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Ditch Blair’s Legacy
Starmer became leader of the Labour Party in 

May 2020 on the basis of a 10-point program 
that Jeremy Corbyn would have had little 
problem supporting.  Since becoming leader 
he has had little to say about his 10-point 
program and has, instead, concentrated 
his energy on attacking the left wing of the 
Labour Party, often by using false charges of 
anti-Semitism.

The electorate have passed interim 
judgements on Starmer’s leadership of the 
Labour Party in the Hartlepool and Batley 
& Spen by-elections.  Hartlepool, held since 
1974 by Labour, was lost with a 16% swing 
to the Tories.  Batley & Spen was held with 
a majority of only 383 votes.  In the 2017 
general election, with Corbyn as leader, 
Labour’s majority in this seat was some 
30,000. 

Starmer realized that his leadership of the 
Labour Party was in jeopardy and announced 
that he would spend the summer going round 
the country, meeting and talking with people 
and explaining to them why they could trust 
Labour, again, under his leadership.

The summer is now over but is anyone any 
clearer why they should vote for Labour?  On 
August 5th Starmer gave a long interview to 
the Financial Times (FT).  The interview can 
be seen as a sort of summing up of his vision 
for the Labour Party.  

According to the FT ‘Sir Keir Starmer has 
vowed to “turn the Labour party inside out” 

as he prepares for an autumn relaunch of his 
leadership, urging activists to embrace Tony 
Blair’s political legacy to help the UK’s main 
opposition party win the next election.  He 
said it was vital to demonstrate that Labour 
was not a party of protest but was serious 
about winning power — and that meant being 
“very proud” of what it achieved under Blair 
and his successor as prime minister Gordon 
Brown when it was last in office.‘

The legacy for which Blair is most 
remembered is his foreign policy, specifically  
the destruction of the functioning Iraq state 
and the deaths of over 1 million of its citizens.  
One assumes it is not the foreign policy 
legacy that Starmer wishes to embrace, but 
rather Blair’s domestic legacy.  

It is worth therefore considering Blair’s 
domestic legacy in some detail.  Blair had 
inherited a country in which, after 18 years 
of Tory rule, the ability of working people to 
defend themselves against the predations of 
capital had been greatly reduced and in which 
huge regional inequalities had developed as 
the old industrial workplaces in the north 
had been destroyed.  More generally, Blair 
inherited a Thatcherite view of society in 
which the elite attached limited importance 
to the role of the state.  Apart from setting 
the rules, it was assumed the state should 
largely stand by and let the market function 
to produce the best outcomes for the society.  

Blair bought entirely into this Thatcherite 
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view of a modern society 
with a small state.  Starmer 
says that “the 1997-2010 
Labour administration 
tackled poverty, improved 
the prospects of children 
and began to tackle climate 
change.”  One could not 
dispute that.  But so much 
more needed to be done 
to reduce the poverty and 
inequalities that had emerged 
in 18 years of Tory rule.  
Only a much more active 
and purposeful state, that 
realised the role it had to play 
in society, could have made 
the transformations required.  
The Blair and Brown 
governments failed to create 
such a purposeful state.  

In 1997 Labour had a 179 
majority in Parliament, by 
2005 that had been reduced 
to 66.  Blair’s foreign 
interventions would have 
been one reason for that 
reduction in seats, but the 
main reason was his refusal 
to use the power of the state 
to counteract the failures 
of the free market.  An 
increasingly and justifiably 
resentful northern working 
class stopped voting for 
Labour.  They felt their votes 
were making no difference, 
that they had ceased to be 
represented by the Labour 
Party.

Things became worse 
for these people after the 
Global Financial Crisis 
(GFC) of 2008, resulting 
in a 2010 Conservative 
government committed to 
further reductions in the role 
of the state in society.  When 

a hubristic David Cameron 
dared to give the populace a 
vote in a referendum where 
their votes would matter, 
they delivered their verdicts 
on the legacies of Thatcher, 
Blair and Cameron in the 
vote for Brexit.

Brexit was effectively 
Blair’s legacy because he 
had accepted Thatcher’s 
view of the modern capitalist 
economy with a minimal role 
for the state.  Corbyn clearly 
rejected that minimalist role 
for the state.  He argued, 
quite correctly, that the state 
should step in when the 
private sector was failing to 
provide the jobs and standard 
of living that people needed.  

Corbyn’s view on the role 
of the state won huge support 
in the 2017 general election.  
It was not a new view.  Rather 
it was a return to a view of the 
role of the state that initially 
came to prominence when 
Keynes argued in 1936 that 
capitalist economies might 
not be able to end recessions 
or depression without active 
state intervention.  That view 
dominated the management 
of capitalist economies in the 
US, UK and Europe until the 
1970s.

In calling on the Labour 
Party to embrace the legacy 
of Tony Blair, Starmer is 
effectively calling for a return 
to the idea of minimal state 
involvement in controlling 
a country’s economy.  We 
see this clearly in sections 
of his interview with the 
FT.  For instance, he states, 
in the FT interview, that  
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“Labour would develop an 
economic message based on 
reprioritising government 
spending — rather than 
making big additional 
commitments — and 
developing a “partnership” 
between business and an 
“active government”. 

So at precisely the time that 
Biden, in the US, is trying to 
inject an extra $4 trillion of 
spending into the US economy 
and the EU is proposing to 
inject some 1 trillion euros 
into the European economies, 
Starmer lacks the courage to 
call for extra spending into 
the UK economy.  Instead 
he calls for ‘reprioritising 
government spending.’  We 
take this to mean that an 
increase in spending in one 
area will be matched by a 
reduction in another area. 
He believes this will make 
him seem economically 
responsible. In practice this 
will mean that those parts of 
the country that have been 
neglected for so long will 
continue to be neglected. In 
them are the constituencies 
that Labour needs to win if it 
is ever to form a government 
in the foreseeable future.  The 
abstraction of ‘budgetary 
responsibility’ against the 
once again postponed reality 
of jobs, housing and transport 
will not appeal to those voters 
who, in despair, have turned 
to the Tories.

The issue of a small 
state versus a large state is 
politically very important at 
the moment.  The Tories won 
53 ‘Leave’ voting seats from 
Labour in 2019.  It will be very 

difficult for the Conservatives 
to retain those seats if they 
opt for a small state.  On this 
issue the Tories are divided.  
Sunak wants to reduce the 
size of the national debt and 
therefore favours a small state 
and the return to austerity 
which that implies.  Johnson 
is much less concerned about 
the size of the national debt.  
If large state spending is 
required to hold on to those 
red wall seats, Johnson will 
advocate it.  It is unclear how 
this political battle will play 
out in the Conservative Party.

But Starmer should be 
exploiting this division 
in the Conservative Party 
by advocating greatly 
increased state spending to 
reduce poverty and regional 
inequality in British society.  
A political message based on 
‘reprioritising government 
spending — rather than 
making big additional 
commitments’ places him 
firmly in the Rishi Sunak camp 
and will make it virtually 
impossible to get those who 
switched or abstained in 2019 
to return to the Labour camp.

Starmer’s view on 
economics stems from a false 
belief that the economics of 
a currency issuing country is 
the same as the economics of 
household.  A household must 
borrow if its spending exceeds 
its income.  And it must pay 
back its debt.  A currency 
issuing country has no such 
constraint.  It can spend 
without borrowing.  Sunak 
did this when he implemented 
the Furlough.  He instructed 
the BoE to mark up the 

accounts of those entitled to 
Furlough.  National debt is 
just the difference between 
what a government spends 
into an economy and what 
it takes out in taxation.  In 
implementing the Furlough, 
the government spent some 
£300 billion more into the 
economy than was taxed out.  
It now owes £300 billion 
more to the Bank of England 
(BoE) than it did before.  But 
since the Treasury owns the 
BoE, the government owes 
this money to itself.  

The realization that currency 
issuing governments can 
spend as much as they want 
without having to worry 
about paying it back has 
finally been grasped by some 
politicians – like Biden, 
Christine Lagarde and Mario 
Draghi and possibly Boris 
Johnson.  It is noticeable that 
now, discussion on the size 
of the national debt focusses 
much less on the matter of 
paying it back and much more 
on whether it might have 
inflationary consequences.

It seems that the 
understanding of the 
irrelevance of the size of 
the national debt, which 
is emerging in the US and 
Europe, has not yet reached 
the British Labour Party.  In 
which case, we can expect 
another Conservative victory 
at the next General Election.



Labour Affairs  4

No. 321 - September 2021

Editorials and articles at our 
website, by subject, at  

http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
Also https://labouraffairs.com/.

Check what we were saying in the late 1980s and early 1990s, 
which still reads well.  Web pages and PDFs at  

https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-images/.   
 

Or by subject at https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
very-old-issues-images/m-articles-by-topic/.  

Part 8: What shall I do next? 

University or Bust?  
Problems with mass university education.

By Dave Gardner
Why attending a  university 

is not necessarily a good thing 
for every young person and 
why society needs to limit it.

Roughly 50% of all 18 to 25 
year olds go to university. There 
is a clear path, encouraged by 
governments and schools, for 
young people to do A levels and 
apply for a university place. In 
return for taking out huge loans 
to study and to live away from 
home, the promise is made of a 
‘graduate premium’ in earnings. 
Successive governments 
have made out an exclusively 
economic case for university. 
Go there and you will earn 
more. The hidden message is 
easy to infer: don’t go there 
and you could damage your 
economic health. It is indeed 
true that graduates on the whole 
earn more and are unemployed 
less during their working lives 
than non-graduates. Does this 
mean that the policy of pushing 
half of our young population 
into university is correct? In 
particular, what is the fate of 
those who cannot or choose 
not to go to university? Is the 
policy in their interests?

The decline of manual labour 
and the growth of technical 
and bureaucratic occupations 
has increased the demand for 
graduates in most western 
countries. But, apart from 
specialised areas such as 
engineering, medicine and 
nursing, where there are often 
shortages, many graduates 
are not prepared for particular 

occupations. Nevertheless, 
they find occupations in which 
they can, to some extent, put to 
good use their ability to read 
and process information, write 
reports, construct computer 
programs etc. However, there 
is little evidence that having a 
university degree significantly 
increases any general ability 
to manage projects or solve 
problems unless they are 
projects or problems in specific 
areas such as engineering or 
geography which the student 
has studied. As with all policies, 
in order to assess whether it is 
right that 50% of the population 
go to university, one needs to 
assess the disadvantages as 
well as the stated advantages of 
such a policy. This is not usually 
done. This month I will take a 
look at the disadvantages.

Problems with university 
education.

There are plenty of problems 
with the current system 
of university education. It 

receives a disproportionate 
share of government funding 
relative to vocational and 
technical institutions. It 
generates huge amounts of 
student debt which has the 
knock on effect of making it 
more difficult for graduates 
to set up households and have 
families. This problem is made 
worse by the geographical 
concentration of demand for 
graduates in London and the 
South East. Even when they 
are not needed for the jobs on 
offer, the flocking of graduates 
into London helps to blight the 
chances of young people who 
have not got university degrees 
living in London to get work. 
Around about 30% of graduates 
are employed in occupations 
for which the knowledge and 
know how that they possess is 
not needed to efficiently carry 
out their work. Their degrees 
serve as a filter for employers to 
select workers whom they think 
have an advantage over non-
graduates, however dubious 
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such a claim might be. This has 
far-reaching implications. If you 
need a degree to get a job that you 
don’t need a degree to perform 
then this could be seen as a form 
of blackmail. Get a degree or go 
unemployed. It is blackmail in 
the monetary sense as well. Do a 
degree and rack up huge amounts 
of debt. This looks like a huge 
misallocation of resources. 

