedly targeted Leeds 
in response to Tommy Robinson being 
arrested outside Leeds Crown Court. 
I mention this to clarify that I do 
understand the fascist threat facing us 
on the streets. Fascists are more brazen, 
more organised and more violent 
than we have seen in decades. But to 
think a Brexit of any kind will stop 
or appease fascists is foolhardy and 
dangerous, and is indicative of a fatal 
misunderstanding of the root causes of 
fascism.

We must state the plain truth: 
Brexit, whatever form it takes, is going 
to make us much worse off. Theresa 
May is currently beleaguered by 
hardline Tory Brexiteers hoping for a 
free-trade frenzy where they can tear 
up regulations and impose a new wave 
of austerity beyond anything the last 
eight years could have prepared us for. 
At this point it is uncertain whether 
May will secure a Brexit deal at all. 
But any deal the Tories do manage to 
secure will be seen as a betrayal and 
will provoke the same backlash from 
the far-right.

Do the people making this 
argument really think that the far-right 
will suffer a collapse after Britain leaves 
the EU, or that we will see any significant 

decrease in racist attacks? Looking at 
the most recent government statistics, 
we can see that there was indeed a 
spike in racially aggravated offences 
during the EU referendum campaign 
and lasting well into Autumn 2016, as 
well as the beginnings of a similar spike 
after the Westminster Bridge attack. 
But after the EU referendum uptick 
finished, attacks appeared to level off at 
a baseline of around 3500 per month. 
Is 3500 a month an acceptable number 
of racist attacks that we should be okay 

with? Did the EU 
referendum result 
appease racists and 
fascists enough 
to meaningfully 
decrease racial 
animus and make 
minorities safer in 
the UK long-term? 
No.

The UK far-right made significant 
gains following on from the 
referendum result, but this does not 
explain the rise of a well-networked, 
internationalist far-right that we have 
seen in recent years, from the spread of 
PEGIDA across Europe to Generation 
Identity sending anti-migrant boats to 
the Mediterranean. The international 
rise of the far-right is much bigger than 
Brexit and derives from an existential 
crisis in global liberal capitalism, it will 
not recede after March 2019.

Internationalism
We must also recognise that beyond 
the desire of liberals to uncritically 
champion the EU as a utopia, there are 
many who do not agree with with this 
and desperately want a new referendum 
simply to protect themselves or their 
partners, relatives and friends who are 
increasingly scared about their rights as 
migrants. Writing off this entire section 
of society as middle class fantasists is 
an insult to the international working 
class.

We must take the UK fascist threat 
extremely seriously, but if we react 
by limiting our political horizons to 
whatever will appease it, then we will 
only see it grow in strength. Fascism 
is not a beast that becomes calm and 
docile if you leave it alone and try not to 
anger it. Fascism can only be defeated 
by offering people an internationalist 
socialist alternative and strengthening 
our solidarity with migrants, not by 
conceding to a Brexit that will bring 
us more austerity and crush migrant 
rights. n

THE FAR RIGHT CANNOT BE APPEASED; IT CAN 
ONLY BE DEFEATED BY MOBILISING ON THE 
STREETS AND OFFERING A GENUINE SOCIALIST 
ALTERNATIVE

A recent survey found a third of young women 
in mixed secondary schools have experienced 
sexual harassment. A majority complained 
about the use of misogynistic language and 24 

per cent reported unwanted sexual contact. 
Whilst these results can hardly be surprising given 

the rife sexism in our society, they should serve as a 
wake-up call to action. The #MeToo movement has 
challenged attitudes to sexual harassment and violence, 
making it more difficult to dismiss men and boy's 
behaviour as "banter" or "a bit of fun". However, greater 
awareness and sensitivity to the issue has failed to 
eradicate it, and the experience of these pupils proves 
it.

Many raised the point at the height of the #MeToo 
campaign that working class women live a more 
precarious existence where complaining about sexual 
harassment could mean losing your job or home. It's 
harder to stick your neck out when your voice is more 
likely to be ignored or ridiculed, and your employer or 
landlord has no incentive to deal with the issue. 

For school-age women, the problems are similar 
- our schools are so focused on exam results that the 
social development of the next generation into critical, 
thinking and well-rounded adults is an afterthought, or 
a privilege of the few who can afford an elite private 
education. There are clearly serious failings to socialise 
boys to understand consent and respect and a lack of 
concern about the experience of girls if it took a survey 
to bring the problem to light. 

A school in Hereford has come under fire from 
pupils and parents who claim the Headteacher linked 
sexual harassment to skirt lengths. Schools in the 
US have been widely criticised for the these same 
conservative attitudes that blame the victim and make 
it far harder to report harassment and assault. 

Given that the focus on tackling bullying in schools 
has had little effect, those same approaches are unlikely 
to deal with sexism either. We do need to change the 
attitude of school administration towards sexism and 
take steps that raise awareness like teaching consent as 
part of sex education. But most importantly we need 
to empower girls and young women to recognise and 
challenge their own oppression. As a starting point, 
all schools should create spaces for female pupils to 
collectively discuss harassment, report it and propose 
solutions. This form of self-organisation can be a step 
on the road to independent Student Unions, which 
can work with teaching and support staff unions to 
assert greater control over the purpose and practice of 
education in the 21st century. n
BY REBECCA ANDERSON

SEXISM RIFE 
IN SCHOOLS
24 per cent of women 
students reported unwanted 
sexual contact
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Polemic 

AWL: A ZIONIST ENDEAVOUR 

The Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty group, AWL, is 
well known on the left for 
its assertion that the state 
of Israel embodies “the 
right to self-determination 
of the Jewish people”, 

has a “right to defend itself ”, and that 
those on the left who reject this are 
antisemites, albeit “left antisemites”.  

