IN THE CAMP OF SOCIAL DEMOCRACY

The I L. P. Hypocrites and India.
By V. Ch.

In the colonial countries it is still generally believed that
the Independent Labour Party of Great Britain is a genuinely
anti-imperialist organisation, that its principal leaders, Maxton,
Femer Brockway etc., are “rebels” who are in revolt against
the imperialism of the Labour Government, ahd that these
“rebels” may be relied upon to take up the fight on behalf of




the independence of the colonial peoples. These illusions have
been systematically created in the colonies by the radical
phraseology adopted by the LL.P., which has now assumed
the role that the Labour Party used to play in the old days
when Ramsey MacDonald denounced British imperialist exploi-
tation in India in a book the entry of which into India he
himself as Prime Minister forbade in 1924 There are some
left wing Indian nationalists who are members of the LL.P.,
all the Indian National Congress leadzrs trust the LL.P., there
is an important Iraqi statesman (now leading the resistance
against the imperialist treaty imposed by MacDonald on Iraq),
who is a member of the British I.L.P., and the Wafd leaders of
Egypt find in their LL.P. friends trustworthy go-betweens
between themselves and the imperialist Government.

© 1t is hardly worth while to try and expose to these “left
wing” colonial nationalists the real role oi the LL.P. in the
maintenance of the British Empire. For imperialism and bour-
geois nationalism have to come to a compromise after a few
preliminary skirmishes, and it is these “left wing” parties on
both sides that are working to bring about the agreement for
the joint control and exploitation of the masses and the sup-
pression of the revolutionary movement.

But to the workers both of Great Britain and of the colo-
nial countries under British imperialist exploitation the
treacherous tactics of the LL.P. must be mercilessly exposed.
There is not a single colonial question—whether China or India
or Egypt or Palestine or Iraq—in which the LL.P. has not given
its support to the imperialism of the Labour Government, as
can be proved by the speeches and writings of leading LL.P.
politicians.

To begin with, let us consider their attitude towards that
lying imperialist document, the Simon Commission’s Report.
On June 13th, Fenner Brockway wrote in the “New Leader”
re Vol. I. of the Simon Report: “Even those of us who from the
first have opposed the Simon Commission must admit that it
has done its work courageously and thoroughly. .. . I doubt
whether the most extreme Nationalist will be able to point to
serious inaccuracies on major facts, though they will dispute,
of course, the significance of the facts.” In other words, the
deliberately false statistics of the Government of India as
reproduced in the Simon Report are accepted as *“facts”, which
is exactly the object of the imperialist Government.

This imperialist propaganda is repeated with still greater
vehemence by H. W. Nevianson in a review of Vo. II of the
Simon Report. He quotes the Government figures intended to
show the enormous diversity of races, religions, castes, lan-
guages etc.,, and adds: *“Everyone who thinks of India ought
to know those bare facts to start with. If he does not, he
should read Vol. I of the Report. If he neither knows nor
reads, let him hold his peace!” So the ultimate authority with
regard to India is the Simon Report! So far, the LL.P. leaders
are in perfect agreement with the imperialist parties.

Where they apparently, but only apparently, differ is with
regard to the immediate tactics to be followed. In concluding
the article already quoted, Brockway writes: “I propose to
conclude with a series of concrete proposals which I am con-
fident would prevent the threatening disaster in India”, and
among the seven proposals he makes the principal one is that
the Round Table Conference “should be asked to prepare a
Constitution automatically advancing to complete self-govern-
ment, to define the transitional period from the present to the
new regime” etc. He wishes to give India the right of
secession after that period, but in making this generous offer
his object is clearly to prevent India from going out of the
Empire. This is shown by the address he delivered on India
at the LL.P. Summer School on August 5th (reported in the
“New Leader” of August 8th) in which he said that, if the
above-mentioned proposals were accepted, “not only would
Gandhi join the Conference, but India would most likely remain
within the Empire”.

These words indicate clearly how anxious Brockway
& Co. are to maintain the Empire, and that they are speaking
of the right of secession in order to prevent India from seced-
ing! This is the typical hypocrisy of the LL.P.