In a market-led system young 
people study for degrees in 
subjects that interest them, 
where they think they might get 
work or where there are places 
available for study. Such choices 
correspond only imperfectly with 
national or even individual needs. 
But ‘national needs’ also has to 
be interpreted generously. Just 
because you are not likely to earn 
much by doing a degree in drama, 
does not mean that actors are of 
no value to the society. This point 
goes for other subjects as well and 
it is important not to forget that 
society also needs well qualified 
and knowledgeable teachers at 
all levels of education. But when 
all this is acknowledged, it still 
remains the case that a society has 
an interest in planning the supply 
of suitably educated people, 
including graduates and this cannot 
be left to young people’s choices 
alone. Some decisions need to be 
made about supply in relation to 
likely demand. As LA has argued, 
the issue is not primarily about 
money to finance university study, 
it is rather whether this is the best 
use of the resources, including 
human potential, that we can make. 
The issue of debt is a massive and 
unnecessary distraction as the 
state paying for higher education 
is something it can do easily if it 
considers it to be a worthwhile 
investment. Loading young people 
with debt blights their lives and 
makes it more difficult for them 
to form households.  This goes 
even more for piling debt onto 
those taking vocational courses 
as it is now the intention of the 
government to do. Unlike the case 

with university degrees, which can 
be used as a ticket to a wide variety 
of jobs, vocational qualifications 
are usually more specialised and 
so are more risky to undertake 
than university study. Adding a 
financial risk will make them less 
attractive.

It is a tradition in Britain that 
young people leave home to study 
for a degree at a university.  This 
is not the norm in most other 
European countries. It is argued 
that this is a necessary part of 
personal development.  One might 
ask, if this is indeed the case, 
why is this opportunity not given 
to all young people? In fact it is 
nonsense, a hangover from the 
monkish origins of Oxford and 
Cambridge. It may be fun for 
some to live away from home, but 
it is not necessary for education. 
It has the further disadvantage of 
drawing people away from their 
communities to which they are 
unlikely to return. This has the 
consequence of making it even 
more difficult than it otherwise 
might be for communities not in or 
near university towns to regenerate 
themselves.

So we can see that there is an 
economic and social demand for 
graduates, but that it is also quite 
likely that we educate more than we 
really need. This mass university 
education has the effect of creating 
huge amounts of debt, of allocating 
people into inappropriate jobs 
and blighting the employment 
chances of those without degrees. 
It has the potential to stunt the 
development of areas that do 
not have a university. Resources 
devoted to universities could have 
been better deployed to other 
forms of education which stand a 
better chance of improving the lot 
of working people and their local 
economies. A university education 
also seems to produce a particular 
attitude that embodies a disdain for 
people who do not share the liberal 
and detached values that form part 
of the atmosphere of a university 
education, that is, disdain for 

people from the working class. 
The fact that university educated 
people have come increasingly to 
dominate the Labour Party and, to 
some extent, the trade unions has 
also led to a growing emotional 
distance between Labour and 
its traditional supporters that 
has sapped away at support for 
the Labour Party. University 
education, for whatever reason, 
has encouraged lifestyle and 
identity politics and displaced the 
concerns with economic security 
and social stability that used to 
form the bedrock of labour politics. 
Because of their sheer number and 
influence, not to mention their 
close connection to elites who 
are their alumni, universities have 
now come to dominate education 
policy and are capable of distorting 
it to their advantage. Labour too 
often gives the impression that 
it would like all young people to 
go to university and that it thinks 
little of alternative routes into 
adulthood. This further damages 
the perception of universities 
among sections of the working 
class.

So there are plenty of things 
wrong with government and 
opposition policies for mass 
university education. In the next 
issue we will consider how these 
problems can be dealt with.

 

Experience declares that man is 
the only animal which devours 
its own kind, for I can apply no 
miler term to the governments of 
Europe, and to the general prey of 
the rich on the poor

Thomas Jefferson

Do what you feel in your heart 
to be right for you’ll be criticized 
anyway.

Eleanor Roosevelt
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Afghans – an Imaginary Democracy
Afghanistan’s ‘Dogs of War’
Ideal Capitalist Democracies
An Unauthorised Terrorist State?
China Taking Control
China to Curb the Rich?
Trade War Shadow-Boxing
Disobedient Poland

Afghans – an Imaginary Democracy 
Afghanistan was never a democracy.  It was 

barely even a state, after the destruction of the 
left-wing government in 1992.  A government that 
showed persistence after the 1989 withdrawal of 
Soviet troops: but the USA showed no interest in 
signing it up.

The Afghan state died in 1992.  It was followed 
by a squabble of greedy warlords, with the 
Taliban emerging from 1994 as a counter to the 
chaos.  And the USA, having encouraged Islamic 
extremists like Bin Laden, then let the Afghans 
suffer.

The failure from 1992 led many to fear a repeat 
in 2021.  There was no confident that you’d get 
a decent government with the US military gone.

The big errors were made in the 1990s, and 
through to 2003.  Rather than help Afghanistan 
when help was needed, the USA inflicted vast 
sufferings on Iraq. They failed to see that Saddam 
Hussein was the only sort of leader who could 
actually impose Western values on a collection of 
former subjects of the Ottoman Empire.

Iraq’s state brutality and use of poison gas was 
not a problem when Iraq was needed in the Cold 
War.  The West saved Saddam in 1987, when his 
war against Iran failed.  But by 1990, the Soviet 
Union had lost Eastern Europe and the Cold 
War was over.  The USA quietly undermined 
Mobutu in Zaire / Congo, Suharto in Indonesia, 
and Ceausescu in Romania.  They went along 
with the European Union’s encouragement 
of the break-up of Former Yugoslavia.  And 

there was a mysterious flood of evidence that 
destroyed Italy’s Christian Democrats.  A general 
willingness to discard allies tolerated during the 
Cold War.

It was not a sudden determination to push 
democracy.  Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States 
were much more alien to Western values.  But 
also useful in terms of power-politics, and never 
very serious in their nominal hostility to Israel.

The welfare of Afghans and Iraqis was ignored.  
This bred al-Qaeda, and it bred the Taliban.  But 
these were two very different movements, not 
really friendly to each other.

After the attack on the Two Towers, the USA 
demanded that the Taliban hand over al-Qaeda.  
The Taliban, at that time getting close to official 
recognition, demanded that the case be proven 
under their system of Islamic justice.  Why this 
was not done is unclear: had the Taliban courts 
ended up declaring them innocent then the 
Taliban would have looked very bad, and the 
US case would have been vastly stronger.  But 
it seems that the USA at the time believed the 
popular nonsense of the End of History – that 
now everyone must accept the West’s version of 
Capitalism and Parliamentary Democracy.

A better understanding would have been to see 
Soviet Marxism, European Fascism and the New 
Deal / Keynesian system as variations on a theme, 
with most of the world’s cultures much more 
alien.  The pro-Soviet government in Afghanistan 
was the best hope there, and people with similar 
values in Eastern Europe often became the best 
agents of US values in the 1990s.  The biggest 
challengers have been dedicated right-wingers in 
Poland and Hungary.

Afghanistan’s ‘Dogs of War’
Being over-confident fools, the West signed 

up a gaggle of mostly-northern warlords as 
‘Democratic Afghanistan’, and drove out the 
Taliban.  What has happened since has been a 
long slow process of converting the diverse 
peoples of the north to Taliban values.
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But the real killer was the 
failure to make anything 
resembling a modern state:

“A consistent impediment to 
long-lasting prosperity came 
in the shape of entrenched 
corruption — fuelled by 
unaccountable dollar inflows 
and weak governance 
structures — and a free-
for-all underground money 
and exchange business 
dedicated to lubricating the 
opium trade. The biggest 
blow in terms of financial 
confidence came in 2010 
when the Kabul Bank, which 
was responsible for paying 
80 per cent of government 
employees and part owned 
by one of then president 
Hamid Karzai’s brothers, 
almost collapsed after 
almost a billion dollars was 
pilfered from its asset base 
by connected Afghan elites.

“The fraud proved to 
be one of the world’s 
biggest bank failures and 
irretrievably broke down 
trust in the fledgling Afghan 
financial system, setting 
back the formal economy 
and forcing it ever more into 
the shadows. In hindsight, it 
was a crucial pivot point in 
Afghanistan’s fate.

“As the Washington Post 
explained in 2019, it was 
also embarrassing for the 
Americans because so 
much of the stolen money 
had originated from US-aid 
programmes:”1

The US seizure of Afghanistan 
in 2001 was followed by an 
1  https://www.ft.com/content/da645fba-
c347-45c2-9a93-e9696bab7ed3 (pay site)

invasion of Iraq in 2003.  Each 
was to be an ideal Capitalist 
Democracy that would also 
be friendly to Israel.  So they 
intentionally trashed a Baath 
state that could have been re-
used for US aims.  A contrast to 
how the state machines of West 
Germany, Italy and Japan were 
taken over after World War 
Two.  Lightly reformed, they 
became successful Cold War 
allies.

Back then, New Deal / 
Keynesian values were the 
Received Wisdom.  The wisdom 
of the New Right was that these 
were disastrous choices which 
only coincidentally gave the 
West its Cold War victory.2  
The geniuses of the New Right 
could do much better.

I might day-dream of 
infiltrating US think-tanks 
and tricking them into 
suicidal policies.  But for both 
Afghanistan and Iraq, I failed to 
think of anything that was not 
actually done by right-wingers 
who seemed sincere.  It is hard 
to imagine a genuine infiltrator 
suggesting a new Iraqi flag with 
two narrow crossbars that gave 
it an unfortunate similarity to 
the flag of Israel.  And most 
of what they did would have 
worked, if the standard New 
Right vision had been anything 
like true.  So though I’d be glad 
to set the beasts quarrelling, the 
foolish advice was probably 
well-meant folly.

‘Lie down with dogs, wake 
up with fleas’ is an old rule 
for personal conduct.  And for 
state-building, if you work just 
with those who’ll tell you what 
you want to hear.  Who mostly 
believe nothing very much and 
just want those gigantic funds 
2  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 

the USA kept dishing out.
That’s not every pro-

US person in Afghanistan.  
Obviously not.  But most of the 
men with the power were just 
like that.  The historic victims 
were Afghan women, given 
unrealistic hopes.  The USA 
ought to take them in now, with 
their hopes being cut short.  
Sadly, most will be left with 
nowhere to go.

It had long been known that 
the vast sums given to build an 
Afghan police and army were 
largely siphoned off by corrupt 
officials.3  Troops on the ground 
were badly paid and might even 
be short of ammunition.  The 
USA sensibly decided it was a 
lost cause.  Trump decided on 
the pull-out that Biden was left 
to implement.

A common US judgement 
was that the regime they left 
behind would last a year or two 
before collapsing.  But regional 
Afghan forces made the same 
calculation.  They crumbled 
quickly when the Taliban 
offered them decent terms for 
quitting.

Ideal Capitalist 
Democracies

Afghanistan under US 
control made no economic 
progress.  It has enormous 
mineral wealth, but this has 
barely been touched.  Without 
a strong state, nothing could 
happen.  But the US policy was 
to distrust state action and hope 
it would all happen somehow.

Spontaneous self-
organisation to something 
superior happens just as a very 
rare accident.  The New Right 
are rooted in a belief that these 

3  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Afghanistan-a-House-Built-Upon-Sands 
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rare accidents are normal, 
and that observable reality is 
a series of strange accidents.  
A view swallowed by New 
Labour, with Tony Blair guilty 
of the Afghan and Iraqi folly.

And then there’s democracy.  
Or rather, the parody of 
democracy that actually 
happened.

The just-vanished Afghan 
government did go through 
the rituals of open elections.  
But to call it democracy is to 
empty the word of all meaning.  
Democracy is rule by the 
people, and the people never 
ruled.

It was a government that 
hardly anyone cared to die for.  
Democracies have citizens who 
often think that life wouldn’t 
be worth living without the 
freedoms they have.  But few 
Afghans felt like that: perhaps 
none.