Antisemitism is, of course, one 
of the oldest, if not the archetypical, 
form of racism and means, quite 
straightforwardly, hostility to all Jews 
simply because they are Jews. The 
AWL, however, conflates the term 
with opposition to Zionism, a Jewish 
nationalism based on the project of a 
settler state in what was once Palestine. 
On this basis it then accuses those who 
oppose that project of recycling the 
anti-Jewish views of the far right. More, 
when they support the struggle to end 
the racially exclusive Israeli state, they 
are really calling for a pogrom of the 
Jews in Israel, if not elsewhere.  

Supporters of Red Flag work 
alongside comrades of the AWL in 
the trade union and political labour 
movement and defend them against 
expulsions by the witch hunting 
Labour right but, on this question, 
we have to condemn their current 
as Zionist, as vicarious nationalists 
not internationalists. Moreover, 
because Jeremy Corbyn and many 
of his supporters, including Jewish 
antizionists, oppose the Israeli state’s 
cruel oppression of the Palestinians, the 
AWL has now sided with the  Labour 
Right and the pro-Israel leaders of the 
Jewish Community in Britain in the 
savage attacks on Corbyn and the left.  

Red Flag supporters, in contrast to 
the AWL, do not identify Israel with 

the Jewish people, even if a majority of 
Jews around the world support it today. 
The Zionist settlers, and then the state 
of Israel, denied and obstructed the 
right of the Palestinian people to self 
determination and statehood in their 
own land. Israel’s creation was not, 
and is not, the exercise of that same 
democratic right by the world's Jews. It 
was an act of dispossession by European 
colonists and is only maintained by 
systemic oppression of the indigenous 
people, the Palestinians. To call 
holding on to the fruits of this robbery 
and continuing to rob the Palestinians 
of their country "self-defence" is  an 
example of Orwellian “newspeak” . 

In spite of Western European 
and American Christian prejudices, 
the Zionists did not have a right to 
Palestine, their claim was not superior 
to the rights of a people who have lived 
there for many centuries. Neither their 
boasts of possessing a higher economic 
and cultural level than the “natives”, 
nor all their achievements since, give 
them a right to “redeem the land” 
from a “backward” people. Such claims 
are based on imperialist racism, pure 
and simple. Though such a project 
is far from unique in the history of 
capitalism, especially British capitalism 
to be sure, that does not make the 
settlers' "rights" any the less bogus. 

Equally, the terrible wrongs 
inflicted on Europe’s Jews by the Nazis 
and other antisemitic movements 
cannot justify a terrible wrong done to 
the indigenous inhabitants of Palestine. 
Two wrongs do not make a right. Even 
the Holocaust, for all its vast scale 
and the bestial methods used by the 
Nazis, is not a justification of Israel’s 
birthright. The project of Palestinian 
dispossession began long before the 

Holocaust and Palestine/Israel did not 
“save the Jewish people”.  

Most critical for the falsity of that 
argument is the fact that the Arabic 
speaking population of Palestine 
was not responsible for it in any way 
whatsoever. That Britain and the 
USA support such claims is actually a 
very convenient way of obscuring the 
fact that they only allowed in a tiny 
number of refugees from Hitler and 
the antisemites when they could easily 
have opened their doors. 

Oppression
The Zionist project began long before 
Hitler and with the active support 
of the major imperialist powers who 
were seeking to dominate the Middle 
East, and this remains the case today. 
Thus, all those who take Israel’s side 
are also taking the side of imperialism 
against an oppressed people. One thing 
the Zionists are right about is that 
their state does, indeed, require the 
dispossession of the Palestinians for its 
existence as an exclusively Jewish state. 

The AWL accept that dispossession 
as irreversible and accuse the 
Palestinians and their supporters 
of being antisemites and seeking to 
pogrom the Jewish inhabitants when 
they chant “from the river to the sea, 
Palestine must be free”, but they do 
want Israeli expansion to stop. They 
support the so-called two state solution, 
as does the official leadership of the 
Palestinians, but they do not support 
the Palestinians' right to struggle 
against Israeli oppression or the right 
of those who have been driven from 
their homes to return to them.  Above 
all, they denounce those who say that 
Israel is an Apartheid style, racist state, 
which by its very nature discriminates 

The Alliance for Workers’ Liberty group are notorious on the British 
left for their pro-imperialist politics, which stretch back almost four 
decades. In this polemic we explain why their failure on the acid 
test of the pro-Israel assault on Jeremy Corbyn and anti-Zionists in 
the Labour Party BY DAVE STOCKTON
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AWL: A ZIONIST ENDEAVOUR 
against and oppresses non-Jews who 
live within its pre-1967 borders, its 
post-1967 Occupied Territories and 
the besieged, blockaded and bombed 
1.9 million inhabitants of Gaza. 

The AWL’s senior leader and writer 
on the subject, Sean Matgamna, spells 
out the position clearly: 

 “That of course means recognising 
not only that the Palestinians have a 
right to their own state, but also that 
Israel is a legitimate state and has a 
right to defend itself. The full scale 
implications of the continual stream 
of hatred spewed out does not match 
with the belief that Israel has a right to 
exist and defend itself. It matches the 
view that Israel is not a legitimate state 
and that it has no right of self-defence.” 
(Solidarity No. 476, 8 August 201)

What Matgamna cannot 
understand or, rather, will not 
recognise, is that Israel’s legitimacy 
and its “defence” of itself is utterly 
inseparable from its denial of the 
Palestinians' right to a viable state for 
their entire nation; that its claim to 

legitimacy rests on its present narrow 
majority, gained thanks to Britain’s 
guardianship of its settlement  project 
and the USA’s guardianship of the 
stolen fruits of two major seizures and 
an ongoing incremental occupation of 
Palestine. 

