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Continuation of the Discussion, and
Concluding Speeches on the Colonial
Questions.

Comrade PADI (Chairman):

Comrades, I now declare this session open and we will
continue the discussion of the theszs of Comrade Kuusinen.

Comrade BUNTING (South Africa):

Comrades, I should like to have spoken on colonial or at
ieast on South African matters in general but must confine
myseif {o a controversial matter seriously affecting our South
Alrican Party.

There is a proposal in the Negro Sub-Commission that the
Party should put forward as 1iuts immediate political slogan
“an independent native South African Republic, as a stage
towards a workers’ and peasants’ republic with full safeguards
and equal rights for all minorities”; that the country and land
be returned to the black population; and that a native revolu-
tionary movement be developed by the Party.

This formulation is opposed by the majority of our Party,
mainly for practical reasons. But we may first consider the
more theoretical basis of the formula. This is stated in a
draft resolution submitted to the Sub-Commission as follows:

“The national question in South Africa, which is based
upon the agrarian question, lies at the foundation of the
revolution in South Africa.”

According to our experience, it seems possible to harp
too exclusively on the national chord in colonial matters. In
an earlier debate, I ventured the opinion, that it might not be
so universally true that the chief function of a colonial people
was to engage in a national struggle (predominantly agrarian
in character) against foreign imperialism and for independence;
and that in South Africa, at any rate, the class struggle of the
proletariat (chiefly native) appeared more capable of occom-
plishing the same task.

It is often said that {he colonial thesis of the II. Congress
is authority to the contrary, but I do not find anything to that
effect in the thesis. It says, of course, that we should “support
the revolutionary movement among the subject nations and in
the colonies” — “the form of support to be determined by a
study of existing conditions”. And it also says

“there are to be found in the dependent countries two
distinct movements, one is the bourgeois democratic na-
tionalist movement with a programme of political indepen-
dence under the Congress order, and the other is the mass
action of the poor and ignorant peasants and workers for
their liberation from all forms of exploitation. The former
endeavours to control the latter, but the C. 1. and the
Parties affected must help to develop class consciousness
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in the working masses of the colonies. For the overthrow
of foreign capitalism, which is the first step towards revo-
lution in the colonies, the co-operation of the bourgeois
nationalist revolutionary elements is useful. But the first
and most necessary task is the formation of Communist
Parties which will organise the peasants and workers and
lead them to the revolution and to the establishment of
Soviet Republics....”

That is so even when there is a bourgeois democratic
nationalist movement in existence, and bourgeois nationalist
revolutionary elements to co-operate with, Until recently, nearly all
subsequent Communist theoryoncolonial revolution has been based
on the assuption that such a movement and such elements are in
existence in every colony; the present drait colonial thesis is
one of the first to deal on a dilferent basis with colonies, like
most African colonies, where such elements do not exist.

In African colonies there is as a rule no native bour-
geoisie, and consequently no question of the “two distinct mo-
vements”: there is only the question of “organising the peasants
and workers and leading them to the revolution and to the
establishment of Soviets”.

Put in another way, the class struggle is here practically
coincident and simultaneous with the national struggle, The
object is the same in each case — the removal of all oppres-
sion and the gaining of liberation and power for workers and
peasants; the parties are -substantially the same, and the
weapons and methods of the struggle also. Hence, there is no
very great point or virtue, even where there is no exploited
European class present (as there is in South Africa) in empha-
sing the national aspect of the struggle as more fundamental
than the class aspect; rather the reverse is the case.

Now a further complication arises in South Africa from the
presence of a white exploited working and peasants class as
well as a black one — a small minority, but one which also
rises against the bourgeoisie and imperialists, sometimes in
a very spirited and revolutionary way, more so indeed than
any modern native national movement hitherto, although it has
no racial oppression to fight against.

The South Afracan native masses, in their turn, are being
rapidly proletarianised and organised as a working class. The
native agrarian masses as such have not yet shown serious
signs of revolt: indeed, as the theses say:

“In these countries the question of the agrarian revo-
lution does not by far constifute the axis of the colonial
revolution.”

At any rate a live agrarian movement has still to be orga-
nised in South Africa.

The draft colonial theses in reference to South Africa and
other colonies says: (paragraph 12)

“The most important task here consists in the joining
of the forces of the revolutionary movement of the white
workers with the class movement of the colonial workers,
and the creation of a revolutionary united front with that
part of the native national movement which really con-
ducts a revolutionary liberation struggle against impe-
rialism.”

But this task is no longer so easy. It is no longer a mere
case of the national and the cless movements coinciding as it
were automatically. Here the white exploited are of the very
race against which the native exploited as mnationalists, are
fighting. It is almost inevitable therefore that the nationalist
movement of the natives will clash with their class movement.
Similarly the white exploited, finding their race being attacked
as such by a native nationalist movement, are predisposed by
their superior economic and polilical jposition to side with the
masters nationally and forget their class struggle. Special tac-
tics have {o be adopted to prevent this and to harmonise the
national and the class movements in this special case, devoted
principially to neuiralising and correcting white labour chau-
vinism.

Not only have we no native bourgeoisie or bourgeois na-
tional movement, but we have in South Africa no really na-
tionalist movement at all of the kind contemplated in the draft
resolution of the Negro Sub-Commission; certainly no movement
for a native republic as such has been observable. The African

National Congress, which the resolution wants us to boost up,
is a moribunua body, it has had its day. In any case its demands
were not nationalist demands proper, but such as the following:
removal of all special race oppression and discrimination, land
and more land, equality with whites, equal voles, equal edu-
cation, equal justice, equal treatment, rights and opportunities
everywhere. It has usually sought redress for grivances by sen-
ding deputations to the King of England, which of course have
resulted in nothing. We believe the class stimiulus is a greater
stimulus even to the native masses, it has actually stimulated
greater sacrifices and devotion already, and it has the advan-
tage of gaining, instead of perhaps forfeiling, the alliance of
the white workers. The C. P. is itseli the actual or potential
leader of the native national movement; it makes all the national
demands that the national body makes, and of course much
more, and it can “control” nationalism with a view to deve-
loping its maximum fighting strength. It can and will respond to
the entire struggle of all the oppressed of South Africa, natives
in particular.

Some reference to the actual work of our Party seems ne-
cessary to explain the foregoing.

Our work among the native masses, our chief activity,
conducted so far mainly as a working class movement (although
an agrarian movement will be developed as far as we can get
contact especially with the distant and not easily accessible
native reserves) is limited only by ability to cope with it.
We have 1,750 members of whom 1,600 are natives, as against
200 a year ago, and we are adding to that and also rapidly
organising militant native {rade unions which have learnt to
conduct strikes. We are also combating and slowly overcoming
white labour chauvinism, which we find yields when conironted
face to face with organised masses of native fellow workers.
We have carried through joint strikes of white and black
workers which were victorious, also an amalgamation of white
and black unions into one, an unprecedented thing in South
Africa. As for the native nationalist movement, we pay it a
good deal of attention and whenever we see any life in it we
apply United Front tactics. Thus, after years of preparatory
effort, we have recently begun to reap substantial success which
will continue provided we can find the man power to garner the
harvest. Native workers and some peasants are pouring into
the Party in preference to joining the purely native bodies,
which have let them down and fallen into the hands of the bour-
geoisie. They see that the C. P. sincerely and unreservedly ex-
pouses their national cause as an oppressed race.

Such are the circumstances in which a native republic
slogan would be launched, and we consider it would not in
theory perhaps, but certainly in practice, arouse white wor-
kers’ opposition as being unlair to the minority, and this would
not only intensify the contradiction between national and class
movement, but put the whole native movement unnecessarily at
a great disadvantage, It would not avail, when such suspicions
are aroused, to put them off with smooth, “empty liberal phra-
ses”, to the effect that “national minorities will be safeguarded”,
especially when no definition is given of these safeguards. Ex-
pressions like “South Africa is a black country”, “the return of
the country and land back to the black population”, “South
Africa belongs to the native population”, etc., though correct
as general statements, do invite criticism by the white working
and peasant minority who will have to fight side by side with
the black workers and peasants if the bourgeoisie is to be over-
thrown. They certainly seem to indicate a black race dictator-
ship: they either are an exaggeration or they are calculated to
be generally understood as ome. If the white working class
feels, from the apparent exclusiveness of the phrase “native
republic”, that the intention is {o ride roughshod over it, it
will say, rightly or wrongly: “Under a native government built
on a nationalist or racial foundation and thus biassed against
whites, any “safeguards of the while workers and peasants
would go to the winds at the first clash.” And as regards
disposal of the land, the draft resolution does not even speak
of safeguards. As the slogan will certainly be interpreted by
the exploited whites, it means that the exploited whites are to
become in their turn a subject race, that the native republic
in spirit, if not in letter, will exclude all whites, and that the
land without exception will belong to the natives. The slogin
will have to be redrafted on less nationalist lines if it is to
avoid giving that impression.

Of course, no one denies {hat the immense majority must-
and will exercise its power as such, from which it follows that
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a minorily of the exploited is also entitled to its proportionate
voice and share in power and land. The “native republic” is
defended, indeed, as a mere expression of majority rule, but
it obviously goes beyond that, and the little difference makes
all the difference, it-handicaps propaganda, when it comes to
combating white chauvinism.