It gets forgotten that Europe’s 
system of parliaments go back 
to mediaeval times, but were 
always for a rich minority.  In 
Britain, a majority of adult 
males got the vote in the 1880s.4  
It stayed stable, because 
everyone was used to it.

Theoretical democracy need 
not translate into real People 
Power.

You can trick a population 
into voting for poverty and 
powerlessness: that happens 
repeatedly in Europe and 
the USA.  But you should 
not expect them to be happy 
with it.  Nor be surprised at 
repeated outbreaks of right-
wing populism, most of it self-
harming.  And that is within 
long-evolved societies.  Places 
where much is still solid after 
four decades of New Right 
4  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/40-britain/665-2/ 

abuse.
Afghanistan is one of many 

mountain regions where 
people dislike the very notion 
of modern government.  Most 
of the local Modernism was 
bound up with the pro-Soviet 
government, and was damaged 
by the Soviet Union invading 
in a belief they could manage 
better.  Destroyed when that 
regime fell, with nothing very 
much replacing it.

For Afghanistan, you needed 
someone like Saddam Hussein.  
But our leaders are still 
congratulating themselves on 
having removed him.

They have mostly learned 
nothing, and forgotten nothing. 

It is of course possible that 
British Labour will remember 
that Corbyn was one of the 
minority that were solidly 
against the follies of Iraq and 
Afghanistan.

An Unauthorised Terrorist 
State?

The Taliban have been helped 
by the general Afghan dislike 
of government of any sort.

This makes it hard to actually 
become the new government.  
And certainly helped the USA 
overthrow them 20 years back.

The Taliban must know that 
much of the population does 
not share their hard-line Islamic 
views.  They despised the old 
government, despite having 
nominally chosen it through 
a Western-style election.  But 
in a state full of minorities 
and armed men, a guerrilla 
opposition could easily start.  
There are already claims.5  
These could be encouraged by 
US money.  
5  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-asia-58239156 

Or even Chinese money, if the 
Taliban help the exiled Islamic 
extremists that the Chinese 
government suppressed in 
Xinjiang.  Extremists whom the 
West pretended did not exist in 
their long campaign against 
efficient government action 
there.6  The Western media 
remembered them when they 
got sudden hopes for something 
else to damage China’s steady 
rise.

China has sought a deal with 
the Taliban, and appeared to 
have one.  But at the time 
of writing – 24th August – it 
seems that Taliban promises 
of a general amnesty are not 
being kept.  Though this may 
be undisciplined local forces 
taking revenge.

It does not help that so 
many in the West think they 
can still coerce Afghanistan 
after the shallow pro-Western 
government had evaporated.

China Taking Control
Everyone talks about 

controlling abuse by companies 
that are a mushroom growth 
within the new technology of 
the Internet.

Technology that flowered 
from free-spending government 
support for research that 
seemed to have no commercial 
prospects.  The package-
switching that made the 
internet cheap and easy began 
as a military project called 
ARPANET.7  The advance 
to regular pages of data with 
simple links was made as a 
personal project at CERN: a 
centre for subatomic research 
that had no practical ends in 
6  https://mrgwydion-
mwilliams.quora.com/
West-Reports-Only-Propaganda-on-Xinjiang 
7  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
History_of_the_Internet 



Labour Affairs  9

No. 321 - September 2021

view.8  
Allowing the web to 

become capitalist speeded 
developments, because dozens 
of hopeful hard-working people 
covered all the possibilities, 
with just a few becoming 
hugely rich and powerful.

The West talks about control, 
but has mostly not managed it.  

China, by contrast, is being 
serious.  The intelligent fans 
of capitalism at The Economist 
are appalled, which is usually a 
good sign.9  

And China also adds controls 
on popular culture:

“China to ban karaoke songs 
with ‘illegal content’

“In 2015, the ministry 
released a blacklist of 120 
songs that ‘trumpeted 
obscenity, violence, crime or 
harmed social morality’.

“Songs like ‘Beijing 
Hooligans’, ‘Suicide Diary’ and 
‘Don’t want to go to school’ 
were among those described 
as having ‘severely problematic 
content’, according to a report 
by state media outlet Global 
Times.

“According to one CNN 
report, a song called ‘Fart’ was 
also blacklisted. The lyrics of 
the song read: ‘There are some 
people in the world who like 
farting while doing nothing.’”10

This contrasts with the 
Western approach – moan 
at degrading and sometimes 
dangerous culture, but get 
hysterical when anyone does 
anything about it.

8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
History_of_the_World_Wide_Web 
9  https://www.economist.com/lead-
ers/2021/08/14/xi-jinpings-assault-on-tech-
will-change-chinas-trajectory 
10  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-asia-china-58168638 

China to Curb the Rich?
“China’s Xi calls for wealth 

redistribution and clampdown 
on high incomes

“Chinese tech tycoons have 
been under pressure since 
Jack Ma’s Ant Group IPO was 
cancelled last year

“President Xi Jinping has 
called for stronger ‘regulation 
of high incomes’ in the 
latest sign that a 10-month 
campaign targeting China’s 
largest technology companies 
is rapidly expanding to 
encompass broader social 
goals.

“State media reported that 
a meeting of the Chinese 
Communist party’s Central 
Financial and Economic Affairs 
Commission on Tuesday, 
chaired by Xi, had emphasised 
the need to ‘regulate 
excessively high incomes 
and encourage high-income 
groups and enterprises to 
return more to society’.

“The committee added that 
while the party had allowed 
some people and regions 
to ‘get rich first’ in the early 
decades of China’s reform and 
opening period, it was now 
prioritising ‘common prosperity 
for all’.

“China’s richest entrepreneurs 
have been under increasing 
pressure since November, 
when the planned $37bn initial 
public offering of Jack Ma’s 
Ant Group, which would have 
been the largest ever, was 
cancelled after the internet 
tycoon criticised the country’s 
financial regulators.”11

How serious this will be, 
remains to be seen.  Inequality 
grew in the post-Mao era, but 
11  https://www.ft.com/content/87c3aa02-
f970-48c8-b795-82768c9f7634 (pay site)

there was also very fast growth, 
so most people were content.  
Now there is discontent – but 
what it will come to remains to 
be seen.

There is certainly popular 
leftism:

“Chairman Mao is making 
a comeback among China’s 
Generation Z. The Communist 
Party’s supreme leader, whose 
decades of nonstop political 
campaigns cost millions of 
lives, is inspiring and comforting 
disaffected people born long 
after his death in 1976. To 
them, Mao Zedong is a hero 
who speaks to their despair as 
struggling nobodies.

“In a modern China 
grappling with widening 
social inequality, Mao’s words 
provide justification for the 
anger many young people feel 
toward a business class they 
see as exploitative. They want 
to follow in his footsteps and 
change Chinese society — and 
some have even talked about 
violence against the capitalist 
class if necessary.”12

And that was before the 
pathetic and tragic end to the 
USA’s effort to build a modern 
society in Afghanistan.

Trade War Shadow-Boxing
I said at the time that the US 

‘trade war’ against China would 
not go far.  They depend on 
Chinese production for many 
of their ordinary household 
goods.  And China holds 
vast stocks of US bonds and 
could create a global financial 
collapse by selling them cheap.

And it seems I was right:
“Huawei woes hide 

‘toothless’ US export controls 
12  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/07/08/
business/china-mao.html (pay site)
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against Chinese tech…
“Policy experts caution 

that the US is in no position 
to declare victory in its 
“technology war” with China. 
In fact, among hundreds of 
Chinese technology companies 
which the US Department of 
Commerce has targeted with 
sanctions, Huawei is the only 
one fighting for its life.

“Washington has used its 
most potent weapon — barring 
access to semiconductors 
via the US-made machinery 
and software tools needed to 
manufacture them — against 
Huawei only.

“Washington faces a dilemma 
in its attempt to rejig export 
controls: For American 
chip equipment makers and 
producers of the software tools 
used to design chips, China has 
become the biggest and fastest-
growing market.”13

Huawei was doing brilliantly 
with smart phones, which were 
a special issue.  The USA want 
the spying functions of smart 
phones to be under US control.  
But even that is not succeeding 
in much of the world.

Disobedient Poland
In Poland, the ruling party gets 

classed as right-wing, but it has 
insisted on good social welfare.  
And while West European 
politicians mostly accept that 
Freedom is Obedience to the 
USA, Poland has a will if its 
own.-

“Poland’s lower house of 
parliament has passed a 
controversial bill that could 
force a US media group to 
sell its controlling stake in 
Poland’s main independent 
broadcaster, drawing censure 
from Washington.

“The bill, put forward by 
MPs from the conservative 
nationalist Law and Justice 
party (PiS), would prevent 
companies from outside the 
European Economic Area from 
owning a majority in Polish 
media companies.

“The legislation is widely 
seen as an attack on TVN, 
a broadcaster owned by the 
US media conglomerate 
Discovery, which provides 
often critical coverage of the 
government…

“Since coming to power in 
2015, PiS has reduced the 
public broadcaster to a claque, 
used a state-owned oil group 
to buy up a swath of local 
media outlets and funnelled 
advertising from state-owned 
companies to supportive 
media groups…

“During the same sitting on 
Wednesday night, Poland’s 
parliament also passed a bill 
that will reduce the scope for 
property restitution claims, 
which had also drawn criticism 
from the US and Israel.”14

And not sharing the US and 
West European terror of nuclear 
power:

“On the edge of a lake near 
the Baltic coast, half-flooded 
and overgrown with fir trees 
and shrubs, lie the remains of 
Poland’s last attempt to build a 
nuclear power plant. Begun in 
1982, the project in Zarnowiec 
was abandoned after years of 
protests, and its half-finished 
concrete shell was left to the 
elements.

“Four decades on, Poland 
is trying again. Last year, the 
government signed off on a 
plan to build the country’s first 

14  https://www.ft.com/content/16063ac4-
710c-482e-aa0c-2409a32fb6cb (pay site)

nuclear plant by 2033. Five 
more are due to follow by 2043 
as part of a broader effort to 
wean Poland’s economy off 
its increasingly uneconomic 
dependence on coal…

“By 2040, Poland’s new 
nuclear plants are projected to 
account for 16 per cent of Polish 
electricity production, playing 
a key role in guaranteeing the 
stability of the system.”15

Part of the global failure of 
New Right values.  And the 
greedy left-liberals who threw 
away notions of social care, 
imagining that the public would 
remain obedient.

I dislike many of the results.  
But I have no doubt about 
whose failure it is.

Old newsnotes are at 
the magazine websites.  I 
also write regular blogs - 
https:/ /www.quora.com/q/
mrgwydionmwilliams

15  https://www.ft.com/content/6031bd28-
5f7e-40ed-9e6d-aef34eade58d (pay site)

    

Deregulation is a transfer of 
power from the trodden to the 
treading. It is unsurprising that 
all conservative parties claim to 
hate big government.

George Monbiot

Democracy means government 
by discussion, but it is only 
effective if you can stop the people 
talking.                 Clement Atlee 

Death is the most convenient 
time to tax rich people

David Lloyd George
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Notes

Afghanistan
There is substantial agreement 

outside the left and outside 
the Labour Party that Britain’s 
attempts at ‘nation building’ 
through military intervention 
should be given up.