Elsewhere, he pleads its justification 
by the fact that such displacement 
is not unique in human history (the 
settlement of the USA, Australia, for 
example) or more recently the huge 
displacement (ethnic cleansing) of 
populations after the Second World 
War or in Yugoslavia. 

Unique
Apart from the fact that two wrongs or, 
for that matter, dozens of such wrongs, 
cannot make a right, it is a plain lie 
that the left especially condemns Israel 
and ignores other state criminals (the 
Bosnian and Kosovo ethnic cleansing, 
the Rohingyas, Syrian refugeees, etc.). 
True, some people close to the Stalinists 
have excused or ignored the crimes of 
Milosevic,  Assad or  Putin, but Red 
Flag and most of the revolutionary left 
do not ignore these crimes. Nor do we 
claim that Israel’s crimes are unique or 
uniquely horrible. Alas this is far from 
the case. 

The reason why the struggle of the 
Palestinians for justice is so important 
to socialists is not just a matter of 
historical injustices committed in the 
1940s and  ‘60s but those going on 
today, such as the daily IDF sniper 
killings of the youth on the Great 
March of Return and the years of 
daily cruelty against civilians in the 10 
year long blockade of Gaza. Because 
of our own government’s and big 
business’s complicity in it, the duty 
here, especially of those who call 
themselves revolutionaries, is to render 
all assistance to those struggling to 
end it. This includes support for the 
Boycott, Divestment and Sanction, 
BDS, movement which, of course, the 
AWL also denounce as akin to the Nazi 
anti-Jewish store boycotts of the early 
1930s.   

Matgamna’s long time associate, 
Martin Thomas, makes it clear that 
Israel as it was formed and as it ‘defends’ 
itself today, requires holding on to the 
79 per cent of Palestine it seized in 
1948 and continuing to exclude the 
inhabitants and their descendants who 
were driven out then and again in 1967:

“This demand [the right of return 
for Palestinians-ed] is not a democratic 
one for freedom of movement. It is a 
demand for the territory in which an 
Israeli Jewish nation has grown up 
since 1948 to be given over to some 
(necessarily non-Israeli) agency which 
will organise mass resettlement of the 
Palestinian Arab diaspora.” Martin 
Thomas, Solidarity #476 August 8 
2018.

This ‘defence’ requires keeping 
five million Palestinians out of their 
homeland  whilst Zionist Jews from 
around the world have a right to 
“return” to a country that neither they 
nor their forbears ever lived in.

Antisemitism 
The AWL also try to pin various other 

traditional antisemitic tropes onto 
the left supporters of the Palestinians. 
One such is the claim that, when it 
talks about the actions of Zionist 
lobbies in the USA or Britain, the left 
is reproducing the idea of a secret 
worldwide Jewish conspiracy, echoing 
the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. 
This is simply demagogy; there is 
nothing secret about the World Zionist 
Organisation,  the Jewish Agency, 
the American Israel Public Affairs 
Committee, AIPAC, and a range of 
Jewish organisations, which are in 
reality exclusively Zionist. 

Their lobbying is no secret project, 
as events over the summer in Britain 
have shown. It could hardly have been 
more public. Whether this increases 
the feelings of security of British Jews 
or decreases real antisemitism must be 
open to doubt. The public can after all 
see the brutality of the Israeli forces in 
Gaza on their TV screens and can note 
the total silence of the Zionist papers 
and rabbis on this subject. Israel’s 
public approval ratings continue to 
fall, including in the USA. Indeed, 
that is in part the reason for the Israeli 
embassy's efforts to stoke up the fake 
antisemitism wave. 

Our objection is not to the 
international character of the Zionist 
Movement, or its right to lobby, but to 
the content of their lobbying, which is 
slanderously anti-Palestinian, indeed 
often islamophobic, and attempts to 
sow fear amongst ordinary Jewish 
people about a supposed existential 
threat to them from a Jeremy Corbyn 
government. What do they expect, 
pogroms? Yet the AWL, too, plays 
with these words and, in particular, 
they endorse the innuendo that Jeremy 
Corbyn is soft on “left antisemitism” 
even if he is not an antisemite himself.    

Turning on Corbyn
This summer’s campaign against 
supporters of Jeremy Corbyn, plus the 
vile and baseless slander that he himself 
is an antisemite, was launched by right 
wing Labour MPs like Margaret Hodge, 
Tory rabbis like Jonathan Sachs, 
the virulently islamophobic, anti-
immigrant Daily Mail and Express, and 
the Guardian too,  all eager to engineer 
a split in Labour. 

Their objective was plain enough. 
For the sincere Zionists it was to 
divert attention from the atrocities 
being committed in Gaza, and an 
even a larger scale one being planned 
by Netantyahu and Trump. For the 
Labour Right, the objective was a third 

THE AWL CANNOT AND WILL NOT 
ACCEPT THAT ISRAEL’S LEGITIMACY 
AND “DEFENCE” OF ITSELF IS 
INSEPARABLE FROM ITS DENIAL 
OF THE PALESTINIANS’ RIGHT TO A 
VIABLE STATE FOR THEIR ENTIRE 
NATION
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attempt to oust Jeremy Corbyn. For the 
Tory media, the aim was to counter 
the danger of Corbyn becoming PM, 
if May’s government collapses over 
Brexit.  Some may think this perfect 
storm has now abated, but we may 
just be passing through the eye of the 
hurricane. 