Another interesting piece of hypocrisy is revealed in the
way in which the phrases “independence”, full seli govern-
ment and “Dominion, Status” are used by the LL.P. At the
6th Annual Conierence of the LL.P. Guild of Youth held at.



Bradford during the Whit week-end, a resolution was passed
" calling for “the total independence of India and the immediate
release of all political prisoners”, while Brockway proposes
in the “New Leader” that “an amnesty should be granted to
all political offenders, except those actually guilty of acts of
violence”. The National Administrative Council of the LL.P.
at its meeting on July 13th passed a resolution “recognising
the right of the Indian people to self government and inde-
pendence” and calling upon the Labour Government “to nego-
tiate g settlement with Indian representatives on the basis of
full responsible Government”. (In other words, to negotiate
to keep India in the Empire and to prevent a movement for
independence.)

And Brailsiord goes so far as to declare that mere “recog-
nition of status”, i.e. “having an Indian Government at Delhi”,
would suffice. “No one”, he writes (“New Leader”, July 18th),
“is quite sure what Indians mean by Dominion Status. I think
they mean the sense of equality, the startling self-respect which
would come to them with the restoration of an Indian Govern-
ment. The English Viceroy, might remain, many officials,
more soldiers!” “If we grant that”, says Brailsford, “we have
a loyal and tranquil India tomorrow.” Brailsford, Brockway
& Co. are clearly aiming at an India “loyal” to British im-
perialism. The possibilities of exploiting that loyalty for
specific purposes are subtly insinuated by Brailsford in the
following passage:—“Why not station the main part of the
British force in the North West under its British command
and subject only to the Viceroy? But in India proper, let us
have an Indian army under the Indian Government.” The
main British force in the North West—against whom?

The word independence, though used sometimes in reso-
lutions, is suppressed in actual work. The LL.P., for instance,
has decided to organise an India week-end on August 23rd
and 24th, in order to create a “strong public opinion” that
“would force the Government to an agreement with India” (by
India the LL.P. means mainly Gandhi and the two Nehrus).
The propagandists of the LL.P. are “asked to make support of
Indian self government the theme of their speeches” during the
India Week end. The word independence is here carefully
avoided, notwithstanding the resolutions of the Youth Con-
ference and the National Administrative Council. At the same
time, Brockway, Maxton and a number of other LL.P. leaders
have sent a letter to Gandhi and the other Indian National
Congress leaders assuring them that the LL.P. stood for Indian
independence. For the mass meetings in Britain the word “self
government” is used, for cables to India, “independence”.

But while the LL.P. outwardly condemns the repressive
measures of the MacDonald Government and criticises its
Indian policy in Parliament and the press, the real role of the
LL.P. is now clearly exposed by the agreement arrived at with
the Labour Party at the joint conference between the Exe-
cutives of the two Parties, held on July 27th. The “Forward”
of Glasgow, an unofficial I.L.P. organ, states in its issue of
August 2nd that two things were made clear at the Conference:
“1) That the LL.P. accepts the Labour Party Annual Conference
as the supreme authority of the organised political movement
of the workers, and 2) that the LL.P. wishes to remain in
affiliation with the Labour Party.” At the Conference, the
L.LL.P. National Council, headed by James Maxton, was present
in full strength, and Maxton declared that “apart from the
question of disarmament, there was no fundamental disagree-
ment on basic policy and principles”

This statement by Maxton is sufficient to show that the
IL.P. accepts in fact the Indian policy of the Labour Govern-
ment, and it is therefore clear that all the talk about “full self
government” and “independence” is mereiy a bail with which
to draw the Indian leaders into the imperialist net. The LL.P.
method of work is a method that has the full sanction and
approval of the Labour Government. In that Government the
Secretary of State for India is Wegdwood Benn, who orders
the bombing and shooting of the Indian masses but neverthe-
less retains his membership of the pacifist I.L.P., while his
Party comrades Brockway and Co. keep declaring that they
Stand for Indian self-government even to the point of
“secession”., The LL.P. is in fact the left wing of British
imperialism.
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