For example Simon Jenkins:
“How many times must it be 

drummed into British heads that 
the British empire is over? It is 
dead, finished, outdated, not to be 
repeated. Yet Boris Johnson has 
just sent an aircraft carrier to the 
South China Sea. Britain has no 
need, let alone right, to rule other 
countries, to “make the world a 
better place”. No soldier need die 
for it, let alone 454 British soldiers 
and civilians in Afghanistan. The 
best Britain can now do is establish 
good relations with a new regime 
in Afghanistan – in liaison with 
Kabul’s neighbours Pakistan and 
Iran – to protect at least some of 
the good it has attempted to do 
this past 20 years. The world is 
not threatening Britain. Terrorism 
does not need state sponsors, nor 
will it be ended by state conquest.”

https://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2021/aug/16/20-
years- invasion-afghanistan-
unnecessary-pos t - imper ia l -
fantasy

Another example is the former 
officer in the Irish Army Philip 
Quinlan  (“The idea that our way 
of life is so evidently superior is 
a bad mix of hubris and naivety”)

“I was never entirely convinced 
about nation-building or even 
counter-insurgency and the 
more I witnessed the more I 
was convinced they are doomed 
to failure. Of course there are 
people within these societies who 

will align with western models, 
but to think that we can land 
into a country, rotate through in 
six- or 12-month intervals and 
fundamentally change how a 
culture has evolved always seemed 
to me to be an unbelievably bad 
mix of hubris and naivety. I say 
“we” here because I think it’s 
too easy to place the blame on 
just the US or its presidents. This 
is an issue the western world 
needs to address. We cannot lie 
to ourselves in thinking that we 
can engineer an entire society and 
we cannot lie to the people within 
those societies who think the West 
has the will to support them for as 
long as it takes.”

Many Labour MPs on the other 
hand cling to the delusion that 
Britain’s role is to make the world 
a better place through military 
intervention.

Keir Starmer
More than 150,000 UK personnel 

have served in Afghanistan. They 
include Members from across this 
House, including the hon. and 
gallant Member for Tonbridge 
and Malling (Tom Tugendhat), 
my hon. and gallant Friend the 
Member for Barnsley Central 
(Dan Jarvis), the hon. and gallant 
Member for Plymouth, Moor 
View (Johnny Mercer), my hon. 
and gallant Friend the Member for 
Norwich South (Clive Lewis), and 
the hon. and gallant Members for 
Aldershot (Leo Docherty), for Isle 
of Wight (Bob Seely), for Filton 
and Bradley Stoke (Jack Lopresti) 
and for Wells (James Heappey). 

[…]
Since then, a fragile democracy 

emerged. It was by no means 
perfect, but no international 

terrorist attacks have been 
mounted from Afghanistan in that 
period. Women have gained liberty 
and won office, schools and clinics 
have been built, and Afghans have 
allowed themselves to dream of a 
better future. Those achievements 
were born of sacrifice—sacrifice 
by the Afghan people who bravely 
fought alongside their NATO 
allies, and British sacrifice.

Dan Jarvis
These past 20 years have been 

a struggle for peace. We tried 
to break the cycle of war, and to 
give hope to women and girls. 
We tried to give the Afghans a 
different life—one of hope and 
opportunity—

Khalid Mahmood
In 2001, we went into 

Afghanistan to say to the people 
that we would get rid of the 
military, medieval regime and 
bring them up to speed as regards 
what we believed their living 
standards, education and living 
systems and style should be.   […]

He [President Biden] needs to 
understand that this is about not 
just terrorist threats emanating 
from Afghanistan, but the 
economic war going on in the 
region. By vacating Afghanistan 
and not speaking to its neighbour 
Pakistan, he will now provide 
a clear corridor for China and 
Russia to come through. It is not 
about a 20-year war, but about the 
current situation, the economy and 
the area’s geographical position.

Barry Gardiner
“The Afghanistan that we hoped 

to build 20 years ago may be lost 
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for now, but our Government need 
a plan and a vision for the sort 
of world that we want to build. 
Afghanistan will be how we are 
judged in future.”  

Darren Jones
I also expect Ministers, not least 

our Prime Minister and Foreign 
Secretary, to wake up to Britain’s 
quickly declining influence in the 
world and the risk that that poses 
to our country. That can be turned 
around, but it will require renewed 
effort and statesmanlike leadership 
that befits Britain’s historical 
status in the world. I sincerely 
hope that the Government have it 
in them.

Stephen Doughty
 We have to be aware of the 

consequences for our own security 
and that of our allies, for civilians, 
democracy, development and 
human rights in the world if 
we carry on down this path of 
diminishing retreat.

Lisa Nandy
In every nation and region, 

people believe that we can be a 
force for good in the world, and 
through this awful crisis they have 
found their voice. […]

A self-confident country is one 
that goes out with courage and 
conviction and sheds light, not 
just might, around the world. That 
is the light that we showed for two 
decades in Afghanistan. 

Graham Stringer asks a sensible 
question:

The right hon. Gentleman 
makes perfectly reasonable and 
justified criticisms of the way 
the American Government came 
to a decision to leave in such 
haste, but like a number of other 
right hon. and hon. Members, 
the implication of his speech is 
that we somehow could have had 
an independent Afghan policy 
without the Americans. Can he 

explain how?

Zarah Sultana spoke to explain 
her main point:  “The west 
cannot build liberal democracies 
with bombs and bullets. That 
dangerous fantasy, cooked up 
by neo-conservative fanatics in 
Washington and championed by 
their faithful followers in London, 
has brought untold death and 
destruction to Afghanistan, Iraq, 
Libya and many other places, in 
wars that have made us all unsafe.”

The full text of the wonderful 
speech (by Labour MP 
Zarah Sultana) is at https://
h a n s a r d . p a r l i a m e n t . u k /
commons/2021-08-18/debates/
A 8 6 1 4 2 B D - A 2 0 4 - 4 B C 8 -
B B C 0 - A C A 7 B A D 7 E 9 F 0 /
A f g h a n i s t a n # c o n t r i b u t i o n -
B9706448-9111-428B-A7DD-
5F8E846F992E

Today, nearly 20 years since Tony 
Blair dutifully followed George 
W. Bush to war in Afghanistan, 
this House has an obligation to 
learn its lessons and to ensure that 
its mistakes are never repeated. I 
want to start by stating a hard but 
clear truth that some in this House 
do not want to hear: the 20-year 
war on Afghanistan was a mistake 
of catastrophic proportions, 
causing untold human tragedy, 
with 240,000 people killed—men, 
women and children—including 
tens of thousands of innocent 
Afghan civilians and 457 British 
personnel. This House must 
never again send British service 
personnel to die in futile wars.

Rather than repeating the 
mistakes of the past, we must learn 
that lesson for the future. The west 
cannot build liberal democracies 
with bombs and bullets. That 
dangerous fantasy, cooked up 
by neo-conservative fanatics in 
Washington and championed by 
their faithful followers in London, 
has brought untold death and 
destruction to Afghanistan, Iraq, 
Libya and many other places, in 

wars that have made us all unsafe. 
Today, we must rid ourselves of 
the delusion that the answer to 
failed intervention is yet more 
intervention and dispense with 
the belief that freedom abroad and 
safety at home can be won through 
wars and regime change.

After all this bloodshed, 
we have a special duty to the 
people of Afghanistan. Today, as 
Afghans flee for their lives—with 
heartbreaking images of people 
desperately clinging on to planes, 
hoping that the sky is safer than 
the land—the Afghan asylum 
seekers who are already here must 
be provided with an unconditional 
amnesty. On that issue, I want to 
raise again with the Government 
the case of my constituent Jamal 
and his father. Jamal was a 
translator for the British Army for 
six years and his father worked as 
a gardener in a British base. While 
Jamal made it safely to Coventry, 
a proud city of sanctuary, his 
father has been denied relocation 
and is still in Afghanistan in 
grave danger. I have written to 
the Secretary of State, but I have 
not received a reply, so today 
I urge the Government to act 
immediately and provide safe 
passage for Jamal’s father and all 
Afghans who face that threat from 
the Taliban.

The war on Afghanistan was the 
first war on terror. I was just seven 
years old when British air strikes 
hit the country. A few years later, 
the now Prime Minister wrote, 
“We are in Afghanistan to teach 
them the value of democracy.” 
Today, after 20 years of bloodshed, 
it is incumbent on us to learn that 
democracy cannot be bombed 
into existence and that American 
military might is no friend of 
freedom, and to ensure that this 
first war on terror is Britain’s last 
war of aggression.
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Parliament
Notes (2)

Craig Murray
Craig Murray is now in prison 

– see Craig Murray's appeal bid 
fails over Alex Salmond trial 
blogs (BBC, 29 July 2021).

His last blog before going into 
prison is Keeping Freedom alive

He will not be able to post any 
while in prison.

There is a Justice for Craig Murray 
Campaign and a Craig Murray 
Defence Fund, to which you can 
donate at https://www.paypal.
com/donate/?hosted_button_
id=4PX8JT72Y73S4&source=url

He intends to take a case to the 
European Court of Human Rights, 
so he needs money.

(*)
House of Commons debate on 

20 July 2021 led by former SNP 
(now Alba) MP Kenny MacAskill

https://hansard.parliament.
u k / c o m m o n s / 2 0 2 1 - 0 7 - 2 0 /
debates/0C27E38D-6942-4782-
B 9 A 7 - A D D A 1 6 D D A 2 C 2 /

This debate was about the 
conflicts of interest arising from 
the dual role of the Lord Advocate 
of Scotland, which is enshrined 
in the Scotland Act 1998, 
which established the Scottish 
Parliament..   He is both the chief 
prosecutor (the equivalent of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions 
in England) and also the chief 
legal adviser to the Scottish 
Government (the equivalent of 
the Attorney General in England).

 (Apparently, the Lord Advocate 
also has a role in the appointment 
of members of the judiciary, which 
surely should have provoked 

interest in Brussels).
MacAskill made the following 

remarks about how the dual role 
affected in the cases of Alex 
Salmond and Craig Murray:

“Under Alex Salmond’s 
Administration a convention 
was invoked that the Lord 
Advocate appeared at Cabinet 
only when legal advice was to 
be given and did not participate 
in wider political debate. But the 
anachronism still lingered. Under 
Nicola Sturgeon’s Administration 
it has been brutally exposed by 
both Scottish Government and 
Crown Office actions, with the 
Lord Advocate straddling both. 
Change is now needed, and fast. 
…

“Secondly, and just as alarming, 
has been the role of the Lord 
Advocate and a coterie around 
him within the Crown Office in the 
Alex Salmond case, and the fallout 
from it. It is another instance of 
the public having to pay the price 
of Government incompetence, 
with the legal expenses bill in the 
civil case amounting to £500,000, 
but where the issue of impartiality 
as well as competence was 
raised. In the civil case, the 
presiding judge described the 
Scottish Government’s actions as 
“unlawful”, “unfair” and “tainted 
by apparent bias”. During 
proceedings, senior external 
counsel, Roddy Dunlop QC, 
dean of the Faculty of Advocates, 
expressed horror at the situation 
he and his colleague had been put 
in by their client. They could no 
longer rest on pleadings they knew 
to be untrue. The client was the 
Government, and their senior legal 
adviser was the Lord Advocate. A 
criminal case followed the failed 

civil case and was prosecuted by 
the Crown Office, where the same 
Lord Advocate remained in office.

 
“Despite growing pressures on 

police and prosecution, nothing 
has been spared—nothing has 
been too trivial—but the targets 
always seem selective. The Alex 
Salmond case saw resources 
deployed that are normally 
reserved for serious organised 
crime figures or serial killers, for 
charges that, were it not for who 
was being prosecuted, would 
either never have seen the light of 
day or appeared only in the lowest 
courts, not the High Court. I say 
that as someone who was Justice 
Secretary for seven and a half 
years but also a defence agent for 
20 years. As it was, Mr Salmond 
was acquitted on all charges, by a 
majority female jury.

“It is standard practice in cases 
involving politicians that the Lord 
Advocate recuses himself from 
involvement in the consideration 
or prosecution of the case, and 
that was done here, with no direct 
involvement in the prosecution. 
However, at the same time, the 
Lord Advocate had been, and was, 
sitting on Scottish Government 
committees dealing with the civil 
case, where referral or prosecution 
was being actively sought and 
advised by the Administration.