The AWL saw in all this an 
opportunity to promote their sect 
building fetish of “left antisemitism” 
and another opportunity to defend 
Israel’s “self defence” while smearing 
the left who support the Palestinians. 
The AWL’s task was to give the right 
wingers a bit of left cover and to bear 
false witness to the sincerity and the 
justice of their charges.

The indefatigable Matgamna again:
“On a certain level their [the right 

wing-ed] general politics will feed into 
the anti-Corbyn agitation. But they are 
not in this being right-wing zealots 
or hypocrites. And there will be some 
amongst them who play close attention 
to the left, and its incipient pogromist 
agitation against Israel and those who 
support it. They are not fools. They 
know that the ‘Corbyn surge’ has put 
into power in the Labour Party people 
who are “absolute anti-Zionists”, people 
who are radical anti-Israel zealots and 
supporters of Arab or Islamic [sic] 
conquest of Israel and the forcible 
abolition of the Jewish state.” 

Warming to his theme against the 
“left pogromist agitators” and would-
be Islamic  conquerors  (echoes of a 
2013 article which likened Islamists 
to “desert tribes of primitive Muslim 
simplicity and purity enviously eyeing 
a rich and decadent walled city and 
sharpening their knives”)  he continues,

“The horrible truth that has to be 
faced is that large parts of the ostensible 
[sic] for all practical purposes is 
anti-semitic, hostile to Israel’s very 
existence, denying any Israeli right 
to self-defence. That it endorses and 
circulates malice-ridden accounts of 
the history of Zionism and Israel and 
that from that comes emotion-ridden 
hostility to Jews who defend Israel and 
refuse to see it as racism.” (Solidarity   4 
August 2018)

The AWL’s intervention in the 
campaign does not stop short of 
Corbyn himself. Though not actually 
daring to call him an antisemite, they 
characterise the remarks he made years 
ago about Zionists who disrupted a 
meeting not understanding English 
irony, as: 

“appalling, and recycle antisemitic 
ideas. The “Zionists” are figured as a 

foreign other, failing to integrate into 
“Englishness”, echoing an aspect of 
antisemitic ideology which figures Jews 
as an alien or even parasitic element on 
the national body politic.” 

Of course, the alien and “anti-
Jewish” character of Corbyn’s remarks 
is completely made up but then comes 
a sickening retraction before returning 
to the smearing: 

“His remarks were not “racist”, 
nor illustrative of a racialised hatred 
of Jews on Corbyn’s part. But they do 
demonstrate a lack of understanding 
of the ways that antisemitism does not 
only manifest as racialised antipathy 
to Jews, but can take other forms, 
often politically, rather than racially, 
constructed.”

The “antisemitism’ that the AWL 
has discovered is identical to that 
stigmatised by the rabbis, the Jewish 
Labour Movement and the PLP right-
wingers Luciana Berger, Wes Streeting 
and Margaret Hodge. 

Two states
Like most “left” Zionists within Israel 
and beyond, the AWL advocates a 
“two-state solution” to the conflict 
between Israel and the Palestinians. 
This generously offers the Palestinians 
the Oslo Agreement mini-state on 
22 per cent of their former homeland 
in return for recognising the right of 
Israel to hold on to the remaining 78 
per cent. As for the rest of the refugees, 
living in shanty towns beyond the old 
Mandate borders, they have no right to 
return.  

Because the Palestinians have 
never, and will never, agree to this, 
they and their present leaderships are 
also regularly accused of antisemitism. 
In the midst of the  brutal assault by 
the Israeli Defence Forces on Gaza in 
2009, the AWL raised the slogan “No to 
the IDF, No to Hamas”.  No matter that 
Hamas was defending the population of 
Gaza while Israel was attacking it with 
all its vastly superior weaponry and as 
a result at least 2,104 Palestinian died, 
including 1,462 civilians, of whom 495 
were children and 253 women. 

In a one-sided war, which left 
90,000 homeless, many without 
electricity or clean drinking water, the 
AWL remained neutral. Or, rather, it 
didn’t, with Sean Matgamna writing 
a splenetic letter to the Guardian 
claiming: 

“The point is that the politics 
dominant in the Gaza demonstrations 
were entirely in line with the jihadists 
and their antisemitism.”

For Matgamanna, Islamist, Islamic, 
jihadist are all the same. He uses the 
terms indiscriminately, just as he 
asserts Zionists=Jews. Around the 
same time, AWL members tried to join 
an antiwar demonstration, carrying 
Israeli flags, the flag under which the 
bombing was taking place.

Antizionism
So, can anti-Zionism be antisemitism? 
Yes, wherever criticism of Israel 
and/or Zionism fails to distinguish 
between Jews and Zionists. Though it 
is understandable if some Palestinians 
identify their persecutors as “the Jews”, 
because the Zionist Israelis do so 
themselves, the opponents of Israel’s 
oppression have a duty to make it clear 
that only the agencies of, or apologists 
for, this oppression are Zionists, and 
many of them are non-Jews. 