It is certainly strange that we of the C. P. S. A., who are
accustomed at home to work almost exclusively among and for
the native masses, and who are always attacking white chau-
vinism, should find ourselves obliged here {o take up unwonted
cudgels for the white minority. But the reason is, first the need
for labour solidarity, and secondly, a true valuation of the
forces at our disposal. Our infant native movement lives and
moves in a perpetual state bordering on illegality; on the sligh-
test pretext it can be suppressed either by prosecution or legis-
lation or by massacre or pogrom. We are therefore always
looking for allies, or rather for shields and protections behind
which to carry on; and even the bare mneutrality, much more
the occasional support, of the white trade umions, etc. is of
incalculable value to us. It undoubtedly helps us to avoid being
driven underground, which in a couniry like South Africa
would make our work almost impossible, and besides, in a
political agitation for liberation of the mass of the people
publicity is a very valuable weapon. We have always instinct-
vely felt this need of white labour support, but it is only when
threatened by this slogan with the Joss of it, that we realise
how very useful it is to us, and how impossible it is to agree
with the defenders of the slogan who say “To hell with white
labour support, damn the white workers”. We who have had
all these years to work in both camps, black and white, who
have learned the art of going it on uncompromising Marxian
lines by long and hard experience of the enormous difficulties
arising out of this very race question, the crucial question of
South African labour — on a matter like this we must be heard.
We say that the white workers are unquestionably going to be
alienated by the present slogan and that instead of support
from white labour we are thus quite likely gong to get its
hostility and Fascist alliance with the bourgeoisie. This in
turn will also encourage the government to prosecute and the
courts to convict everyone who preaches the slogan. Indeed a
further sequel may be violent race hostilities, a bloody struggle
for mutual extermination or subjection between whites and
blacks as races, and what is worse, between the white exploited
and the black exploited, a struggle in which the class struggle
is completely obscured and forgotten, and in which the un-
armed side courts defeat.

Our present policy is endorsed by good authority. The
amendment of the C. P. S. U. to the E. C. C, I. theses of Com-
rade Bukharin for instance says:

“53. the Congress observes a growth of Communist in-
fluence in South Africa. The Congress imposes the obli-
gation upon all Communists to take up as their central
tasks the organisation of the toiling Negro masses, the
strengthening of Negro {rade unions and the fight against
white chauvinism. The fight against foreign imperialism
in all forms, the advocacy of complete and absolute equality,
strenuous struggle against all exceptional laws against
Negroes, determined support for the fight against driving
the peasants from the land, to organise them for the siruggle
for the agrarian revolution, while at the same time streng-
thening the Communist groups and Parties — such must
be the fundamental {asks of the Communists- in these
countries.”

There is nothing here about a “native Republic”.

In the draft C. I. Programme there is also nothing about a
native republic. But a direction {o imbue the colonial masses
with the idea of the independence and hegemony of the wor-
king class and to advance and at the proper moment apply the
slogans of Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Republics.

After long consideration and having heard all that is said
for the draft resolution, and in view of the special complica-
tions conditioning Communist progress in South Africa, we
are at present, while standing for proletarian equality and for

" the fullest majority rights, against the creation of any special

nationalistic slogan for. South Africa, except of course the libe-
ration of the native people from.all race oppression and dis-
crimination, and separation from the British Empire.

Comrade RAZA (India):

Comrades, the colonial world today cannot be classed as
isolated from the rest of the world. These countries are drawn
into closer touch with the rest of the civilised world thanks
to the international character of capitalism.

Owing to their world-wide inter-relations and economic
inter-dependence, all that could have been termed strictly as
national some years back is today international. When dis-
cussing the international movements, we have {0 make this
Universal Law of Independence our main starting point and
lack of the spirit of this law is, unfortunately, a shortcoming
of the theses.

The colonies cannot be an exception to this universal eco-
nomic law. It is true that the economic development of the
colonies is extremely slow and it has viciously been retarded
by foreign domination. But still they are drawn into the present
world economic system as an integral part of the international
capitalist worid, through its imperialist policy. The imperial-
ists, while practically puiting an end to the feudal system in the
colonies, have been purposely supporting the few feudal rem-
nants and the landed aristocracy, they have created a class of
the native bourgeoisie, as without it it was impossible to hold
sway over these colonies. But the native bourgeoisie have to
be put under permanent control so that they should not grow
into a rival power to the foreign intruder; hence the support
of the feudal remnants and vice versa, such is the characteristic
feature of imperialist colonial policy of “divide and rule”’. Never-
theless”, the foreign exploiter has to surrender, and in fact,
has done, a minor portion of the profits to the native exploiter
for the joint exploitation of the colony.

The capitalist system demands state power, without which
it cannot coerce the working masses, cannot guard its trade
and trade routes, cannot capture fresh markets, etc, etc., and
hence the evolution of imperialist forces as the vanguard of
capital, Immperialism is the tool of oppression in the hands of
the capitalists. Imperialism demands ever more fresh colonies,
exploitation and subjugation of new peoples. Imperialism has
to introduce the capitalist order of society among the colonial
peoples. SimuManeously with this, the colonial policy of the
imperialists has given rise to enormous social contradictions in
the colonies; the rise of the working class, the pauperisation of
the peasantry. These are the two main factors which today stand
face to face against the imperialist forces. But this is not only
true of India and the other colonies, but is true today all the -
world over. The unification of all these forces in the colonies
along the lines adopted for the rest of the capitalist world is
the task before the Communist International. Imperialism is the
creator and chief-in-command of the capitalists; Communism is
the creator and the advance-guard of the toiling masses. All
the rest of the political parties fall into either of the two main
categories.

Communism, as the diametrically opposite force to im-
perialism, has to adopt just the opposite tactics as the latter
in the colonies. Communism has to utilise all mass forces-
which imperialism has created. Communism has to challenge the
very order which imperialism stands for in the colonies. Com-
munism cannot aim at bourgeois revolutions,

The Communist International, as the standard bearer of
Communism, has to rely on the industrial proletariat for carry-
ing out its revolutionary programmie in the colonies, and to
co-ordinate this struggle with the revolutionary struggle of the
world proletariat. Imperialism owes its very life to the capture
and exploitation of the colonies. The C. L. must capture the co-
lonial revolutionary forces, the proletariat and the peasantry, the
very germs created by the imperialist colonial policy and which
will eventually destroy it.

The history of the Indian Nationalist movement is a history
of the treacherous betrayal of the toiling masses by the national
bourgeois leaders. Not only that. Those treacherous leaders
took a definite stand against the masses, when the latter took
to armed uprising on any occasion. Because they are class
conscious. There may exist antagonism between the foreign
and the native bourgeoisie, but this is a phenomenon all the
world over. But jt does not mean that the C. I. bases all its °
revolutionary programme on this antagonism alone. No, it must
base its programme on the dynamic forces of revolution, that
is, the proletarian movement in all the countries, It is quite a
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different thing for the Communist International, for tactical
reasons, to utilise ;hose antagonisms for revolutionary purposes.
But even this is problematic, owing to the fact that the capi-
talists are more cunning and politically conscious than we are.

Economic antagonism exists betwen a section of the native
bourgeoisie and the foreign bourgeoisie; the former stands for
an exclusive right of exploitation, but this is not the driving
force of the revolution. 1he driving forces of the revolutionary
movement are, as in every other capitalist country, the millions
of homeless industrial proletariat, and also the - pauperised
peasantry, created by the capitalist exploitation in different co-
lonies; and it is these rising forces that badly need the atten-
tion of the Communist International. Needless to say, we cannot
depend, or rather, we must not attach any considerable im-
portance to the so-called nationalist movements in the colonies,
as the history of this movement is the history of servile capi-
tulation before the imperialist forces on the one hand, and on
the other, the treacherous betrayal of the masses by the so-called
nationalist leaders just at the moment when an honest sincere
lead was needed,

With reference to paragraph 8, in which the theses mention
the decolonisation theory, Comrade Kuusinen is quite right
in his condemnation of this false theory. No imperialist power
whatsoever will ever agree to decolonise until and unless its
very existence is threatened. Especially in India it is a life and
death problem for British imperialism.

A few remarks about the industrialisation of India. The
creation of the native bourgeoisie is a historical necessity for
the British bourgeoisie, but at the same time, by such an action,
the British bourgeoisie wilfully creates a competitor and a
rival. And it is here that the the imperialist colonial policy
asserts itself. India must be industrialised, but: 1. under the
chief control of British capital; 2. Indian capital has to assume
a junior partnership; and 3. the Indian industries have to play
a secondary role so as never to be independent of the home
industries, but, besides this, to be permanent consumers of the
home manufacturers; 4. to help in the competition against Japan
and the U. S. A, etc. and 5. to help in the production ot war
material.