“Let us recall that a prosecution 
was sought by the Scottish 
Government, as the actions of 
the director of human resources 
in contacting the police confirm. 
Many—indeed, most—
complainers were and remain 
at the heart of Government, or 
are officials or otherwise closely 
linked with the governing party. 
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Prosecution was encouraged and 
pressed for by the chief executive 
of the governing party, who is the 
First Minister’s husband.

“Chinese walls and recusal are 
entirely inadequate. In one role, 
the Lord Advocate was supporting 
a Government pursuing 
prosecution; in another, he was 
denying that it was anything to 
do with him. A separation of 
powers this certainly was not. 
When James Wolffe [the Lord 
Advocate] appeared before the 
Holyrood Committee considering 
the Salmond prosecution, he was 
frankly evasive and obfuscating, 
mirroring the actions of the Crown 
and the Government in a lack 
of openness and transparency. 
There was neither contrition nor 
candour. Open government this 
certainly was not.

“The fallout and failures continue 
to reverberate. Following on from 
the Alex Salmond case has been 
that of Craig Murray, a writer and 
former diplomat. His conviction 
is under appeal at the Supreme 
Court; accordingly, I refrain from 
commenting on specifics of the 
case. Instead, I restrict my remarks 
to the decision by the Crown to 
prosecute Mr Murray for jigsaw 
identification of complainers in 
the case. Why was he prosecuted 
when others who did so—in one 
case certainly overtly, and in many 
others much more flagrantly than 
by Mr Murray—were not? No 
action was taken against them.

“Moreover, publications that 
in any other case would have 
constituted a clear contempt of 
court went without censure by the 
Crown. They included newspaper 
articles as prejudicial as I have ever 
seen, but they were supporting 
prosecution, whereas Mr Murray, 
though seeking to report factually, 
was not. It seems that the Crown 
has one law for those supporting 
the Government line and another 
for those who challenge it.”

News in brief: The so-called 
“auto-expulsions” 

from the Labour Party
We reprint a statement from the Bakers Union regarding the 

possible ‘auto-expulsion’ from the Labour Party of their president, 
Ian Hodson.

BFAWU to recall Conference
Sarah Woolley, Tuesday, August 24th, 2021

Today the Labour Party has made a clear statement of intent in 
its aspiration to repair its relationship with the bosses but seems to 
be determined to widen the divide between the representatives of 
labour and those our movement represent. 

The recent decision to proscribe organisations is seen as a divisive 
and a purely factional attack which will do nothing to unite the 
party or provide any real opportunity for the party to be able to 
unite to fight and defeat our real enemy The Tory Party. 

We have decided to make this statement following recent media 
speculation in relation to the expulsion of our National President. 
Our executive have met to discuss the potential of this event 
occurring, and reaffirmed its position that our National President 
has only ever conducted himself in line with the policies and the 
decisions taken by this trade union. 

The executive expressed dismay and anger at the idea the Labour 
Party should consider expelling the office of our nominated 
political lead in our organisation, and agreed that a firm response 
was required should the party take such actions. 

The BFAWU executive unanimously agreed a timeline that would 
coincide with the leaders address to national Labour conference in 
September should such a situation arise and that from Wednesday 
25th August communication to Branches would be initiated 
and would be formally issuing notification of our intention in 
preparedness to recall conference to debate the disaffiliation from 
the Labour party. 

The Executive made it quite clear an attack on one of ours is an 
attack on all of us and stood in absolute solidarity with our Elected 
National President. 

It’s also worth remembering that the recent survey of our 
membership returned a slight majority in favour of disaffiliation. 

The feeling is should the decision to debate disaffiliation go ahead 
it would result in a break with the Labour party for the first time 
since we helped fund its creation in 1902. But we will not accept 
bullying from any bosses or a party that seems to be choosing to 
prefer to be on the bosses side.
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Debate: Northern Ireland and Brexit
By Peter Brooke

One curious thing about the 
sea border that has now been 
established within the UK between 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
is that no equivalent sea border 
has been established between the 
Republic of Ireland and mainland 
Europe. One might have thought 
that if the European Union has the 
right to examine goods coming 
from Great Britain that might enter 
the EU market across the Irish land 
border, Britain would claim the 
right to examine goods coming 
from the EU that might, through 
same the Irish land border, enter the 
UK. British customs could of course 
be using the NI/GB sea border to 
check on  goods coming from the 
EU, but it's difficult to see why all 
the inconvenience should be piled 
on the British side, especially given 
that it is the EU, not the UK that has 
insisted on the need for a border. The 
inconvenience is considerable, not 
just measured in the unavailability 
of goods in the shops. According 
to the Irish economist David 
McWilliams (Irish Times, 21st 
August 2021): 'An unexpected 
consequence of Brexit has been the 
dramatic increase in trade between 
the Republic and the North. In the 
past six months, trade has increased 
by €800 million, as supply chains 
adapt to the new realities.' One can 
assume that that means something 
like €800 million lost to NI/GB 
trade.

If the idea of a complementary 
Ireland/EU sea border seems 
absurd, it is worth asking why. Why 
is it more absurd than the present 
arrangement in which the EU is 
present with a right to oversee 
goods coming in from one part 
of a sovereign country to another 
and stopping them at will? This 
has interesting implications. Most 
obviously it reveals the weakness 
of the British bargaining position. 
The EU had something the British 
wanted (access to the single market 
on the most favourable terms 

possible); Britain had nothing very 
much that the EU wanted. The fact 
that it was the EU, not Britain, that 
insisted on the need for a border 
also implies that whereas the EU 
is worried about the possibility of 
unfair competition from the UK, 
the UK is not worried about the 
possibility of unfair competition 
from the EU. That in turn might 
imply an assumption that Britain's 
regulatory standards will always 
be lower than those of the EU, and 
this of course was the ambition 
of many of the ideologically 
motivated champions of Brexit 
- 'global Britain' as a low wage, 
low regulation economy unafraid 
of competition with anyone. And 
the establishment of a sea border 
between Northern Ireland and 
Great Britain in defiance of solemn 
pledges to the contrary (made in 
a brief period when a Northern 
Ireland 'Unionist' party held the 
balance of power in Westminster) 
implies an indifference to the 
interests of a part of the UK that 
has long been excluded from active 
participation in the serious politics 
of the UK.

Given the relative UK indifference 
to the problem of goods coming in 
from the EU, there is, however, a 
third possibility, briefly mentioned 
at the beginning of the negotiations 
by the former Taoiseach, John 
Bruton (he wasn't advocating it). 
This would be a sea border between 
the Republic of Ireland and the EU 
policed by the EU to prevent the 
free flow of goods from the UK 
into the EU (the free flow of goods 
from the EU to the UK not being 
a problem). That would have the 
advantage that, since Ireland is 
part of the EU it could be done in a 
relatively friendly manner.

It used to be thought that the 
present arrangement would be 
advantageous to Northern Ireland, 
giving it the best of both worlds 
- free access to both the UK and 
EU markets - but it is now clear 

that this is not the case. Northern 
Ireland cannot import from 
Great Britain without paperwork 
convincingly demonstrating either 
that the imports are compliant with 
EU regulations or that there is no 
possibility of them being passed 
into the EU across the Irish border. 
At present, while UK legislation 
is still broadly in line with its 
own previous membership of the 
EU, that might not appear too 
burdensome but the assumption 
is that the overall frameworks 
will drift further apart - otherwise 
what was the point of Brexit? 
One wonders also about goods 
produced in Northern Ireland. How 
can they be checked for compliance 
and allowed to pass into the EU/
Republic of Ireland if there is no 
land border? And all the time there 
is no restriction on goods from the 
EU passing into Northern Ireland 
and (one assumes) no restriction 
on goods (from the EU or locally 
produced) passing from Northern 
Ireland into Great Britain.

BREAKING THE ECONOMIC 
LINK WITH GREAT BRITAIN

At present the problem of NI 
importing from GB largely turns on 
meat, a problem that will certainly 
be exacerbated if the UK makes 
free trade deals with New Zealand 
and Australia. Since such free 
trade deals pose a serious threat 
to the British agricultural sector 
one might be glad of the Northern 
Ireland problem as a further 
argument against them. But there 
are other problems further down the 
line. One of the potential benefits 
of Brexit lies in the ability of the 
British government to support 
British industry beyond the levels 
permitted by the EU. In an article 
in the Irish Times, the ‘liberal 
unionist’ commentator, Newton 
Emerson pointed out that not only 
would industry in NI not be able to 
benefit from such largesse but NI 
would not be able to import from 
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firms in GB that had benefited from 
such largesse:

‘Any British manufacturer merely 
selling into Northern Ireland will be 
affected: subsidising a car factory 
in England will count if its cars end 
up on forecourts in Belfast.

‘Beneath the level of consumer 
goods, this becomes increasingly 
difficult to assess on a regional 
basis. If a steel plant in Wales is 
subsidised, its output will certainly 
cross the Irish Sea in a myriad of 
ways.

‘Businesses not selling into 
Northern Ireland will be caught 
as well. If subsidising an English 
car factory makes the entire UK 
automotive market more challenging 
for EU competitors, a complaint can 
be made via the impact in Northern 
Ireland.

‘EU case law permits this and the 
Withdrawal Agreement is specific 
that where a matter relates to trade 
between the EU and Northern 
Ireland, the EU’s state aid rules 
must be applied across the UK. This 
obviously also catches any UK-
wide subsidy programmes. It bleeds 
into the tax system if grants are 
delivered via tax breaks and into the 
financial system if banks are used to 
provide cheap credit.

‘As a final headache, EU state aid 
is a “standstill” regime, meaning 
new subsidy schemes must be 
notified to the European Commission 
for approval in advance. The 
Withdrawal Agreement presumes 
the UK will report all state aid 
decisions to Europe to judge their 
impact on Northern Ireland. The 
British government now indicates it 
will not do so.

‘There had been debate about 
how much any of this would matter. 
All trade deals impose state aid 
restrictions, as does the World Trade 
Organisation. EU law has ample 
exemptions and the UK has a long 
history of ideological opposition to 
subsidy.

‘However, it has become clear 
Johnson and his immediate circle 
see massive state aid as essential 

sea border between the Republic 
and mainland Europe, indicates the 
weakness of the UK’s bargaining 
position, desperate to get some sort 
of deal. Had they gone for a no deal 
Brexit the EU would have been 
forced either to set up a land border 
in Ireland - the UK wouldn’t have 
felt the need for it - or its own sea 
border with the Republic.

May’s deal was defeated by the 
Labour Party which - since they 
favoured a ‘soft brexit’ that would 
have kept the UK in the customs 
union - had no serious grounds 
for objecting to it. The rejection 
of May’s deal was possibly the 
stupidest decision ever made by the 
Labour Party in its entire history. 
While Jeremy Corbyn and John 
McDonnell can’t be absolved of 
blame, it should never be forgotten 
that the main spokesman for the 
Labour Party on the subject of 
Brexit was Keir Starmer.

What I’ve been outlining here is 
the logic of the present situation. 
It may be that that logic can be 
tempered by reasonable discussion 
between civilised people. But 
political logic has a way of asserting 
itself.