The increasing numbers of Jewish 
opponents of Israel, including Jews in 
Israel, are testimony to this. All and any 
resort to antisemitic tropes, should be 
offensive, not just to all Jews but to all 
genuine left-wingers. They can only 
weaken the fight against Zionism. The 
struggles against the different forms 
of racism, including antisemitism and 
islamophobia, are inseparable one from 
another. We must hope that those AWL 
comrades who are unhappy with this 
smearing of the left and who can see its 
links to the fraudulent self-determination 
and self defence of an oppressor state, 
will be able to rid their organisation of 
its reactionary nationalistic and pro-
imperialist fetish. n  

Polemic

AWL GURU 
Sean Matgamna 
has led his 
organisation into 
the historic cul-de-
sac of Zionism and 
an unprincipled 
attack on the 
socialist left
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Strategy

Labour’s Shadow Chancellor, 
John McDonnell, has issued 
a call for a new Anti Nazi 
League “to resist racism and 
the growth of the far right”. 
This is in response to recent 
far right demonstrations in 

support of the jailed fascist Tommy 
Robinson organised by the Democratic 
Football Lads Alliance, DFLA, and also 
a series of attacks on mosques, on left 
activists, including RMT’s assistant 
General Secretary Steve Hedley, and 
the left wing bookshop, Bookmarks. 

This growth in far right 
mobilisations and violence in Britain 
occurs against a backdrop of a surge 
in the US Alt-Right and European 
racist populist parties. Steve Bannon, 
Trump’s former advisor and Alt-Right’s 
driving force, is now attempting to 
unite the far right in Europe, setting up 
a headquarters for “The Movement” in 
Brussels. Underpinning this surge is the 
targeting of Muslims/ Islamophobia, 
anti-immigrant hysteria and a virulent 
national chauvinism, tied in with 
hatred of the European Union.

As the rise of fascism in the 1930’s 
made clear, its main goal is to smash 
the workers’ movement and destroy 
democratic rights. It differs from other 

reactionary and racist parties in its 
focus on building a mass movement 
that can forcibly control the streets 
and physically smash trade union 
and socialist opposition. The first 
stage in the development of a serious 
fascist threat is the mobilisation of 
those who have been “left behind” 
by capitalist development into a 
coherent and organised force. That is 
why demonstrations and, especially, 
marches targetting the supposed cause 
of society’s ills, whether that is an 
ethnic minority, a religious community 
or whatever, is the key tactic. 

To the extent that would-be fascist 
groups can intimidate the target group, 
their members gain in confidence, feel 
they are doing what the “mainstream 
parties” cannot, or will not, do. That 
is why it is crucially important for an 
anti-fascist movement to be able to 
physically defend itself and to take 
the lead in developing the self-defence 
of the fascists’ intended victims. In 
Britain, at present, that is most likely 
to be the Muslim community.    That 
is why generations of anti fascists 
have fought around the slogans of 
‘No Pasaran’ and ‘No Platform’. This 
policy is an essential recognition that 
the fascist menace must be physically 

stopped before it grows into a force 
that can be turned against the workers’ 
movement and every progressive 
movement allied to it.  

The Labour Party as well as the 
Trade Unions should give a lead in 
building such a movement and this 
means learning the lessons of previous 
anti-racist and anti-fascist movements. 
In reaction to earlier fascist ‘surges’, 
the Anti Nazi League has often been 
held up as a model to emulate. It has 
had two previous incarnations and a 
balance sheet of these two experiences 
is essential if we are to be successful 
in stopping the rise of the far right for 
good.

Anti-Nazi League Mark I
In the 1970’s, the rise of the National 
Front, NF, both electorally and as a 
street fighting force, was met initially 
by the growth of local anti-racist and 
anti-fascist groups throughout the 
country. Such groups had been fighting 
the fascists on a local scale for several 
years. This culminated in the Battle of 
Lewisham in 1977 when a coalition of 
anti-fascist groups, with the support of 
thousands from the local community 
successfully prevented the NF from 
marching through their area. 

WE NEED A WORKING 
CLASS ANTI-FASCIST
MOVEMENT
The ‘Free Tommy Robinson’ demonstrations, and the development 
of a new far right street movement with links to UKIP and the 
US alt-right show we need a new antifascist and anticapitalist 
political movement to meet this new threat BY BERNIE MCADAM
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Of course, the media branded the 
anti-fascists as thugs and the Socialist 
Workers Party, SWP, who were 
prominent in the mobilisation, were 
red baited in the press. The Battle of 
Lewisham though was a tremendous 
victory for those anti-fascists intent on 
defending their areas and implementing 
a policy of ‘No Platform for Fascists’. 
In an attempt to revive their fortunes, 
the NF announced another march, this 
time in Manchester, and the scene was 
set for what everybody expected would 
be the decisive confrontation, the 
equivalent of the Battle of Cable Street 
in the Thirties.

This was the background to the 
formation of the Anti-Nazi League, 
ANL. The principal organisers of it, the 
SWP, buckled under the pressure of the 
red baiting. The central issue became 
whether to mobilise to prevent the 
fascists from marching or to mobilise 
as big a counter-demonstration as 
possible, to prove the democratic 
credentials of the anti-fascist 
movement. Alex Callinicos made 
the SWP position very clear at the 
time, “Opposition to all immigration 
controls and ‘No Platform’ must be 
opposed as policy decisions because 
if adopted it would kill the ANL stone 
dead”. The ANL was a popular frontist, 
pacifist reaction to Lewisham.

The ANL became a broad liberal 
alliance with pop stars, liberal 

politicians and football players who 
would run a mile from the suggestion 
of driving the fascists off the streets. 
Yes, there were successful carnivals 
with thousands of youth attracted 
to Rock Against Racism, clearly a 
brilliant initiative but, rather than 
supplementing a militant anti-fascist 
movement, the carnivals became an 
alternative to mass mobilisations to 
stop the fascists.

This reluctance to take on the 
fascists was best illustrated by the 
second ANL carnival at Brockwell Park 
in 1978 which went ahead even though 
the organisers knew that the fascists 
were planning to march through Brick 
Lane, a mainly Asian community, 
in London’s East End, on the same 
day. The ANL and SWP refused to 
mobilise against the threat. So a couple 
of hundred were left to defend Brick 
Lane whilst tens of thousands listened 
to rock bands at the Carnival. There 
would have been no physical difficulty 
in diverting thousands to Brick Lane, it 
was the political basis of the ANL that 
prevented it from prioritising defence 
against the fascists.