This is, in short, the gist of the real imperialist policy of
the British bourgeoisie with regard to the industrialisation of
India. There is a group of comrades who really think that the
industrialisation of India is developing quite independently, and
that that is the real policy of the British bourgeoisie. Such an
idea is absolutely erroneous and misleading. As long as the
British rule in India, there can be no free development of the
natural resources of India, much less of industry. Then again,
a section of the theoriticians think that there has been no in-
dustrialisation whatsoever in India. Such an idea is just as
wrong as the first one. If there has been no industrialisation,
how will you agcount for the huge army of the industrial pro-
letariat and the strikes in practically all the industrial centres
of India. Whatever motive may be attributed to industrialisation,
it has been developing; though it is quite correct to say that
it has been retarded, and that it will never receive any indepen-
‘dent headlong stimulus at the hands of the imperialists. Com-
rade Page Arnot should not have been so optimistic and en-
thusiastic about the industrialisation of India. Speaking the
other day on the colonial theses, he went so far as to defend
British imperialism in India, instead of ruthessly condemning it.

Well, now, the so-called indusfrialisation of India has
brought forth an army of factory proletariat — the vanguard of
the Indian revolution. But it is obviously relatively weak to be
capable of fulfilling its historic mission quite independently.
The peasantry, comprising the greater part of the Indian popula-
tion, the most down trodden, the landless and the homeless
whose blood is sucked by the government, the landlord and the
usurer jointly, is adopting a revolutionary movement.

The present economic analysis of the situation brings
forth to the light that the vanguard and the rearguard — the
factory proletariat and the peasantry — must co-operate to ful-
fil the tremendous task of the liberation of India from impe-
rialist domination. It is quite clear and certain that in the
struggle the factory proletariat, being better organised in the
urban centres, will take the lead. The situation today, therefore,
demands the organisation and centralisation of a strong class-
conscious political party with a Marxist-Leninist programme
and slogans; in other words, the Communist Party of India, to
lead the revolutionary masses to its final and successful goal.

Some comrades may suggest that the Workers and Peasants

Parties existing in the various provinces of the country are
nothing less than a proletarian party, as suggested by me. Permit
me to clear the situation. In the first place, these workers and
Peasant Parties are not Communist groups. Secondly, their
programme is an elastic one so as to include all those who
are interested in the welfare of labour. And thirdly, they have
no peasantry affiliated to them., They are, so to ‘speak, mere
union of workers. :
. At the same time we must criticise the policy of the Com-
intern in conducting the organisation of the Workers and
Peasant Parties while altogether ignoring the organisation of the
Communist Party of India. This is just as absurd as to put the
cart before the horse, This policy must be revised,

In conclusion 1 request that all these points should be
clearly dealt with ‘in the theses and a definite line of action
should be drafted for the future work in India.

Comrade SCHUBIN (Soviet Union):

Comrades, I would like to pick out two questions: the
question of grouping colonies and semi-colonies and the que-
stion of the characteristic of the class forces in the national
revolution. First of all I will say a few words concerning the
standpoint represented here by Comrades Benmett and Roth-
stein. But is it necessary after Comrade Bennett's yesterday’s
explanation to speak about this question? I think that it is.
For if one sees through what stages comrades have gone who
— I do not want to say represented formerly the decoloni-
sation theory — but have nevertheless used the same arguments
in defence of this theory, if one examines the whole path which
the comrades have {raversed, one must say that it is a path
of retreat in connection with which the fundamental errors of
this theory have been retained. To what length have these
comrades already gone? They have gone the length of Com-
rade Bennet — to emphasise his standpoint — quoting, under
the unanimous applause of the whole audience, Comrade Buk-
harin’s speech in which the latter declares that the process
of the industrial development of India, the process of its in-
dustrialisation, has been interrupted by British imperialism, that
what is going on there at present is not the industrialisation
but the pauperisation of the country..

If this is how matters stand, i. e, if Comrade Bennett
means by “control of British imperialism” opposition to the
industrial development of the colonies or impeding this deve-
lopment, and if he means by “industrialisation” not the course
of the production of means of production, but merely trans-
ference of capitalist produclion to the colonies, — is it then
worth while to argue against this whole theory? But I reiterate,
in the arguments of the comrades who have defended this
theory, the fundamental misiakes of the decolonisation theory,
i. e, of the obliteration of the difference between the colonies
and the imperialist couniries, have remained intact. Let us con-
sider the path traversed by the overt and covert adherents of
“decolonisation”. The first stage: decolonisation without in-
verted commas. It was already formulated in Roy’s book “The
Future of the British Policy” a book which was written, as
everyone knowns in 1926. Roy said then:

“What are the main demands of the nationalist bour-
geoisie? They consist of three fundamental demands: indu-
strialisation of the country, fiscal autonomy, and protec-
tive tarifis. All these demands were satisfied because British
imperialism endeavoured to overcome the post-war crisis
through the reorganisation of the foundation of the Em-
pire.... Experience has shown that the economic pro-
gramme of the nationalists can be carried out even if the
imperialists do not iniroduce the drastic political reforms
demanded by the petty bourgeoisie. In other words the big
bourgeoisie has come to the conclusion that its economic
development is possible within the framework of the im-
perialist policy”, (retranslated from the German).

This is fundamentally all that is wanted for a decolonisation
theory! Certainly, someone in the commission designated Com-
rade Luhani quite wrongly as the father of this theory. Perhaps
Comrade Luhani was the first to coin the name for this theory,
but in that case he is only the “sponsor” of the theory whereas
its father is Comrade Roy. .

Let us take the second stage of the development of this
theory. The slogan “Industrialisation of India under British
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Control” is brought forward. But what arguments are used for
this? The argument was that imperialism means export of
capital. This is correct. Moreover, imperialism is export of ca-
pital in spite of what Sultan Zade has to say. But what for
does capitalism go to the colonies, in what manner does it go
there and what is it doing in the colonies? According to Ben-
nett’s and Rothstein’s standpoint, capitalism goes to the colonies
{o give them more independence. This is supposed to be its
immediate aim. But the result?

(Interjection by Bennett: Quile so, it develops, industry.)

But it certainly goes there to enslave the colonies. And it
does it: The dependence of the colonies does not decrease, on
the contrary it increases as a result of the penetration of finance
capital. This is certainly an elementary truth. If we say that
a iree Poland becomes dependent owing to the penetration of
finance capital, why then is colonial India pursting the path
of freedom?

This was the second stage. Then came a third stage which
we have in Comrade Arnot’s speech. Here the decolonisation
theory is almost scattered to the four winds. But unfortunately
the whole argumentation has remained the same, and finally we
had comrade Bennett’s explanation.

This is already the fourth stage. Comrade Bennett asso-
ciates himself, as I have already said, with Comrade Bukharin
who describes a spasmodic development inevitable in a colo-
nial country, a development with breaks and interruptions, ac-
centuation of antagonisms and capitalist oppression. Why do I
say that the same errors have remained intact in this expla-
nation? Bennett quotes Lenin. He quotes the place where it
is said that the development of the colonies has assumed a
capitalist form.

(Bennett: Definitely!)
Of course, definitely. Very good.

(Benneit: But why don't the theses say anything about
this?)

Lenin says in the same article: “Better Little But Good” that
the collision between the counter-revolutionary imperialist West
and the revolutionary nationalist East, between the civilised
countries and the backward countries of the East is inevitable.
(I quote from memory because I do not have the volume by
me.). If one takes ihese two quotations, one geis a complete
picture. -

On the strength of these two quotations the development
of the colonies has definitely assumed a capitalist form, but
only just “assumed”. This is only a process, it is only the
beginning of this process and the main difference between the
civilised bandits and the backward oppressed peoples has re-
mained the same.

Lenin gives us a picture of reality. We have the beginning
of a development which does not alter the main difference bet-
ween two worlds, the oppressors and the oppressed.

(Bennett: But why not obliterate it‘)

The obliteration consists in the fact that you secretly dis-
pute the main diflerence between imperialism and the co! onies,
i. e., the difference which makes an industrialisation of the co-
lonies .impossible. 1 certainly agree with Comrade Bennett that
one cannot, for this reason, give every comrade a special label.
I am the last person in the world to do so. But when he asks:
Why not obliterate?, I say: If you take the resolution of the
Autumn Plenum of the C. C. of the C. P. S. U. in 1927 you
would find in the part which deals with the Chinese Revo-
lution, that this obliterafion is designated there as a danger
but not as an ulfra-Left danger, as Comrade Bennett believes
when he declares that he would gladly shoulder the accusation
of an ultra-Left deviation, but a Social Democratic one. This
is what this resolution says and I think that all those present
here will agree that this is correct.

.d()Bennett: But this has nothing to do with what I have
said.

_(Lominadze: You are making rather free with the distri-
bution of Social Democratic labels. Take care that you do not
get caught by this danger.)

Nothing of the kind. I do not think that I have the right
to do so. But in answer to Comrade Bennett's question I quoted
the characteristic of a certain line from the resolution of the
Plenum of the C. C. of the C. P. S. U.

(Bennett: a line with which I have nothing to do.)

It is a line which consists mainly in underestimating the
enslaving role of the export of capital to the colonies.

I am coming now to the question of the division of the
Colonies, to the question how this has been carried out in the
Theses. Atfter all, is such a division necessary? Doubits in
regard to this have been expressed here. 1 think that these
doubis are unjustified. One must of course lay down the main
types of Colonies because this sums up the experience and
makes it general. Therefore it facilitates the elaboration of a
tactical line.