THE CATHOLIC 
ASCENDANCY IN NORTHERN 
IRELAND

What are the consequences for 
politics in Northern Ireland? The 
system of local government in 
Northern Ireland is structured round 
the ‘three relationships’ defined 
by John Hume and baked into 
the Good Friday Agreement - the 
relationship between Catholics and 
Protestants in Northern Ireland, 
Northern Ireland and the Republic 
of Ireland, and Ireland as a whole 
and Great Britain. It beggars belief 
that the Unionists accepted this as an 
adequate framework for discussion 
when it leaves out of account 
(and Hume, Northern Ireland’s 
most intelligent political thinker, 
certainly knew what he was doing) 
what for the Unionists - and for the 
wellbeing of everyone in Northern 
Ireland - should have been regarded 
as the most important relationship, 

to giving the UK the world-class 
firms it will need to survive outside 
the EU. The subsidised English car 
factories of the 1970s are not seen 
as a bad omen. The government also 
believes, rightly or wrongly, that EU 
rules would frustrate its plans. To 
control this key new policy, London 
intends to recentralise state aid 
powers currently devolved around 
the UK, much to the annoyance of 
Scottish and Welsh nationalists. 
Whatever it says in public, the logic 
of the British government’s position 
is to push Northern Ireland as far 
away from all this as possible, to try 
keep EU rules at bay.

‘It is easy to imagine a “state 
aid sea border” emerging, either 
by agreement with Brussels or by 
court cases brought against the UK. 
This might consist of surcharges 
and restrictions applied to 
subsidised goods entering Northern 
Ireland from Britain, enforced by 
declarations and inspections.

‘The North would be largely 
locked out of the UK’s new industrial 
policy and might find the logic of 
this pointed to co-ordination with 
the Republic.’ (Irish Times, 11th 
September, 2020)

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE 
BRITISH LABOUR PARTY

These problems would not have 
arisen - at least to anything like the 
same extent - had Theresa May’s 
deal, with its famous ‘backstop’, 
gone through. Under the terms of the 
backstop, the UK as a whole (Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland) would 
remain within the EU regulatory 
framework until such a time as the 
Republic of Ireland thought it safe 
for them to leave. From the point 
of view of serious brexiteers this, 
of course, was intolerable. It was 
worse than full participation in the 
EU, since Britain would be subject 
to EU legislation without any say 
in framing it. But May calculated 
that it was the only way a deal could 
be struck with the EU that would 
maintain the unity of the United 
Kingdom while avoiding a hard 
border on the island of Ireland. 
This, and the failure to propose a 
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the relationship between Northern 
Ireland and its sovereign 
government at Westminster. From 
the start, NI was excluded from the 
politics of the state of which it was a 
part, first of all by the establishment 
of a totally unnecessary subordinate 
pseudo-parliament, and then by 
the refusal of the political parties 
capable of forming a government 
in Westminster to take members 
or contest elections in Northern 
Ireland. The result was Protestants, 
formed through a struggle against 
the politics of the Catholic 
population in Ireland, ruling directly 
over Catholics. It was a poisonous 
arrangement and the proof of this 
lies in the remarkable - though 
largely unremarked - development 
that followed the ‘prorogation’ of 
Stormont in 1972.

Catholic in large numbers entered 
the administrative structure of 
Northern Ireland. Previously, 
under the old Stormont, they had 
been inhibited both by outright 
discrimination and by their own 
reluctance to serve under an anti-
Catholic Orange government. But 
they had no objection to serving 
under a British government which, 
whether they liked it or not (I 
don’t think anyone actually likes 
the British government) was not 
prejudiced against them. In the 
natural order of things the new 
Catholic administrators entered the 
lower ranks in the 1970s, but by the 
1980s and 1990s they had reached 
positions of power, influence and 
patronage. This, together with the 
skill with which the IRA and Sinn 
Fein handled the ‘peace process’ 
has utterly transformed the position 
of Catholics within Northern 
Ireland, with the result that among 
Catholics there is an optimism and 
self confidence that seem to be 
utterly and depressingly lacking 
among Protestants.

PROSPECTS FOR A UNITED 
IRELAND

This being the case, it would 
seem reasonable to conclude 
that the solution to the problem 
Northern Ireland poses to British/

EU relations is a united Ireland. 
Looked at from a hard brexiteer 
point of view, May’s attempt to 
maintain the unity of the United 
Kingdom almost resulted in the 
UK remaining in the EU Customs 
Union. They were only saved from 
this fate through the foolishness of 
Keir Starmer. Then they accepted 
the sea border, throwing their 
supposed allies, the DUP, under 
the bus without much of a second 
thought. An article on the website of 
the Left Wing pro-Brexit group, The 
Full Brexit, has argued for a border 
referendum, with Westminster 
declaring its preference for the 
expulsion of Northern Ireland from 
the UK. Although a little nod was 
made in the direction of repairing 
a historic wrong done to the Irish 
people, the whole argument was 
framed on the basis of the British 
interest . The anomalous position 
of Northern Ireland was, and had 
already proved to be, a means 
by which the EU could subvert 
the newly won independence of 
Great Britain. The author, Peter 
Ramsay, Professor of Law in the 
London School of Economics, is 
not an advocate of the ‘break-up 
of Britain’. He has also written in 
favour of maintaining the union 
between England and Scotland.

The Irish economist David 
McWilliams - not known either as 
a particularly fervent nationalist or 
enthusiast for the EU - has argued 
that, as a result of Brexit, a united 
Ireland is now inevitable or at least 
a lot more likely:

‘The majority of people in 
Northern Ireland didn’t and still 
don’t want Brexit; they want to stay 
in the EU. As a result, middle-of-
the-road Northerners have been 
pushed towards contemplating a 
united Ireland in Europe. Brexit 
was championed exclusively 
in Northern Ireland by the 
Democratic Unionist party (DUP), 
a party implacably opposed to 
Irish reunification. That is looking 
increasingly like an own goal: 
latest polls indicate that 60 per cent 
of Northerners favour entering a 
political and economic alliance 
with the Republic if it would help 

the economy.’  (Financial Times, 
30th Nov, 2018)

BUT DOES ANYONE REALLY 
WANT IT?

There are, however, a number 
of obstacles along the way. The 
first is the fact already discussed 
in this article that, owing largely to 
the success of the IRA, Catholics 
are now feeling more at home in 
Northern Ireland than they have 
ever done in the past. It is by no 
means certain that in the event of 
a referendum the Catholic vote 
would be solidly in favour of Irish 
unity. That having been said it is 
also by no means certain that the 
Protestant vote would be solidly 
in favour of maintaining the union 
with Great Britain for the reasons 
given by David McWilliams. But 
if there is a majority in favour of 
a united Ireland it is likely to be 
small and here we could run into 
a problem of strength of feeling. It 
is likely that the popular Protestant 
feeling against a united Ireland is 
stronger than the popular Catholic, 
or Protestant middle class support 
for it. It is likely that the opposition 
would take a violent turn. Ramsay, 
in his Full Brexit article says that 
this could be handled by the British 
army, and he is probably right. 
Although the British army couldn’t 
beat the IRA and was kicked 
out of Helmand in Afghanistan 
and Basra in Iraq, they probably 
could cope with the Protestant 
paramilitaries who, with little 
prospect of remaining in the UK 
and without the support in British 
politics the UVF had in 1912, 
would be very disheartened and 
would have no realistic end to be 
fighting for. But we may doubt if 
people in the Republic would relish 
the prospect of receiving this sulky 
and embittered population under its 
wing. To quote McWilliams again:

‘While the South’s economic 
resurgence may make the prospect 
of a united Ireland financially more 
do-able, that very wealth means 
that the Irish middle class has much 
more to lose, given the political risks 
involved. A significant proportion 
of people in the Republic might 
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not want unification because of 
the financial cost or the medium-
term threat of civil war if loyalism 
decides to fight. Ultimately, it may 
be the case that the biggest enemy of 
unification is not unionism but soft-
focus southern patriots, who are in 
no mood to risk their comforts to pay 
for the dole of unemployed Rangers 
fans from east Belfast.’

There is also the problem of 
the financial and administrative 
adjustments that would be necessary 
to absorb the Northern Ireland 
economy, heavily subsidised as it 
is by the UK. McWilliams, very 
moralistic about the uses of public 
money and budget deficits, is 
sanguine about the prospects:

‘Over the years, the dependent 
nature of Northern Ireland’s 
economy has become endemic, with 
handouts from London replacing the 
urge to pay for itself. More subsidies 
have made the Northern economy 
more, not less, fragile. Economic 
supplicants rarely stand on their own 
two feet. If the North had to pay for 
itself now, its budget deficit would be 
about 27 per cent of its GDP.

‘The UK’s annual subvention is 
just over €10bn annually. When seen 
from the perspective of the North, 
with its total GDP of under €50bn, 
it looks like a significant figure — 
but when seen from the perspective 
of Dublin, it is not insurmountable. 
The usual way financial markets 
assess whether national expenditure 
and debts are sustainable is the debt/
GDP ratio. Northern Ireland would 
cost less than 4 per cent of the Irish 
Republic’s GDP annually. Of course, 
even this manageable figure would 
end up lower because the combined 
Irish GDP of the Republic combined 
with the North would be well over 
€300 billion, reducing the subvention 
as a percentage of income yet more. 
In pure budgetary terms, there is little 
doubt that the Republic’s economy 
could absorb the North and this is 
before the commercial dynamism of 
unification [? - PB] kicks in.’

But if a united Ireland is being 
contemplated as a serious possibility 
it will need a great deal of willpower 
and very careful planning and for 
the moment that doesn’t seem to be 
happening, indicating that it is not 
at present something anyone wants 

very badly - certainly neither of 
the traditional ruling parties in the 
Republic but perhaps not even Sinn 
Fein given the privileged position 
they occupy in Northern Ireland as it 
presently exists.

It is, however, difficult to imagine 
the present situation continuing 
indefinitely. The subordinate 
government with its institutional 
confrontation between Protestants 
and Catholics keeps breaking 
down. Continuity of government 
is maintained by the sovereign 
government at Westminster but 
Westminster is wholly unaccountable 
to the Northern Ireland electorate. 
There is a possibility that Stormont 
will become less unstable if the 
competently led Alliance Party 
continues to advance at the expense 
of the incompetently led DUP but 
this risks the further marginalisation 
of the Protestant working class (so 
reminiscent of the ‘red wall’ in the 
North of England). It would be a 
wonderful thing if an idea could be 

Pitiful
The British parliament was recalled early on the 18th of August, 2021 to 

discuss what they saw as the crisis in Afghanistan, when it was more of a 
British crisis. 

This mother-of-parliaments practised its democracy as a colonial/
imperialist pit—full of stinging scorpions and a hissing snakes who have 
missed their target. Dreary Kier anaconda Starmer arose from his log-like 
sleep, after having crushed the socialists in the Labour party, to demand 
human snacks in Afghanistan. Feathered, chicken-skinned headed Boris 
Johnston flapped his way out of reach of the anaconda and made a meal of 
him, as they read from the same menu. Meanwhile, some of the scorpions, 
who had fatally stung innumerable dollar-a-day people in Afghanistan, 
seemed to have forgotten the scorpion gunship attacks on wedding and 
funeral gatherings in which 30 people at a time were wedded forever to 
death.

Many scorpions lost legs despite the fact that scorpions, and not a few 
snakes, are entitled to go to anywhere in the world to invade and kill. This 
brought a hurricane of rage from this very focused and unusually crowded 
chamber-pit, who full of themselves, had no room, in their fevered brains, 
for the many victims they caused in Afghanistan, though they did latch on 
to the few enemy-made victims, people who had adopted neo-liberalism as 
collaborators.  

No one pointed out, that in order to keep your sanity, you don’t do the 
same thing four times, like invading, and hope for a winning solution. 
Parliament yesterday could be a frightening experience for the oppressed 
and the about-to-be oppressed. It was teeth, claws, stinging appendages and 
pumping venom. It was Murder Incorporated.