The ANL failed to base its anti-
fascist arguments in working class 
politics. All too often second world war 
chauvinist propaganda was used rather 
than recruiting young working class 
fighters on issues that affected them 
as a class. Worse still, this was against 

the backdrop of disillusionment 
with a Labour government whose 
betrayals on wages, unemployment 
and declining social services were a 
real factor in fueling the rise of the NF.

The ANL was at its high point in 
the late 70’s but to attribute the decline 
of the NF to its rise would be to misread 
history. The ANL certainly played a big 
part in exposing the NF’s leaders as 
Nazis and this helped to scare off ‘soft 
racist’ supporters but two other factors 
played important roles. First, there was 
still a more combative left that grew 
out of the earlier confrontations and 
continued to harass and disrupt NF 
activities. More importantly, however, 
Thatcher and the Tories stole the 
racist vote and  offered the prospect 
of government, which the NF could 
never do. This combination heightened 
the tensions between different factions 
within the NF and saw it sidelined in 
the Eighties.

Anti-Nazi League Mark II
The second ANL was wheeled out by 
the SWP in 1992 against a background 
of the rise of the far right in Europe and 
the British National  Party, BNP, here. 
Socialist Worker had told its readers 
in December 1991 that “the far right 
is growing across Europe, except in 
Britain”! This amazing claim ignored 
the increasing confidence of BNP 
campaigning in areas like Thamesmead 
estate in south east London where 
they organised “Rights for Whites” 
demonstrations or in Southwark where 
they successfully attacked an anti-racist 
march. The BNP was also growing as 
an electoral threat eventually winning 
a council seat in Millwall in 1993.

In fact, an anti-fascist organisation 
was already being built when the 
ANL was relaunched. Anti Fascist 
Action, AFA, had been the only group 
to physically resist BNP attacks in 
the East End for a number of years 
whilst the SWP had been debating 
the seriousness of the threat. AFA 
had also organised a 10,000 strong 
Unity Carnival at Hackney Downs and 
organised a protest against Le Pen’s 
arrival in Britain.  

The new ANL also had to contend 
with the opposition of the Anti Racist 
Alliance, ARA, which had been built 
as a cross class, legalistic and pacifist 

30,000 PEOPLE 
join an anti-racist 
demonstration in 
March this year. 
Over 100,000 
joined the protest 
against Donald 
Trump’s visit. 
The will to fight 
exists - if we can 
organise it



 September 2018 / Red Flag / 17

campaign involving hordes of trade 
union bureaucrats, liberals and church 
figures. Despite SWP interest, ARA was 
not going to play second fiddle to the 
SWP, so the SWP relaunched the ANL 
as one of its typical front organisations, 
focussed solely on anti-fascism. 

The new ANL was set up with no 
democratic structure, no branches 
or local groups. You could affiliate 
but you could not send a delegate to 
the steering committee or propose 
action. The policy was decided behind 
closed doors by self appointed leaders. 
Where it mobilised people against the 
fascists it directed them away from 
confrontations. It rejected calls for ‘No 
Platform’ once more.

In 1993, a magnificent 40,000 
march on the BNP headquarters in 
Welling was viciously attacked by the 
police. The march had been organised 
by a Unity Committee supported by 
the ANL and Youth Against Racism 
in Europe (Militant). The careerists 
and bureaucrats of ARA organised a 
3,000 strong march many miles away 
subsequently condemning the Welling 
demonstrators. 

Welling showed that the potential 
for a mass anti-fascist movement 
existed. The ANL was able to mobilise 
150,000 for their Carnival in June 1994. 
But the problem of disunity was a huge 
barrier. ARA with their official trade 
union links continued to sabotage unity 
in action against the fascists. Despite 
its promising start, Anti Fascist Action 
succeeded in marginalising itself 
from the developing mass anti-fascist 
movement. In effect, its concentration 
on physically confronting the fascists 
became an end in itself. Rather than 
focussing on the need for organised 
self-defence based on the mass 
organisations of the working class 
and immigrant communities, their 
“squadism”, as it was known, became a 
substitute for such mass mobilisation.  

The ANL became the largest force 
and, smarting under the criticisms of a 
lack of democracy, organised an ANL 
conference in 1994. This conference 
formally committed itself to “No 
Platform” and to start organising in the 
localities. In reality, the ANL leaders 
had no intention of organising defence 
squads, which they serially denounced. 
In addition  they did not argue for “no 

reliance on state bans” even though the 
state actually protects the “right” of 
fascists to organise and invariably uses 
bans against the left.

ANL Mark II did not smash the 
BNP. The BNP faded for a while but 
rose again in the 2000’s with an even 
greater electoral appeal under new 
leadership. The potential for building 
a united front against the fascists that 
would agree on direct action to stop 
them marching, meeting or selling, 
was squandered in the 90’s as in the 
70’s.  

What is needed now?
Currently, Stand Up To Racism, SUTR, 
and Unite Against Fascism, UAF, are 
the SWP front organisations that have 
mobilised many people on the limited 
counter demonstrations against the 
fascist threat. But they are hardly the 
force the SWP or ANL were in the 70’s 
and 90’s. John McDonnell’s appeal, 
which has already been welcomed 
by previous ANL organisers, will 
doubtless be taken up by SUTR and 
UAF in some shape or form. 