We know that the first attempt was made by Comrade
Stalin in 1625. Comrades who deal in some form or other with
colonial questions frequently refer to this speech. Why are
they doing so? Because the main types are laid down there
according to their most imporiant characteristics. One of the
most important characteristics is the development of the pro-
ductive forces in the Colonies and the develcrment of the pro-
letariat, — a matter which has not been sufiiciently considered
in the Theses. On the strength of this characteristic practical
conciusions are drawn for three types of couniries. I will quote
here what Comrade Stalin said about India although this quo-
tation refers to a question with which I will deal later. It
seems to me that in this quotation the correct line in this que-
stion is pointed out which is not given either by comrade
Bennett or the Theses. What does Comrade Stalin say about
India? This is not the main subject of his speech but he men-

“tions India and says: “In some of these countries (he means

countries which develop under the yoke of imverialism), for
instance in India capitalism grows at a )

rapid rate....;
(Bennett: One should immediately declare Comrade Stalin
a social-democrat, for he was of the opinion....”)

This is not necessary because the increase of capitalist
production in the Colonies is an indisputable fact.....

However, as a consequence of this phenomenon enslavement
grows and dependence upon finance capital increases. This is
also an indisputable fact.

(Benmett: An indisputable fact! special stress is laid on
this in our Theses.)

Comrade Bennett, I do not know in which of your Theses
you have laid special stress on this, but I do know that Com-
rade Bennett has mentioned in his speech an “industrialisation
under the control of Great Britain”. This has an utterly diife-
rent meaning. This amounts {o a diminution, {o a weakening of
the economic dependence on Great Britain.

(Bennett: Not a bit of it! My Theses contained the sen-
tence that for India gold is converted into iron fetters.)

Gold is converted into iron feiters in all capitalist countries.
(Bennett: But in the colonies this fetter is much stronger.)

Capitalist accumulation does not lead anYwhere to direct
emancipation. Comirade Bennet did not say so and therefore
he does not sce the specifically new and fundamental question
for the colonies.

(Bennett: financial strangulafion.)

Why was this correct when comrade Stalin said it about
India in 1625? Why does not this clash with the fact that the
growth of capifalism in India was interrupted, that the revo-
lution in this sphere leads in India {o an ever increasing pau-
perisation of the peasantry? Because {he chief process now in
the colenies is increased conirol by monopolist capital and not
something else, which does not exclude the possibility of the
advent of a new period of increased development of capitalism
in India, but which entirely excludes the possibility of this de-
velopment leading to de-colonisation wiihout a revolution.

What Comrade Bukbarin said in his concluding speech
coincides completely with the formulation given by Comrade
Stalin and which I find particularly in comrade Kuusinen’s
Theses.
© Well, I would like to draw attention fo this quotation from
comrade Stalin’s speech and especially the attention of the
“anti-industrialists” — even this variely made its appearance
in the discussion — who are of the opinion that the recognition
of the fact that capitalist production is developing in the colonies
constitutes already a concession to the de-colonisation theory
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and that by laying stress on the role of the proletariat in the
colonial revolution “we get nearer to the second International”.
(This shade of opinion was, I believe, noticeable in Comirade
Remmele’s speech.) You must read this particular passage in
order to realise that your standpoint is wrong. At the same
time this passage should also be read by those comrades who
talk about the liberaling role of capitalism in the colonies.

(Bennett: Comrade Roy.)

I am coming now to the question of the individual types of
colonies and semi-colonies. What about this classification in
the Theses? Comrades, you know that it is impossible to ela-
borate a tactical line on the sirength of the classification con-
tained in the Theses. Why? Because on the strength of secon-
dary characteristics countries are jumbled up in our Theses,
countries which are standing at the extreme wing. If we wanted
to elucidate on this basis the peculiarities of the tactical line for
the respective group, we would find this impossible.

I consider it therelore correct 1o revert from the draft
Theses to the classification given by Comrade Stalin. This does
not mean that we must not supplement and amend this for-
mulation on the strength of the development and experience of
the last three years. Addenda to this formulation are necessary,
firstly because the development of the productive forces in the
colonies is taking place very unevenly, by fits and starts, for
there functions the law of the unevenness of development in the
artificial situation of colonial dependence; secondly, because we
go on increasing our influence over new countries; thirdly,
because we are all the time adding {o our experiences in all
dependent countries, not to mention the fact that the develop-
ment of the revoluiion in China is placing this law outside all
former categories. In my opinion we must base ourselves on
the facts as outlined by Comrade Stalin. The principles which
must constitute the founddtion of our addenda re-grouping of
countries must be the same principles because they have been
borne out by practical work.

I am coming now to the characleristic of the class forces
in the national revolution. If one reads the Theses not in parts
but as a whole, one is struck by the following: the role of the
revolution is decribed on page 9 from § 16 o § 24.

Then on page 3 up to the points where the analysis of the
individual stages begins, the petly bourgeoisie, especially the
petty bourgeois intelliglenisia is dealt with in considerable
detail. Then begin the “stages”. If one asks omneself where the
peasantry and the proletariat are, one can certainly find the
peasaniry by going back to the third chapter but if one wants
{o find the points which deal specially with the position of the
proletariat in the colonies.....

(Bennett: but we have no proletariat there.)

I would not like {o say so. We have a proletariat there
because it is said at the beginning of -the Theses: “Consoli-
dation of the capitalist and especially the industrial develop-
ment, growth of the proletariat...” It is therefore wrong fo
assert that the proletariat is not mentioned in the Theses. But,
comrades, it has not a place of its own in the Theses. It has
been dissolved. Therefore many points are incomprehensible.
Incomprehensible is — how proletarian hegemony can be gua-
ranteed in the national-revolutionary struggle, how the leader-
ship of the prolefariat in the workers and peasants bloc can
be brought about if no characteristic of the proletariat in the
colonies has been given. I think that this is one of the main
lacunae in these Theses. Perhaps the super-abundance of criti-
cism which we heard here is a reaction {o these defects. These
lacunae must be filled up. A description must be given of the
position of the proletariat in the colonies and semi-colonies.
Then one will be able to speak about non-capitalist develop-
ment. Otherwise this is incomprehensible,

I will deal now with the form given to the Theses. I am
afraid that this form is much too complicated, that {rifles and
exceptions overshadow the main things. I must associate my-
self with comrade Bennett in regard to his criticism of that
part of § 21 which deals with the possibility or impossibility
lor the reformist bourgeoisie which has already deseried the
revolution to come back to it or, to use the language of the
Theses: to join the camp of the revolution at the moment of a
revolutionary situation. In the Theses this possibility is ad-
mitted as an _exception, but 100 lines are devoted to this excep-
tional case. This is the proportion which creates the impression

that this exception is treated as something real which in view

of our tactic must be considered immediately. This lack of pro-

portion is the worst in the Form which has been adopted for

{)1’(1/(13] 'l;heses. To criticise this point is not a very easy matter.
y ?

(Bennett: what a lot of reservations you are making!)

Quite so! Because here every possible objection has been
anticipated. Therefore it is extremely difficult to get at the
Theses, it is really awiully difficult to grasp their inner meaning.
I have ftried this with the part which in this respect seems to
me the most important.

Here it is said:

“One cannot however assert with any certainty...”

With any certainty — this is reservation number one
“... that in all countries...” All — this is reservation number
two “... it is quite out ol the question...” Quite — this is re-
servation number three. . .. that the reformist bourgeoisie and
a section...” A section — this is reservation number four
“... will join in an acute-revolutionary situation at the be-
ginning ...” In the beginning — this is resarvation number
five “... the national-revolutionary camp and will thereby for
a time...” For a time — this is reservalion number six “... play
an objectively revolutionary role...” Objectively — this is re-
servation number seven, “but this must be considered as an
exceptional case”. Exceptional case — this is reservation num-
ber eight, “ .. moreover in this case there is almost always
behind it this or that imperialist State...“ Almost always —
this is reservation number nine.

Thus if one wanis to make objeclions to this point, here
all objections are anticipated by reservations. One feels never-
theless that the whole position of {he question is wrong. One
endeavours to get through this whole network of reservations;
one asks omneself how can the bourgeoisie come back to the
revolution in a revolutionary situation when we know that it is
said in the Theses that a revolutionary situation means action
by the workers and peasants, and that action of the workers
and peasants repels the bourgeoisie. But wait a minute, there
is a reservation even against this objection. It is also said in
the Theses:

“It goes without saying that this is possible only in

a period when the independent revolution of the workers

and peasants has not yet become a real, actual danger...”

“Real and actual...” — this is reseration number ten.

In this manner this objection is also anticipated.

Comrades the form of the Theses is very heavy. But if
we take into consideration that these Theses will be translated
into all the Eastern languages, what will become of them then?
The reservations might become obliterated and then the idea
remains that the bourgeoisie which has betrayed the national--
revolutionary struggle can again join the national-revolutionary
camp just at the decisive moment. Can such an idea determine
our fundamental policy? I think that the main idea of § 20 is
wrong and can only lead fo confusion.

(Bennett: or we get nothing but reservations.)

Comrades, let us take the paragraphs which deal with our
factic towards the bourgeoisie. If it were only said in the
Theses what is said at the end of point 21, namely:

“Where the objective conditions for a serious political
crisis exist, even the actions of the national-reformist oppo-
sition, even their insignificant conilict with imperialism,
which are hardly at all connected with the real hearth
of the revolution, can assume considerable importance.”