Queen Victoria would have been amused and reassured in her values. 
Wilson John Haire. 20 August, 2021.   . 

found that would fire the political 
imaginations simultaneously of 
both Catholics and Protestants 
in Northern Ireland. There was a 
time when ‘Socialism’ might have 
done the trick but that time seems 
to be past. It might be possible to 
imagine a revival of the ideas of 
full employment and industrial 
regeneration if the possibilities 
available to a government 
possessing currency sovereignty 
were recognised - possibilities 
that have been recognised and 
championed by Labour Affairs. But 
that happy prospect still seems a 
long way off in the future. It would 
point unequivocally in favour of 
maintaining the union with Britain 
but alas, Unionist politicians are even 
further removed from a possibility of 
understanding or knowing how to 
make use of it than the government-
forming parties at Westminster.   
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(2)  “The Uyghurs and China”

(1) “Why isn’t the British left 
excited by what’s happening in 
China?”

Introduction
“Okay. Name one country in the 

world where socialism works?” 
How often have you been asked 

this question, on the doorstep 
canvassing, or in the pub, shooting 
the breeze? “Well,” you begin, 
wondering where to start. “See? 
You can’t even name one.” 

Today, I might give a one 
word answer “China” but fully 
expecting a torrent of negativity: 
“What? China?  That’s a 
Communist dictatorship ! Look 
what they’re doing in Hong Kong? 
“The Uyghurs. What about the 
Uyghurs?”  

In the pub with our leftie friends 
the negativity, of course, would 
be on a higher level. 

“China? “State capitalism, not 
socialism”; “A deformed workers’ 
state” (an older Trot, probably 
thrown out of the Labour Party 
in the 1980s, caught in his time 
warp, might opine).  

And the words of “Ballad of a 
thin man” come into your head: 
“Something’s happening here, 
And you don’t know what it is. Do 
you, Mr Jones?” (Well, it is Bob 
Dylan’s 80th birthday year.) 

Who is John Ross?
This month’s Diary entry will 

take the form of the review of a 
book, which has all the answers 
to the questions raised above, 
and more: “China’s Great Road,” 
written by John Ross, published 
in England, June 2021 by Praxis 
Press. The book is the reason I 
ask the question: “Why is the 
British left not excited by what’s 
happening in China?

The 260 page book comprises 
7 key discussion papers written 
between 2010 and the present, 
accompanied by 14 pages of 
explicatory Footnotes and 
Bibliography. These include 
statistically well-referenced 
material, covering the scale of 
China’s achievement compared 
to other countries, using copious, 
clearly presented, reader friendly, 
techni-coloured charts and graphs. 
All it’s missing is an Index, my 
only quibble. 

It’s a scholarly work, as befitting 
a Senior Fellow of  the Chongyang 
Institute for Financial Studies - 
one of the most influential think 
tanks in China. John has authored 
hundreds of papers and books, 
including two best sellers in 
Chinese.

He came to international notice 
in the early 1992 with the seminal 
paper: “Why the Economic 
Reform Succeeded in China and 
will fail in Russia and Eastern 
Europe” - written in Russian. 

The publisher’s bio tells us he 
lived in Moscow from 1992 to 
2000, where he failed to persuade 
the Russians to follow the Chinese 
approach instead of Western 
neo-liberal ’shock therapy.” An 
interesting detail in itself. One 
wonders if Russia might be going 
through a re-evaluation of that 
advice now, the Russia-China 
relationship presently viewed, in 
Foreign Minister Wang Li’s words 

- after a massive military exercise, 
where personnel exchanged 
weapons, equipment and vehicles 
as part of the training -“Not allies 
but better than allies.” (Economic 
Times, 15 July, 2021)

Which brings us to the last 
relevant biographical detail in 
the productive life of John Ross: 
he was for a while Director of 
Economic Policy for the mayor 
of London in Ken Livingstone’s 
time. 

An overview of the book 
“China’s Great Road”

First, an overview of the book’s 
contents. Paper One (The papers 
are referred to as “Sections” in the 
book) is devoted to a description 
of China’s economic and social 
achievement which not only lifted 
an estimated 850 million people 
out of absolute poverty and 
delivered the world’s fastest rise 
in average living standards: “with 
life expectancy figures showing 
that its social achievements are 
even better than its economic 
result.”  

Paper Two addresses the 
relevance of China’s progress, 
not only to the developing world 
but to the ‘advanced’ countries 
also. This ought to be read with 
Paper Four which explains 
the theoretical base of Chinese 
foreign policy.  

Paper Three. “China is a 
Socialist Country in line with 
Marx” takes up 112 pages of 
the book, and deals with why 
China can be defined as a 
socialist country. At its centre is 
the description of the synthesis 
and further development of  the 
pioneering work of Adam Smith 
(“The Wealth of Nations”)  by 
Karl Marx (Das Kapital)  and 
using that to explain to socialists 
and non-socialists alike the 
essence of what the Chinese are 
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attempting. It’s a terrific read. 
But if  how many angels can 

dance on the head of a pin does 
not grab you; if you are more 
concerned with ascertaining 
if this idea of a “socialist 
market economy with Chinese 
characteristics” delivers for the 
people than with the integrity of 
the Marxist theory behind it, John 
Ross gives the reader permission 
to go to the sections of the book 
which present the facts for you to 
evaluate for yourself. 

Having said that, there is also a 
lengthy comparison of the Soviet 
Union and China’s approach to 
establishing a socialist economy 
which most open-minded readers 
will find illuminating, especially 
those with an interest in political 
history.   

Paper Five, written early 
this year, deals with China’s 
increasing alignment with the 
“Global South”    and what Ross 
calls the “dynamics” of the Biden 
presidency. It can be read alongside 
the relatively short Paper Seven: 
“China’s Socialist Economy 
explains its superior anti-crisis 
economic performance.”  This 
shows how China, compared to 
other countries, coped with the 
2007- financial crisis and the 
far more damaging Covid 19 
pandemic, which is still with us. 

Paper Six - absolutely my 
favourite - offers an explanation 
of China’s economic policy in 
terms of Marxist and “Western” 
economics. It was first published 
in 2010 as “Deng Xiaoping and 
John Maynard Keynes.” As Ross 
says: “Most people in the West 
are unaware of, or disagree with  
Marxist economic categories.”  
So, he presents them in western 
economic, Keynesian terms as 
well.  

And he stresses that he has in 
mind the actual Keynes of “The 
General Theory of Employment, 
Interest and Money,” not the 
vulgarisations that often appear 
in economic textbooks.  Budget 

deficits play only a marginal role 
in China’s stimulus packages: 
“Even during 2009’s maximum 
anti-crisis measures China’s 
budget deficit was only 3% of 
GDP.”  The core of Keynesianism 
centres on the factors determining 
investment, Ross points out and: 
“It is through this optic that both 
Keynes’s and Chinese economic 
strategy can be best approached.” 

A bonus in Paper Six is the 
description of how China’s 
current policy of  “A Socialist 
Market Economy with Chinese 
characteristics” was born out of a 
constructive critique of the Soviet 
experience. The main lesson 
drawn was that a far longer term 
view of social transformation was 
called for. Also, what was intended 
to be a ‘planned’ economy was 
in fact an overly cumbersome 
‘administrative’ micro-managed 
one. The way in which agriculture 
was collectivised so early on in 
the Russian revolution was also 
criticised. Did it matter in the 
short run, in the early stages of 
social change whether socially 
necessary economic activity, 
such as peasant agricultural or 
craft production, small shops, 
restaurants and small businesses 
was undertaken by private sector 
individuals or the state? Ross, 
controversially, in some people’s 
judgement,  considers the way 
in which the private sector was 
brought under state control as 
“ultra-left,” and at odds with 
Marx. 

Paper Seven is entitled: 
“China’s Socialist Economy 
Explains its Superior Anti-Crisis 
Economic Performance.”  Ross 
lists the key macro-economic 
features of China’s economic 
ability to respond to crises such 
as the 2007- financial crash and 
the (ongoing) Covid19 pandemic, 
compared with the US.

These would include China’s 
use of direct state investment 
to alter investment levels, in 
addition to fiscal and monetary 

measures, whereas the US rejects 
state investment and relies almost 
solely on fiscal and monetary 
policy for macro-economic 
management;  its higher level of 
fixed investment as a percentage 
of its economy than the States;  
a large state sector, in addition 
to a private one, to regulate its 
investment.

China, this book shows, has 
achieved the greatest improvement 
in the lives of - by far - the greatest 
proportion of humanity in human 
history. All that progress, literally 
“for the many, not the few” within 
a mere 70 years, less than the 
average life span nowadays. 

From being one of the world’s 
poorest countries, China has risen 
to approaching the World Bank 
definition of being a high-income 
economy: it is considered by 
WB measurement to be passing 
through the latter stages of the 
‘middle income’ band.- just 
when, after decades of stagnation 
and austerity, we in Britain are 
coming to terms with the fact 
that the long experienced gradual 
inter-generational amelioration 
of living standards has ground 
to a halt: our children and 
grandchildren are now dependent 
on us.  

Not the way it was supposed 
to be, most British middle aged 
people are ruing, as they agonise 
about how to “fix up” their children 
- the latter hamstrung with low 
paid, insecure jobs and high rents 
and no prospect of them achieving 
even the basic necessity of life: a 
roof over their head, on their own 
steam. And that’s not all of it: 
parents who may have themselves 
enjoyed free third level education 
and training may have to put their 
hands in their pockets - again - to 
fund their offspring’s education.            

And Ross doesn’t mention, or 
not that I noticed, that China, not 
only had to address widespread 
systemic poverty but also 
overcome the loss of upwards 
of 20 million dead, countless 
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maimed  and most of its cities 
razed to the ground in the 1937 
to 1945 war against the Japanese 
invaders. 

John Ross’s approach is to 
compare China’s “Socialist 
Development” strategy, to the 
neo-liberal economic paradigm 
which first emerged in Europe 
in the last days of the failing 
post-war Soviet Union and the 
confidently anticipated demise of 
communist led China to follow. 

Neo-liberal economics, we 
shouldn’t need reminding, 
classically advocates wholesale 
privatisation, the minimisation 
of an economic role for the state 
and the subordination of public 
needs and wants to the primacy of 
private property. It comes replete 
with the convenient ideational 
underpinning  that, in Thatcher’s 
immortal words: ”there is no 
such thing as society.” There is 
only individuated, self-interested 
economic man. 

Leave the property-owning 
classes to itself, the theory 
goes, and the wealth they will 
generate through a market free 
from constraining regulation and 
overly disincentivising taxes and 
charges will ‘trickle down’ to the 
rest of society.  

This “There’s no such thing as 
society” view has a corollary - you 
could even say a consequence. 

“The world is not a global 
community,” an article in the 
Wall Street Journal read recently, 
“(it’s) an arena where nations, 
non-governmental actors and 
businesses engage and compete 
for advantage,” adding: “America 
First signals the restoration of 
American leadership.” (then 
National Security Secretary, 
McMaster and then Director of 
the National  Economic Council, 
Cohn, WSJ, quoted in Ross Paper 
Four)

The significance of the WSJ 
article was that it was written, 
according to Ross, “in response 

to President Xi Jinping’s 
presentation to the 2017 Davos 
World Economic Forum where 
President Xi had outlined China’s 
completely opposite vision for 
international relations which is, in 
brief:

“In today’s world all countries 
are interdependent and share a 
common future;

“All civilisations are equal;
“We should embrace the 

diversity of different countries;
“We should not seek to impose 

uniformity.” 
But, trade and competition  are 

ultimately seen as a zero sum game 
by neo-liberals.  If one country 
outcompetes another, the loser, if 
powerful enough, may reach for 
the sanction list or tariff options 
or something more destructive  - 
all in the name of “free trade” and 
“competition.”                             

“The accumulated achievements 
of China since its revolution of 
1949 are so great that they now 
not only changed the world but 
must lead every socialist and 
progressive person to think about 
their relation to them.”  That’s 
what John Ross says in this book.  

“If,” he continues, “the 
international Left does not raise 
itself to understanding China’s 
socialist development then it is 
lagging in understanding one of 
the most enormous facts in human 
history.”  