This time round though a new 
anti-fascist movement must not be 
built from the top down. It must be 
based on local area groups and it must 
have a democratic structure including 
a conference of delegates from 
affiliated organisations. It must not be 
the property of one group, it has to be a 
national and a local united front of all 
the anti-fascist and anti-racist groups, 
trade union branches, Labour Party 
organisations, left parties plus Muslim 
and immigrant community groups. 

John McDonnell’s appeal should 
be the cue for drawing in the mass 
organisations of the labour movement. 
But the type of campaign that we 
need cannot just rely on carnivals 
and propaganda exposing Tommy 
Robinson and his ilk as Nazis. We 
need a campaign of direct action to 
stop the fascist mobilisations. Every 
time the fascists and racists take to 
the streets, local anti-fascist groups 
need to respond with overwhelming 
numbers. The Labour Party, trade 
unions, Muslim and immigrant groups 
should all rally to prevent them from 
intimidating and terrorising the targets 
of their hate.

Anti-fascist activists need to 

prepare in advance for mobilisations. 
Where local committees have been 
built, the affiliated organisations, 
including Labour Party and trade 
union branches, should be won over 
to the task of forming defence groups. 
Defence is not an optional extra, it is a 
burning necessity if we are to protect 
our movement from the kind of 
attacks on the left that characterised 
the aftermath of the recent DFLA 
demonstrations in London.  

Our political message must be 
clear, too, in that only the workers’ 
movement can stop the fascists. We 
do not call on the state to ban fascists, 
the state is not neutral. The state exists 
to protect the capitalist class and its 
economic system, the very system that 
breeds racism, unemployment and 
despair, the fuels that the fascists so 
crave. The ruling class will use fascist 
gangs in specific situations and even 
fascism as the preferred option for 
government when all else fails.

The new found confidence of the 
far right has undoubtedly been boosted 
by the Brexit campaign with its 
nationalism and fear of immigration. 
It serves no useful purpose for some 
on the left to deny this reality. But, 
hopefully, we can all unite in building 
a movement which can take on the 
arguments of the racists and reject 
their scapegoating of immigrants and 
mobilise in defence of free movement 
of people. The new movement must 
be built in solidarity with Muslim and 
immigrant workers with the aim of 
driving the fascists and racists off our 
streets.    

The task of fighting fascism is part 
of a struggle to strengthen the working 
class in its battle with capitalism. The 
industrial dereliction and poverty that 
feeds racism has to be challenged by a 
socialist programme that regenerates 
our jobs, our public services, our 
housing, and should be paid for 
by taxing the rich. Only working 
class self mobilisation can open the 
road to socialism. Only socialist 
internationalism can answer the 
poisonous creed of national superiority 
and racial hatred. n

• NATIONAL UNITY DEMONSTRATION 
AGAINST FASCISM AND RACISM 
SATURDAY 17 NOVEMBER
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In June, the Russian government 
announced a far-reaching 
pension "reform". The main 
change is to raise the retirement 
age for women from 55 to 63 and 
for men from 60 to 65. What may 
sound to people in Germany like 

whingeing actually means working to 
the death in Russia, because average 
life expectancy is 65 years.

It is no coincidence that this reform 
was announced during the World Cup. 
Following the old "bread and circuses" 
principle, it was hoped to announce 
the changes while the population was 
distracted and enjoying the spectacle. 
But, although protests were initially 
banned for "security reasons", popular 
dissatisfaction was unleashed in the 
first major, nationwide protests as soon 
as the World Cup was over.

In Russia, retirement does not at 
all mean that people no longer work. 
Pensions are just a small financial 
support, around 120 euros, which is 
paid to older workers. As many as 14 
million people above retirement age are 
currently still employed in their jobs. 
The increase in the retirement age will 
mean even more people in precarious 
conditions and the impoverishment of 
the older sections of the population, 
but it also has the potential to raise 
overall unemployment.

The minimum wage in Russia, after 
Putin adjusted it to the subsistence 
minimum at the beginning of this year, 
is 11,000 rubles (139 euros) a month. 
Poverty is also widespread among the 
working population. Around 5 million 
people live on this minimum income, 
despite having full-time jobs.

On the grounds that the 
government must make savings that 
it allegedly wants to invest in other 

social areas, the already low pension 
budget is now to be cut. It is no secret 
that Russian oligarchs are among the 
richest people in the world. However, 
it is also crystal clear that they are well 
integrated into the state bureaucracy 
and that no one there would ever 
dream of touching their assets. While 
there is money for the military, state 
surveillance and mega-construction 
projects, the population is supposed to 
swallow neo-liberal reforms.

Pension reform was not mentioned 
at the time of the presidential election 
last March 2018. Clearly, Putin realised 
that such a measure would not meet 
with great approval. This was then 
confirmed by a drop in his standings 
in opinion polls as soon as the plan 
was announced. Initially, the Kremlin's 
strategy was to blame the Duma, the 
Russian Parliament, for the reform. 
After a month of silence, during which 
discontent grew and became more 
obvious, Putin announced that he, 
too, had criticism of the reform and 
would ensure that it was revised again. 
Subsequently, he has announced that 
the pension age for women will "only" 

be raised to 60.
While the ruling party, United 

Russia, is acting as if there were 
disagreement about the plan, 
opposition has begun with the first 
protests. While the right-wing, neo-
liberal oppositionist Alexei Nawalny 
also called for a demonstration 
against the reform, in reality it is 
the forces supported by the working 
class that dominate the protests. At 
the end of July, around 12,000 people 
in Moscow responded to the call of 
the Communist Party of the Russian 
Federation of Gennady Zyuganov. 
There were also protests with several 
thousand participants in other Russian 
cities. During the demonstrations 
the resignation of Prime Minister 
Medvedev was demanded and Putin 
was called a "thief ". In addition to 
the CP, which in recent years has 
consistently acted as the regime's 
loyal opposition, a large spectrum of 
left-wing organisations took part in 
the actions, even extending to social 
democracy. Some participants and 
organisers were arrested. The anti-
terror police unit, the "Russian Guard", 
was also present.