Then comes a reference to Lenin, If this fundamental idea
had been given a concrete form for the various types of the
national-revolutionary struggle, for the various stages of the
struggle, 1 think that then we would have got a clear line.
It would have been said {hat we must support the national
bourgeoisie in as far as ifs struggles against imperialism, in
as far as it does not hinder us to organise the workers and
peasanis for the revolutionary struggle. But instead of this
we have a whole point in which it is said “that one must not
criticise the bourgeoisie for future errors, that ome can only
criticise it for the past and for its present errors.” But how is
this to be done?

Just picture the concrefe situation in India. What is most
important and decisive for the labour movement in India, for
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our Party? Is it not most important to take into consideration
the experience with the treachery of the bourgeoisie in 1921
and 19227 Is not the most important for the masses to under-
stand the lessons of this treachery? What is now the chief
danger in India? To put it in a few words — and my time is
nearly up — the most important is that an ultra left deviation
exists there. Does not the danger consist in the fact that there
are communists who are also members of the Swaraj Party?
Or that there are communists who belong to the Republican
Neru League, that there is a legal party which calls itseli Com-
munist whose activity or rather inactivity is permeated with
petty bourgeois influence? That the Leit Wing in the trade
unions is beginning its career under colossal difficulties being
compelled to make tremendous efforts in order to shake off the
influence of Djaman Lal and Josse. If in some colonial coun-
tries the situation is befter it is not very much better (of
course excepting China), and this is the case when the revolu-
tionary crisis is extended, when a spontaneous unorganised
movement is springing up in town and country, when the pro-
letariat is exhibiting remarkable firmness and a spirit of self
sacrifice in all strikes, when its ranks produce hundreds of
fighters and organisers. When in such a situation Theses are
drawn up which say that one must not speak of the future
treachery of the bourgeoisie, then I must declare that we
cannot arrive at a correct line; but you just try to criticise this
formulation in the theses and you will find that it is not an
easy matter because it is not said here that one must limit
criticism in regard to the bourgeoisie. Something else is said
here. But comrades, I am afraid that in reality we get preci-
sely this.

We must also draw atitention to a part of the Theses
which deals with the development of the revolution, the part
where dual power is discussed. In Russia dual power was a
characteristic feature of the period of the transition of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution into the socialist revolution.
This was in the summer of 1917. But in the Theses the dual
power of the transition period is added to the first bourgeois-
democratic stage of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. I em-
phasise, not to the second stage but to the first, the change
being described here as the coming into being of independent
workers and peasants organs owing to the consolidation of the
position of the Communist Parly and the revolutionary trade
unions”. According to the Theses it might seem as if the organs
of the workers and peasants power have already come into
being in their primary form but that the revolution had not
even reached the second stage of the bourgeois-democratic
phase. Is not this antedating of the dual power linked up with
the danger of missing the moment of the real change in the
revolution?

In spite of the defects and ambiguities in the Theses I
must reiterate what I already said at the beginning, namely,
that in regard to the gull which separates the imperialists from
the oppressed the Theses pursue the line of the Second Con-
gress, which unfortunately cannot be said of the comrades who
spoke here on behali of the British Delegation.

To decide the question of the development of capitalist pro-
duction in the Colonies and its influence on colonial dependence,
it seems to me that the indication given by Comrade Lenin in
the article “Results of the Discussion on Self Determination”
is very important:

“The economic difference between the colonies and the
European peoples, at least the majority of these peoples,
consisted above all in the fact that the Colonies were drawn
info the exchange of commodities but not yet into capita-
list production. Imperialism is moreover export of capital.
Capitalist production is being transierred to the Colonies
with ever increasing rapidity,” (Lenin, volume XIX,
page 196.)

I must say that the rapid transference of capitalist pro-
duction to the Colonies is not mentioned in the Theses. If the
Theses would declare that in spite of the development of capi-
talism the Colonies remain an agrarian appendage of the impe-
rialist couniries because the level of this development is very
low in spite of the possibility of a temporarily increased rate;
if the Theses were to declare this there would have been fewer
misunderstandings in the discussion. But they declare much
more. They declare that the Colonies are developing more and
more into an agrarian appendage of the imperialist countries.

More and more (i. e. in most cases) — but this does not fit
in with a process of “transference of capitalist production to
the Colcnies”.

But what is Lenin’s conclusion from this? He declared:

“They (i. e. the Colonies to which capital is exported)
cannot be freed from dependence on European finance ca-
pital. From the military standpoint as well as from the
standpoint of expansion the separation of the Colonies in
general. is only possible under Socialism, and under capita-
lism only in exceptional cases or at the price of a series
of revolutions and insurrections in the Colonies and Mother
couniries.’

-

Comrades, I am not quite sure that also in the last decla-
ration of the British Delegation the idea is emphasised that
de-colonisation can be effected not only through an insurrec-
{ion in the Colonies but also through a revolution in the Mother
Couniry.

Comrade Bennett who is interrupting me all the time, as-
serts that they say the same. But I would like him to explain
the following: one of the most important lacunae in the Theses
consists in their not saying anything about the tasks of the
Communist Parties in the imperialist couniries in regard to the
Colonies. This is of course an involuniary lacuna and is pro-
bally due to the fact that the Theses were drawn up by Com-
rade Kuusinen whereas the tasks of the Communist Parties in
the imperialist couniries are dealt with in another report by
Comrade Ercoli. I think that the British Delegation would
have done right il instead of its amendment concerning the in-
dustrialisation it had brought forward an addendum to this
question. Of course this addendum will be made anyhow. But
the British Delegation would have done right if it had formu-
lated this addendum, if it had taken the initiative in this
guestion.

If the British Delegation will bring forward addenda
concerning the duties and tasks of the Communist Party, it will
mitigate to a great extent the misunderstandings which it called
forth in the discussion in connection with Comrades Bennett's
and Rothstein’s position. In regard fo this dispute the funda-
mental lines of the Theses are certainly correct. They are the
continuation of the Theses of the Second Congress. (Applause.)

Comrade CARDENAS (Colombia):

Comrades, in a general way, I express the agreement of
the Colombian delegation on the report presented here, except
where it deals with the classification of the semi-colonial
countries. This could be made more in agreement with the
situation. For instance, Argentina, which is a serrp-colomal.
country, is more free to dispose of herself than certain Balkan
countries that are classified in the theses as independents.

The Colombian Delegation is also in agreement in general
with what was expressed before the Congress by Comrade
Humbert Droz with regard to Latin America. What Comrade
Humbert-Droz said about Latin-America is only one step lor-
ward in the direction of the study of these Latin-American
questions. Comrade Humbert Droz has certain ideas about
Pan-Latin Americanism with which we do noﬁ agree, at least,
not altogether. .

I have the impression that the character of the coming
revolution in the Latin American countries has not been clearly
expressed here. It appears to me that there has been an over-
estimation of the role of the petiy-bourgeoisie in the revolution.
Owing to the extent of imperialist penetration on the part of
the United States in some of the Latin American countries,
the petty-bourgeoisie has become weaker, and the proletariat
has arisen which, although it has no tradition as a proletariat,
no clear Marxist understanding, has a very developed class-
consciousness. There has been formed in Colombia a Revolu-
tionary Socialist Party, which has shown considerable class-
consciousness, and which has been able to deal a formidable
blow to imperialism.

I therefore hope that the Latin American révolution will
become a revolution somewhat between a proletarian and a
pettybourgeois revolution.

I also wish to express here the satisfaction with which
I listened to the speech of Comrade Wolfe. This speech indicates
that the North American Party now realises the enormous
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revolutionary force that Latin America represents at the present
time, and that the Party will now pay more attention to the
tasks in connection with
think that no other Party in the Comintern should pay as much
attention to our Latin American problems as the American
Party.

Speaking of the characteristics of the coming revolution
in Latin America, I refer to the statements of Comrade Travin,
who asserts that it is not possible for a single country in
Latin America to achieve a bourgeois-democratic revolution
because of the dependence of these countries upon the U. S.
We have a good example that repudiates this point of view.
We have already seen that Sandino, in a little insignificant
country like Nicaragua, has been able to fight against American
imperialism for more than a year and a half.

Ii Comrade Travin would say that the possibilities of a
victorious petty-bourgeois revolution in Latin America are
greater if it will take place in several countries, I would be
in full agreement with him. Precisely the cohesion and organi-
sation of the different movements of Latin America is the
task of the Comintern.

A bourgeois-dentocratic revolution in Colombia, for
example, would only be seriously menaced by Yankee imperialist
intervention in the coastal districts, but in the interior of
the country the United States would not be able to make
great headway.

Until a short time ago Colombia was the country in Latin
America which was able to stand outside the imperialist mo-
vement in Latin America. In fact, with the exception of the
banana region, which is on the Atlantic Coast; and the platinum
region on the Pacific Coast, the interior of Colombia has
resisted imperialist penetration. But previously Colombia was
subjected to the holy “imperialism” of the Roman Pontiff carried
on through the priests and other kinds of the religious hier-
?)rchy who turned Colombia into a feudal territory of the

ope.