Irrefutable, I would suggest.
So, why isn’t the British Left 

excited by what’s happening in 
China ?  

(2) The Uyghurs and China
Since the Uyghurs are not 

written about in the review of  
“China’s Great Road,”  except for 
one mention in passing, a note is 
being added here. 

In June of this year, a Joint 
Statement on the Human 
Rights situation in Xinjiang 
was delivered on behalf of 44 

countries, including the US, to 
a meeting of the UN in Geneva 
by the Canadian Ambassador 
and Permanent Representative 
of Canada to the UN, Leslie E. 
Norton.  

“We are gravely concerned 
about the human rights situation in 
the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous 
Region. ‘Credible reports’ (my 
emphasis) indicate that over 
a million people have been 
arbitrarily detained in Xinjiang 
and that there is widespread 
surveillance disproportionately 
targeting Uyghurs and other 
minorities and restrictions on 
fundamental freedoms and 
Uyghur culture. 

“There are also reports of torture 
or cruel and inhuman degrading 
treatment or punishment, forced 
sterilisation, sexual and gender-
based violence -   and forced 
separation of children from their 
parents.”

This was in the same month 
that the North American papers 
carried the following story, not 
reliant on “credible evidence,” 
as cited by the Canadian UN 
Representative above, but on the 
cold, hard tangible evidence of the 
cruellest “separation of children 
from their parents”: the ongoing 
discovery, in Canada, of mass 
graves of indigenous children 
who had been forcibly taken from 
their parents to erase their culture 
in the “Murder Machine” of the 
dominant colonialist education 
system. 

According to more recent 
coverage in The Guardian, 
150,000 children were forced to 
attend such church-run schools, 
and churches across the country 
have been set on fire. Interestingly, 
the article continues: “... Activists 
have pointed the finger at Canada’s 
colonial ruler, demanding greater 
recognition of the British Empire’s 
role in establishing policies that 
aimed to erase indigenous culture 
- and a system whose effects are 
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still being felt today.” (Guardian, 
6 July, 2021)

Amongst the 44 countries 
putting the boot into China, 
not only for the treatment of 
the Uyghurs, but also Tibetans 
and Hong Kong residents, were 
Canada, the UK, the US, Australia 
and New Zealand - all colonialists 
with form in the treatment of 
their indigenous people. People 
in glass houses shouldn’t throw 
stones, you’d think. 

Sadly, for me, Ireland was one 
of the 44.

Readers of Labour Affairs will 
know there are 173 countries 
represented at the UN. So how 
representative was this “Joint” 
statement?  India 1.3 billion 
population wasn’t featured. Nor 
Africa 1.3 billion. Nor Latin 
America/Caribbean 670 million 
(only Honduras, Belize … and 
Haiti appear).  Nor Africa 54 
countries, 1.3 billion. Nor India 
1.3. billion. Nor the vast swathe 
of the Middle East and Asia - 
excepting Israel and Japan.  

The OIC (Organisation of 
Islamic Countries) is the largest 
representative Islamic body in the 
world, comprising 57 countries, 
49 of which are Muslim-majority 
countries, the remainder being 
countries “in which Islam plays 
a significant role.” It currently 
represents just short of 2 billion 
Muslims. 

Only one majority Muslim 
country in the OIC  is to be found 
supporting the UN Statement on 
China’s treatment of the Uyghurs 
and the other Muslim minorities 
in Xinjiang: Albania.

In the same month of June 
last the OIC warmly welcomed 
China’s first representative on 
that body and thanked China 
for its aid to Islamic countries, 
especially the least developed 
ones, during the Covid pandemic. 
In recent years, its Secretary 
General said: “Political mutual 
trust and cultural exchanges with 

China and Muslim countries have 
deepened in recent years.”  

Of the eight countries bordering 
Xinjiang, 5 are majority Muslim. 
All eight support China on the 
issue of Xinjiang, though there is 
some cross border involvement 
with dissenting ethnic minorities 
in Xinjiang, given the historic 
porousness of national boundaries 
in that part of the world.  

Things have to be seen in 
context.     

Xinjiang has been weaponised 
in the US-led confrontation with 
China as it fights to maintain 
its global predominance.  The 
ingredients of ethnic conflict 
are there in the disputed history 
- and pre-history - of the many 
ethnic groups which comprise its 
population. The diversity is best 
illustrated by the proliferation of 
its languages. Apart from the two 
official languages, Uyghur and 
Mandarin, there are over 40 others 
in Xinjiang. It’s a melting pot. 

And it’s vulnerable to being 
stirred by actors not motivated 
to wanting to harness and enjoy 
the diversity for the benefit of 
all, but turn ethnic groups against 
each other for reasons of personal 
or political gain. Xinjiang has 
long been identified by the US 
as a vulnerable part of China. 
As China has moved up to a 
position in the world to the point 
of being perceived by the US 
as an existential threat, so the 
aggravation of ethnic differences 
in Xinjiang is used to slow 
China’s progress. That’s a feature 
of US behaviour, discussed by 
John Ross, in the book reviewed 
above. Even apparently dedicated 
ally, Japan, was subjected to 
measures to slow it down back 
in the 1980s when its economy 
began to threaten. 

The right wing “Diplomat” 
acknowledges the geopolitical 
divide on  this issue at the UN, 
with the attacks on China coming 
from the “Western” states, mostly 

in Europe. (Diplomat: Know The 
Asia-Pacific, “Which countries are 
For or Against China’s Xinjiang 
Policies?” 15 July 2019.) And, of 
course these hybrid attacks, now 
a long way down the continuum 
of “pre-kinetic” warfare and 
approaching the kinetic (ie a 
euphemism for all out military 
action) as  China is ringed with 
more bases and missiles and the 
“Western” allies send their naval 
fleets from the other side of the 
world to clog up the South China 
Sea.   

The immediate threat to China, 
though, is that the two-way 
flow of militant Uyghur jihadist 
involvement in Afghanistan, Iraq, 
Syria and elsewhere is numbered 
in the high thousands and is a 
reason why China has to be extra 
vigilant - and vigilance comes 
at a price in terms of limits on 
freedoms.  

In the now time-honoured 
manner, the “West” will weaponise 
the liberal and humanitarian 
instincts of its peoples for its 
purposes. And it constitutes a 
strong hand in this modern “grand 
game,” here in Britain, as we 
saw confirmed in the emergency 
debate on Afghanistan 18 August, 
2021 in the House of Commons, 
where a visitor from Mars would 
be hard put to distinguish the 
jingoist contributions to the debate 
between the governing Tory party 
and the loyal Labour opposition.  

The situation in Xinjiang hasn’t 
been made easier, either, for China 
by the release of 57 varieties of 
jihadis from Afghan’s prisons by 
the Taliban in recent days, and the 
massive bomb detonated at Kabul 
airport, despite Taliban promises 
to the Chinese to contain the flow 
of these hard liners from entering 
Xinjiang.  A promise which seems 
worth less now.  
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Gerry Adams writes:

The expulsion of Ken Loach 
Two weeks ago my column focussed on the British Labour Party, and the approach of its 

current leader Keir Starmer toward Ireland. The internal decision making processes of that party 
and the leadership style of Mr. Starmer are obviously a matter for it and for him. My concern is 
for its Irish policy and in particular the Labour leader’s stated willingness to stand on the side 
of Unionists in any debate on Irish Unity. His stance is in direct contradiction to the principles 
of the Good Friday Agreement which state that it is for the people the island of Ireland alone to 
determine our own future. 

Regrettably, the news that Ken Loach, film producer, director and writer has been expelled 
from the Labour Party has reinforced my concerns.

Ken Loach has long been a friend of Ireland. The 85-year-old is widely respected, with an 
impressive international reputation as a film maker. His style of filming making is described 
as “socially critical” and he makes no secret of his belief in socialism. His films have tackled 
issues of poverty, and homelessness (Kathy come home), of worker’s rights, the Spanish Civil 
War and the power of the state against the unemployed. The first episode of his powerful 1974 
television series Days of Hope showed British soldiers in Ireland during the Tan War and in 
one memorable scene Tríona Ní Dhomhnaill sings The Bold Fenian Men to British soldiers 
who have taken over her family farm. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OtJq5NLTQY8

Loach’s 1990 film Hidden Agenda tackled the issue of shoot-to-kill and Britain’s dirty war 
in Ireland and The Wind that Shakes the Barley, about the Irish Civil War, and I, Daniel Blake 
both won the Palme d’Or at the Cannes Film Festival, making him one of only nine filmmakers 
to win the award twice.

And now he has been expelled from the Labour Party. Loach has reportedly said that his 
expulsion is because he would “not disown those already expelled.” The move follows closely 
on reports that Keir Starmer is preparing a purge of members supportive of Jeremy Corbyn.

Whatever the truth of this Ken Loach is someone who has stood up for the downtrodden all 
of his life. His expulsion is a significant loss to the British Labour movement.

http://leargas.blogspot.com

  

Daring ideas are like chessmen moved forward; they may be beaten, but they may start a 
winning game.
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe

Courage is more exhilarating than fear and in the long run it is easier.  
Eleanor Roosevelt

Compassion for others is a mark of wisdom.     
Tadahiko Nagao

By hating vices too much, they come to love men too little.     
Edmund Burke

Bush’s war in Iraq has done untold damage to the United States. It has impaired our military 
power and undermined the morale of our armed forces. Our troops were trained to project 
overwhelming power. They were not trained for occupation duties.    
George Soros
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Assange: the most important 
press freedom case of the 21st 

century
Punishment by process is the US policy on Julian Assange, just as the failure he predicted in 

Afghanistan comes true, writes JOHN REES
https://morningstaronline.co.uk/article/assange-most-important-press-freedom-case-

21st-century

IN THE mirror-world which is the Julian Assange case, justice is neither transparent nor 
impartial. And it is certainly not swift.

Assange is now in his third year of detention in Belmarsh High Security prison. He has not 
been convicted of anything. His case has not yet staggered from the Magistrate’s Court, the 
lowest court in the land, to the Appeal Court. It has never and will never appear before a jury.

Last week two High Court judges, in a hearing about what will be allowed to be appealed by 
the United States government when the full appeal is heard on October 27-28 , decided that 
the previous High Court judge and the magistrate in the Magistrate’s Court were wrong to 
rule that the US could not raise, once again, questions about Assange’s mental condition and 
assurances that the US prison system is really a health spa in which Assange will be under no 
risk of suicide.

No doubt if they are denied a success at appeal the US will find more ways to keep Assange 
under lock and key in what is now amounting to punishment by process. Indeed, some years 
ago the right-wing US think tank Stratfor recommended exactly this tactic to the government 
in the Assange case.

This is an effective denial of Habeas Corpus, the legal principle that citizens cannot be 
imprisoned without trial for long periods. It is a process which is an abuse of the law.

If Assange were ever to be extradited, far worse than this would follow: lengthy pre-trial 
detention in a system designated as “oppressive” by the judge at Westminster Magistrate’s 
Court whose ruling against extradition is being appealed on October 27-28. And then a possible 
175-year sentence if he is found guilty.

And for what? Telling the truth about the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. So there is a deep 
irony that this prosecution is taking place across the same time period that the US lost control 
of Afghanistan and was forced to withdraw in the face of revitalised Taliban.

If only the justice system in London could hear the Assange case with the same speed that 
the Taliban took Kabul.

But for now all eyes must be focused on the appeal at the High Court at the end of October. 
Public pressure is the only thing that can end the deliberate, punitive incarceration of Assange. 
The entire labour movement and progressive left must rise to the occasion. This is, when all is 
said and done, the most important press freedom case of the 21st century.

John Rees is a national officer of the Stop the War Coalition, an academic and writer — 
Twitter @JohnWRees.