In the autumn, the pension 
reform is to be discussed again in 
parliament and the protests are 
expected to continue. Because of 
the strong repression against trade 
union and political organisation, 
the Russian working class only has 
limited experience of militant protest 
and organisation. But the protests 
of recent weeks, in which youth and 
women's organisations also took part, 
clearly show that the left is on the way 
to a united front against the neoliberal 
attacks.

The extension of the protests could 
not only prevent the reform, but also 
help to build up a left-wing opposition. 
The issue of pension reform and its 
widespread rejection provides a good 
basis for tackling other problems of 
Russia's ruling politics. The demand 
for government resignation has already 
been raised. In order to reach large 
sections of the population, the demand 
for the expropriation of the oligarchy 
and the introduction of a minimum 
pension that covers the cost of living 
and is automatically adjusted for price 
increases should also be raised.

The demonstrations and actions are 
an encouraging example and show that 
even Putin's rule is not unshakeable. 
What could be decisive is whether the 
protests go beyond demonstrations to 
a political strike movement that can 
bring the country to a standstill. n

PENSION PROTESTS 
HIT PUTIN’S RATINGS
Opposition to a dramatic hike in the pension age have sparked 
rare protests against the autocratic president
BY SVENJA SPUNCK

RUSSIA

PENSION REFORM 
Proposals to raise 
the pension age 
for the first time 
since the 1930s 
have proved 
deeply unpopular 
in a country that 
remains wracked 
by poverty as a 
consequence of 
the ‘shock therapy’ 
imposed during 
the restoration of 
capitalism

International
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The online culture wars became inflamed again recently 
in an episode triggered by — of all things — microwave 
rice. After celebrity chef Jamie Oliver released his new 
“Punchy Jerk Rice” Dawn Butler, Labour MP and 
daughter of Jamaican immigrants, took to Twitter to 
admonish him.

She wrote:
“#jamieoliver @

jamieoliver #jerk I’m just 
wondering do you know 
what #Jamaican#jerk 
actually is? It’s not just a word 
you put before stuff to sell 
products.@levirootsmusic 
should do a masterclass. 
Your jerk Rice is not ok. This 
appropriation from Jamaica 
needs to stop.”

In the following 
week this instigated a 
circus of mass-right wing 
misinterpretation, ignorant 
thinkpieces and a shirty 
backlash from Oliver 
himself, who tweeted to 
describe the criticism as 
“mad” and “daftness”.

So, naturally I decided to 
buy some and review it.

The problem is that 
Oliver’s ‘Punchy Jerk Rice’ 
will be immediately jarring 
to anyone familiar with 
jerk cuisine because jerk 
flavouring is what you 
flavour chicken with, not 
the rice. As explained in 
an excellent piece from 
Eater London, traditional 
jerk involves cooking 
chicken, fish or pork with a 
seasoning of allspice, berries 
and scotch bonnet peppers. 
Recipes and methods vary as with any cultural tradition, but these 
are the three key ingredients. Counterpose this with the ingredients 
of Jamie Oliver’s rice: ginger, garlic and jalapeño chilli.

The outcome is a completely bland side dish that would serve 
more use as plant fertiliser rather than paired with jerk chicken. 
It tastes like microwaved soil. I failed to finish the dish and would 
describe it as tasteless and pointless. The wholegrain rice comes 
out dry and gravelly, and not a single note of the jalapeño comes 
through.

In authentic jerk you can physically see the shreds of scotch 
bonnet peppered throughout the sauce, combined with the other 
ingredients this creates a fiery, juicy, fruity flavour that complements 
the chicken perfectly without being overpowering.

If we take a look at the Scoville scale, which assigns a numerical 
value to the spiciness of different peppers, we can see that scotch 

bonnets score highly on the 
scale at around ~350,000. 
Jalapeños however, come in 
at the measly 1,000 — 10,000 
range. Which leads me to ask, 
is this cultural appropriation 
or cultural wimpification?

Cultural appropriation is 
a thorny issue which is rarely 
approached with any genuine 
curiosity in societal discourse. 
Many pundits misrepresented 
Butler as arguing that white 
people are not allowed to 
cook or eat food from other 
cultures, which is not the case.

In reality, many countries 
make efforts to protect the 
namesake of their produce. If 
Jamie Oliver were rebottling 
own-brand supermarket 
sparkling wine and selling 
it in his Italian restaurants 
as Prosecco, the Italian 
government would certainly 
have something to say about 
it. That being said, cultural 
appropriation discourse 
should move beyond 
questions of copyright and 
government-protected 
intellectual property. As 
Briahna Joy Gray outlines in 
her piece ‘The Question Of 
Cultural Appropriation’, “ …

it’s more helpful to look at things in terms of economic exploitation 
rather than ownership”.

The facts of the matter are that a celebrity businessman worth 
an estimated £150 million has slapped the jerk label on an awful 
microwave rice product that bears no resemblance to the traditional 
preparation developed by Jamaican ex-slaves. It is reasonable and 
correct that Oliver should be criticised for disrespecting their 
traditions whilst profiting from their name. n

Culture Wars
JAMIE OLIVER’S ‘PUNCHY JERK RICE’ 

TASTES LIKE MICROWAVED SOIL
BY ROB SCHOFIELD
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