In a short time Yankee imperialism has rooted itself in
Colombia. Its economic positions there are very solid, Its
bankers have loaned, without any specific guarantee, more
than 2 million dollars. At the present moment negotiations are
being conducted to put through a loan of 100 milion dollars.

To the U. S. we export 80% of our products and import
58% of our own total import trade. In 1913 the imports
from the U. 8. amounted to $ 7,647,164 and in 1924, to
$ 25,671,858, . )

The banana exploitation and the extraction of the platinum
yield a profit to Yankee imperialism of more than ten million
dollars.

The oil zone, has a territorial extension of 88,000 sq. kilo-
metres.

The best located section of this zone is already in the
hands of American oil companies.

The only company, the Tropical Oil Company-, has in
Colombia 400,000 hectares of rich oil land, and it carries its
oil to the sea through 800 kilometres of pipeline which cost
$ 40,000,000, At the present moment negotiations are being
carried on by the British oil companies, as a result of which
the antagonism -between these rivals is developing. In the
course of a few years Colombia fell definitely under the influence
of American capital and of American imperialism.

The bourgeoisie of Colombia has surrendered deliberately,
it has joined hands with imperialism and has beconie a definite
agent of it.

The Colombian proletariat has formed a party, a working
class party, called “The Socialist Revolutionary Party”, which,
if it has not a solid Marxist ideology, nevertheless has a class-
consciousness quite sufficient to play an important role in
the coming bourgeois democratic revolution in Colombia.

Imperialist penetration has not only called forth a vigorous
opposition of the proletariat, but has aroused large sections
of the petty-bourgeoisie. The intellectual and commercial bour-
geoisie and even the petty-peasant proprietors find themselves
in a certain dilemma — whether they should go to the revolu-
tion with us or whether they should support imperialism. They
do not like the idea to follow us, but imperialism is also re-
pugnant to them. The definite ruin of agriculture which is its
basis of living and the competition of industry from the United
States undoubtedly tends to drive it into our camp.

the Latin American movement. I.

This petty-bourgeoisie will not be able to keep away from,
or to stand aside from carrying through its historical role
which in Colombia is very great indeed, i. e. the struggle
against feudalism. The petty-bourgeoisie will not play the same
role that it did in Mexico because we have a Labour Party
in Colombia.. Naturally, the petty-bourgeoisie will have at the
start the hegemony in the campaign, but it will have to reckon
with us also.

In the centres of oil production, in railroad construction,
in transport in gemeral, which in Colombia has become great
now, there are proletarian zones and this proletariat has for-
med the Socialist Revolutionary Party. And we are just at the
beginning, in fact, of imperialist penetration. This developing
proletariat will become more and more sirong every day. The
Communists will have to take advantage of the revolufionary
situation which exists in Latin America and the Communist
International will have to co-ordinate these movements, so that
when they are in a united front against international imperia-
lism, real results will be achieved. If a united front of the coun-
{ries facing imperialist penetration in Brazil, Venezuela, Co-
lombia, Peru, Ecuador, etc.,, is made, a great number of mar-
kets will be withdrawn from American imperialist domination
and this will greatly affect American industry, and above all,
will weaken the moral prestige of American Imperialism at
home.

Comrade LOMINADZE (Soviet Union):

Comrades, I think that Comrade Kuusinen’s theses and
report are a big stride in regard to the study of the colonial
problem by the Communist International. I consider correct the
most important part of the theses, the part which deals with
tactics. Ii Comrade Kuusinen’s theses are nevertheless conten-
tious, this is due to the newness and complicated nature of
the problem which is confronting us. We are face to face for
the first time with a whole series of important questions.

I will deal with the most important questions which, in
my opinion, are either not definitely enough formulated or are
not correctly raised in the theses.

The first question is that of the role of imperialism in
the development of productive forces in the colonies. Does the
capitalist rule of the mother countries over the colonies impede
the development of productive forces there? Yes, it does. But
to limit ourselves to this ansver, would be only a common
place: the concrete dialectical picture of the development of the
colonies becomes obliterated, the multi-coloured reality assumes
a uniform colour and the historical delimitations which sepa-
rate various epochs of development disappear. The error of
non-dialectical treatment of the question was committed here
by comrades who were too ardent in their attack on the
British Delegation and particularly on Comrade Bennett. What
is the real state of affairs? To answer this question, it will
be best to take those parts of the theses which are contentious.
I will read the parts which I do not consider quite correct.
Here is the first of them. We read on page 4:

“The devastating effects revealed by capitalist deve-
lopment everywhere, especially in its first phase, are pro-
duced in an accelerated tempo and in a tremendously
enlarged degree by the penetration of foreign capital in
the colonies, whereas for the most part little or nothing
is to be seen of the progressive results of capitalism.
‘Where in times past a relatively well-off people, or an old
culture was to be found, this has now been ruined by
the imperialist colonial regime, and the mass of the toiling
population has been flung into the deepest material and
cultural poverty”.

The first part of the extract I have just read is perfectly
correct. But objection can be taken to the too categorical and
onesided assertions in the second part.

It contains a somewhat idyllic description of the situation
which capitalism found in the colonial countries. Some com-
rades assert that these words about the well-being of the
people, the old national culture — we must not forget that
the words, “national culture” are frequently taken to mean that
in this culture the whole people participated as the subject —
are Marx’ words. I do not know, but I can say that I have
not found such words in Marx. But I found something else on
this subject. In his letters on India Marx declares point blank

B
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that he does not share the views of thosé who believe in the
existence of the golden age of Hindustan.

Marx was probably the first who gave prominence to the
question of the misery caused by the penetration of European
capitalism in the colonies. But Marx did not give an idyilic
description of the state of affairs found there by contemporary
capitalism. Marx said that “the idyllic communal basis was
the basis of despotism”, that it set narrow limits to reasoning,
subordinated it to traditional rules and deprived it of any
greatness, any energy for historical action.

Marx declared that the life led by the primitive commiine
was a miserable life without progress, that it was in fact
vegetation, a passive form of existence. Marx pointed out that
the Commune was degraded by caste distinctions, by man’s
subordination to circumstances instead of raising man to the
position of master over these outward circumstances. This is
how Marx appreciated the beginnings of the penetration of
British capitalism in Hindustan: “It is true that in effecting
the social revolution in Hindustan, Great Britain was guided
by the grossest interests and was by no means clever in its
methods, but this is immaterial. The question is — can man-
kind fulfil its mission without an ultimate revolution in the
social position of the East. If not, Great Britain was, in spite
of all its crimes, the unconscious tcol of history in the achie-
vement of this revolution.” (Translated from the Russian. Tr.)

It seems to me that if an attempt is made in the theses to
estimate the importance of the penetration of capitalism in the
colonies, this side of the question should also be pointed out.
This would not of course imply kow-towing before imperia-
lism and capitalism, just as it is not implied in Marx’ words.
(Marynow: Did Marx write this before or after the October
Revolution?)

Comrade Martynov, if you like I will answer this question
at once. I had occasion myself — and this is a truth not dis-
covered by me — at the VIL. Plenum to say that capitalism has
ceased to be a progressive phenomenon after the victory of the
October Revolution in our country, that even in regard to
colonial countries one can no longer speak of the progressive
role of capitalist development because history has already given
another, a higher, type of social development. But this does not
mean that also from the historical viewpoint, when estimating
the historical past, we must deny the progressive role of
capitalism. Marx ascribed to the penetration of capitalism in
the Eastern countries the importance of a revolutionary change,
in spite of the monstrous crimes perpetrated by Britain in
India. Neither can one deny from the historical viewpoint the
progressive role of imperialism compared with pre-monopolist
capitalism. This, too, is not my idea, it is Lenin’s idea. You
will find this idea expressed in Lenin’s article against Piatakov.

I will deal now with the second question about which
there was so much divergence of opinion here. It is not true
that the theses do not differentiate between two diverse epochs
in the colonial policy of capitalism; the epoch of pre-mono-
polist capitalism and the epoch of finance capital.

How did Lenin deal with this question? Martynov had
much to say about the anti-Leninist views of those with whom
he urgued, but he himself did by no means defend Leninist
views. I will read you a quotation from Lenin. Comrade
Shubin has already given this quotation, but I will repeat it
because it is of enormous importance. Comrade Shubin holds
such eclectic views that this quotation does not justify his
position in the least. This is what Lenin said in 1916:

“The economic difference between colonies and Euro-
pean peoples — at least the majority of the latter — con-
sisted (this refers to the past, V."L.) mainly in the fact
that the colonies were drawn into the exchange of goods,
but not into capitalist production. Imperialism has changed
this. Imperialism is, among other things, export of capital.
Capitalist production is being rapidly trausferred to the
colonies”.

At this juncture I will dispose beforehend of an argument
which most of the comrades have been using rather indiscri-
minately. These comrades say: If one admits that industry is
developing in colonies, one comes to the theory of decoloni-
sation. This was the argument used by most of the comrades
in reply to the British Delegation. However, imperialism is

export of capital from the mother countries to the colonies.
This is an incontrovertible fact. 1f one admits that the capital
of the mother countries initiates and creates a basis for the
development of industry in the colonies in which process
foreign capital plays a decisive, commanding role in industry, .
this by no means leads to any decolonisation theory. Why?
Because development of indusiry at the expense of foreign
capital does not increase the well-being of the colonial country,
it does not increase its economic independence and does not
lead to decolonisation, but to even greater oppression and ens-
lavement of the colonies by the imperialist mother countries.
The viewpoint which leads to the decolonisation theory is that
which wants to describe the whole process of development as
if the entire industrial development in the colonies takes place
in spite of the finance capital of the mother country, a view-
point which describes the state of affairs as if the internal forces
of the colonial countries are the only foundation for the develop-
ment of their industry in spite of the policy and actual activity
of the finance capital of the mother countries. This of course
leads to the decolonisation theory because if, for instance,
China and India have succeeded — in spite of the policy of
imperialism — to make such a gigantic stride in regard to
industrial development in the last 30 years, this must be a
guarantee that the colonies will be able to achieve without
great upheavals their economic emancipation from the mother
countries.

This is the error into which are falling those who want
to obliterate the importance of industrial development in the
colonies by means of foreign capital.

I will read you another quotation from Lenin. 1 take it
from his book on “Imperialism” to which Comrade Martynov
referred.

“The export of capital influences the development of
capitalism in countries to which it is directed, and accele-
rates it enormously. If therefore, this export can impede to
a certain extent development in the exporting countries,
this can only take place at the price of exiension and inten-
sification of the further development of capitalism throug-
hout the world.”

Thus, according to Lenin, the development of capitalism
extends and intensifiies in countries to which capital is expor-
ted, and such countries are also the colonies. One cannot deny
that the export of capital to non-colonial backward countries
is in any case not bigger than to the colonies.

What is incorrect in Comrade Kuusinen’s theses? The asser-
tion that colonial countries are becoming more and more an
agrarian appendage of capitalism, and also the assertion that
raw material is exported only to the industrial mother coun-
tries. This was correct formerly, in the epoch of pre-mono-
polist capitalism, but it is not correct now.

The inherent law, the tendency of economic development in
the colonies under imperialism does not consist in their gradual
transformation linto an agrarian appendage of the mother
countries, but in their transformation from an agrarian appen-
dage into a sphere where productive capital is functioning and
to which the centre of gravity of the production of the mother
countries is transferred.

I reiterate, this is only the general tendency of the econo-
mic development of the colonies under imperialism, a tendency
which is not yet realised and which will not be realised, in
as far as proletarian revolutions and the colonial revolutionary
movement will interrupt this process. But we cannot deny this
law. This would mean putting upside down Lenin’s whole
teaching, which some comrades attempted to do here in an
indirect manner.

Yesterday Comrade Bennett read here a quotation from an
article by Lenin (Bennett: I did not read it, I merely referred
to it), an article written in March 1923, one of Lenin’s last
articles in which he says:

»At the same time a whole series of countries: The
East, India and China, etc, got out of their depth as a
consequence of the recent capitalist war. Their development
assumed definitely the form of the general European capi-
talist development. A general European movement was
initiated there. It is clear now to the whole world that they
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were drawn into a development which is bound to lead to
a crisis of the entire world capitalism.”

The same assertion was made by Lenin in 1912 in an
article on China, but I will not read this quotation here. He
also said this in 1916, in his pamphlet on imperialism, in the
discussion on the national question, and in 1923, in one of his
last articles. Lenin has always emphasised that imperialism
stimulates the industrial development of the colonies, that it
creates a basis for industrial development in the colonies, and
that in this not native but foreign capital is playing the chief
cole. But Lenin does not say that this leads to decolonisation.
On the contrary, Lenin asserts that the stronger the industrial
development in the colonies, the mare acute the struggle between
the colonies and imperialism, the more it assumes a contem-
porary European iharacter, i. e. the more the proletariat
become the driving force of the colonial revolutions. But without
revolution the colonies cannot shake off the yoke of finance
capital. Only as an exceptional case is “peaceful” separation of
the colonies possible; only revolution in the mother countries
and colonies will enable the latter to separate from the former.

This is what Lenin said. Does all this niean that imperialism
is developing the productive forces? Certainly not. By
establishing big industry in the colonies, imperialism impedes
the general development of the productive forces of the colonies.
Precisely this side of imperialist policy is not sufficiently em-
phasised in Comrade Kuusinen’s theses, What is the character
of the imperialist policy in the colonies? First of all it impedes
development, or rather it interferes with the development of
agriculture in the colonies, This is a general truth accepted by
all. This fact is mentioned in Comrade Kuusinen’s theses, but
not in the part which deals with the economic role of im-
perialism in the colonies.

What form does this imperialist interference with the de-
velopment of the productive forces of agriculture in the colonies
take? Finance capital in the colonies has first and foremost
the support of the most reactionary pre-capitalist classes, big
landowners, feudal lords, gentry, etc. Imperialism, by streng-
thening these classes through political alliance with them, im-
pedes the agrarian revolution without which the further develop-
ment of agriculture in the colonies is impossible. By resting
politically on the most reactionary social circles in the colonies,
imperialism makes even a gradual reform of agrarian relations
impossible.

In some colonies we witness the development of capitalist
plantations created by foreign capital. From the viewpoint of
technique and the organic composition of the capital, these
plantations represent a step forward compared with colonial
agriculture. But plantations do not exist everywhere, and the
price of their establishment is wholesale ruin of the peasant
farming which is excluded from the process of development of
the productive forces. Moreover, finance capital has in colonial
agriculture the function of trade and usurious capital; it stcops
to this form only in regard to agriculture. While trade-usurious
capital destroys old forms of production, it does not create new
ones. By destroying agriculture in the colonies, imperialism
narrows down '(Keir internal market and consequently the base
for the further development of industry. This fundamental
feature of imperialist policy should be emphasised in the theses.

In regard to the question of industrialisation in the narrow
sense of this word, one cannot of course say that indusirialisa-
tion of the type at which we are aiming here in the Soviet
Union is taking place now in the colonies. Competition and
the tariff policy of the industrial mother countries impede and
distort the direction of industrial development in the colonies.
Light industry develops first of all, production of means of pro-
duction lags behind compared with other branches. But it seems
to me that it is impossible to prove that this is the inherent
law of the development of capitalism. The question of the export
of capital, into what sphere of production this capital flows, is
determind by the rate of profit, and nothing else, Nevertheless,
one cannot deny that in the last 25—30 years a gigantic indu-
strial development has taken place in countries such as China,
India, Egypt and others. But one should not confound indu-
strial development with the general development of the pro-
ductive forces of these countries. That is why I comsider in-

c}(l)rrect a whole series of assertions in Comrade Kuusinen’s
theses.

i am coming now to the question of the division of colonies
into four groups: I will deal briefly with this question. It seems
to me that it would be better to replace this division by de-
finitely laying down four groups, pointing out in the theses
that colonial and semi-colonial countries are on diverse planes
of economic and social-political development. It is essential to
give examples of countries on the lowest plans of social-eco-
nomic development, of others which are on the highest plane
and also of those which are on an intermediate plane, instead
of squeezing all the colonial countries info firmly defined four
groups and then attempting to subdivide these groups according
to their specific character.

I will deal now with the role of the bourgeoisie. This sub-
ject as it appears in Comrade Kuusinen’s theses, has been
already subjected here fo very correct criticism. I want to make
a few additional remarks.

It seems to me first of all that Comrade Kuusinen does not
lay enough stress on the fact that the industrial bourgeoisie in
the colonies is very weak, that it constitutes only an insigni-
ficant part of the whole bourgeoisie, that trade and usurious
capital and compradordom are much more powerful in the
colonies. This error is particularly noticeable in paragraph 18
of Kuusinen’s theses. However, I think that the most glaring
and dangerous error is that which appears in paragraph 20
and the following paragraphs in which Kuusinen gives promi-
nence to the idea that cooperation of the national bourgeoisie
with the revolutionary camp for a certain period, is not out
of the question. Comrades, it is {rue that this possibility is not
out of the question. But in Kuusinen’s theses maximum stress
is laid in regard to the role of the bourgecisie on proving this
possibility, whereas no account is taken of the fact that this
historical possibility has already existed, but can hardly be
said to exist any longer. :

Comrade Kuusinen transfers the historical possibility which
really existed in the past, to the future without explaining that
this is an already accomplished phase of development. There
can of course be isolated exceptions. But one cannot make a rule
out of exceptions for this would be a serious mistake, the
mistake becomes more serious because maximum efforts are
made {o prove a truth which was true in the past period. I
also consider incorrect the tactical deduction which Comrade
Kuusinen makes from this analysis.

Comrade Kuusinen thinks that failure to distinguish bet-
wéen the national reformists and the ruling counter-revolutionary
bloc of imperialists and feudal lords, is an ultra-left error. This
is true, and I am prepared to say that even after the national
bourgeoisie goes over definitely into the counter-revolutionary
camp ,as this was in China, one must distinguish between it
and the feudal lords and imperialists. But the further deduction
made by Kuusinen is not correct. This is what he says:

“It is not true that Swarajests and Waidists and others
have already exposed themselves in the eyes of the masses
as allies of imperialism and counter-revolutionary traitors
to the national movement. To expose their true character
in the eyes of the masses, much educational work and a
much greater political experience of these masses themselves
are needed. In a word, a whole preparatory phase is ne-
cessary, and we cannot skip over the difficulties of this
phase, we cannot treat lightly its tasks. Swarajists, Wai-
dists, etc., have not yet betrayed the national-liberation
struggle as the Kuomintang has done in China.”

I think that we must argue with the utmost energy against
this historical assertion, Facts were mentioned here concerning
India and Egypt which show that the bourgeoisie of these
countries is already struggling against the revolutionary move-
ment of the masses. This applies to a considerable exfent also
to the petty-bourgeois party “Sarekat Islam” in Indonesia. Its
treachery is already confirmed by history, and one cannot bring
forward in the theses of the VI World Congress of the Com-
munist International the assertion that the Swarajists and Wai-
dists have not yet betrayed the national-liberation struggle, and
that they will still vacillate between this and that camp.

Another wrong deduction is — that it is essential “at this
stage to concentrate the maip fire not against them, not
against the national bourgeoisie, but against the present direct
chief enemy — the ruling imperialist-feudal bloc.”
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Comrades, when in 1905 our Party was struggling against
absolutism the chief enemy who had®to be overthrown, was
absolutism; in our agitation and propaganda the firing was
pre-eminently directed against the cadet party. In 1917 our
criticism was pre-eminently directed against the Mensheviks
because the bourgeoisie in 1905 and the Mensheviks in 1917
were the chief bulwark of the social order which we wanted
to overthrow. In order to develop the national-liberation miove-
ment in the colonies, Communists must struggle energetically
against their bourgeoisie, making this struggle the most im-
portant part of their activity. The tactical deduction in the
theses is wrong from any viewpoint, and requires radical
correction.

I will deal very briefly with the question of the petty bour-
geoisie. It seems to me that Comrade Kuusinen is wrong when
in point 24 he considers indiscriminately the entire petty bour-
geoisie as a driving force in the revolution.

This is not correct. We should emphasise from the beginning
the special role of the urban petty bourgeoisie, which we cannot
‘consider as a driving force of the revolution without a series of
reservations. We must strictly distinguish between it and the
peasantry which is a real driving force of the revolution in the
colcnies. There is finally the question of division into stages.
In the theses the stages are again divided into certain phases.

Comirades, it seems to me that such division is too schematic.
First of all it is difficult to understand. I must say, that I read
a certain statement four times without understanding it, and
yet theses are written for people who know much less than we,
delegates to this Congress.

But the main error of such division is — that the movement
in the colonies will certainly not follow these stages and phases.
We have seen in what a peculiar manner the Chinese revolution
developed. Can we say with certainty that revolutionary develop-
ment in other countries will follow the path of the Chinese
revolution? Kuusinen’s theses are a slavish copy of the Chinese
revolution. 1 think that the revolutionary development will be
necessarily different in other countries from that in China. Lenin
has pointed out repeatedly that revolutions will assume in the
various countries a peculiar original character, and in regard
to the East, he pointed out to Sukhanov that the revolution will
assume forms which contemporary social democratic philistines
cannot even imagine. Lenin was against all general schemes for
the revolutionary movement of the various countries. We can
see that revolutionary development varies in the various coun-
tries — in Egypt, India, China, etc.

I also think that the political error of such division is as
follows: the first and second phase in the first stage are
described in the following manner: in the first phase the bour-
geoisie still forms part of the national-revolutionary movement;
in the second phase the big national bourgeoisie has already
allied itself so firmly with the feudal-imperialist bloc “that its
oppositional character is overshadowed by its counter-revolu-
tionary brutal war against the revolutionary workers’ and
peasants’ movement”.

Thus, the role of the bourgeoisie has changed to the extent
that from a temporary unreliable alliance with the national-
revolutionary camp it has gone over to brutal suppression and
fierce 'struggle against the workers’ and peasants’ movement. At
the same time the forces of {he workers’ and peasants’ revolution
are considered inadequate for seizure of power in the first as well
as in the second phase. Communists are not in power even in
the second phase, they are only beginning to consider the
question of power. Thus the defeat of the workers’ and
peasants’ camp seems to be pre-determined in the first phase.
It seems to me that this is a rather non-critical copy of the
trend of the revolution in China. Such a development did of
course take place in China. At first the bourgeoisie was even
at the head of the national-revolutionary camp; subsequently it
joined the reactionary camp and was able to smash the camp
of the workers and peasants. But this was by no means pre-
determined objectively. If it had not been for the opportunist
errors of the Chinese Party, Communists could have converted
this second stage or transition from one stage to another into
victory over the bourgeoisie, into a state of affairs when
instead of the bourgeoisie “brutally suppressing the workers
and peasants, the workers and peasants would have suppressed
the big landowners and the bourgeoisie.”

It seems to me that this is a too fatalistic and slavish copy
of the trend of the Chinese revolution which was to a consider-
able extent determined by the errors of the opportunist exe-
cutive of the Communist Party of China. Ii must be our
foremost task to prevent a repetition in other countries of this
second stage with its brutal suppression of the workers and
peasants, and to endeavour to wring the neck of the bourgeoisie
and other reactionary classes in the first stage.

I want to read only one statement which requires no
comiment from an article published in the “C. 1.” and signed by
Lin Ho-yuan. This is what he says:

“The revolutionary path of the development of agri-
culture which is connected with the destruction of the
monopoly of big landownership and the transference of all
the land to the peasantry for free usufruct, is under the
peculiar forms of agriculture which have developed in China
in the course of history, the farmer-capitalist (‘American’)
path of development”.

This monstrous twaddle which requires no comment is pre-
sented to us in the “Communist International” as a new reve-
lation on the Chinese question. It is true that Lin Ho-yuan
accompanies his thesis with a whole series of reservations. But
the analogy itself between the capitalist development of agricul-
ture and the development of agriculture in China, the analogy
which = seeks justification in what Lenin said in an utterly
different situation about the development of Russian agriculture,
remains nevertheless. We must declare ruthless war on such
glorification of capitalism for contemporary China.

I am coming to the end of my speech and would like to
say in cenclusion a few words to Comrade Pepper, who in his
speech here devoted much time to me. I do not raise the Pepper
question because I consider myself insulted by the polemics and
personal attacks on me by Comrade Pepper.

Nevertheless if T am compelled to devote a' few words to
Pepper, although this is highly unpleasant to me as well as to
the Congress, I do so for the following reasons: Firstly, the
struggle at the Congress against Pepper, not only on my part
but also on the part of tens of delegates who spoke against
Pepper for various reasons quite as emphatically as I did, is
not a personal intrigue against Pepper. Personally I have not
and cannot have anything against Pepper; my attitude is merely
a perfectly justifiable, healthy, revolutionary protest against the
opportunism, lack of principle and narrow political sectarianism
which Comrade Pepper personifies. If it were only a question of
Pepper’s personal qualities, he could be left to himself. But
Pepper makes use of these qualities very extensively in politics.
No wonder that on the part of an enormous majority of the
Congress if not on the part of the Congress as a whole, these
politicai qualities of Comrade Fepper are very much rsented.
This alene justifies such a very unpleasant occupation as pole-
mics with Pepper.

Secondly, Pepper allowed himself today a political declara-
tion which I cannot leave unanswered. Pepper declared that
Comrade Bukharin’s arguments against comrades who under-
estimate the war danger, minimise the importance of inter-
national antagenisms and give an eclectic interpretation to the
correlation of international and internal differences in the capi-
talist world, were aimed at me. What justification could Pepper
have for such a statement? Pepper’s only motive in this could
be petty resentment of an offended person. In my sveech at
the Congress I said very emphatically that war danger is in the
present period the central point in the international situation.
I have never and nowhere brought forward the eclectic theory
against which Comrade Bukharin argued. Neither in these,
nor in any other questions, in which principle is involved, have
1 ever disagreed or disagree now with the policy and the
decisicns adepted by our Party delegation to the VI. Congress.

Thirdly, I cannot leave unanswered Pepper’s persistent insi-
nuations for already six months in regard to my disagreements
with the Executive Committee of the Comintern and my errors
in regard to the Chinese question before the IX. Plenum of the
E.C.C.1. During preparations for the IX. Plenum of the
E.C.C.1. and in the discussion of the Chinese question in the
E.C.C.1. T defended in connection with a series of questions
(about the character of the present stage of the Chinese revolu-
tion, about current events in China, etc.) a viewpoint which
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differed considerably from the subsequent decisions of the Polit.
Bureau of the C.C. of cur Party and of the IX. Plenum of the
E.C.C.1. From the moment that these decisions were adopted
by the Central Commitiee of our Party and the Comintern I
submitted to them completely and made a declaration to this
effect already at the IX. Plenum of the E.C.C.I. Events in
China after the IX. Plenum of the E.C.C.I. convinced me of
the erroneousness of my views in regard to a series of Chinese
questions, and I made a statement to this effect to the C.C. of
our Party and also to the Congress. But as Pepper is still trying
to get some satisfaction for himself in connection with “this
question, I must make the following statement:

As long as I was convinced of the correctness of my views
and as long, as no authoritative decisions were made in regard
to the contentious questions, 1 defended in free discussion my
viewpont to the best of my ability and irrespective of persons;
unlike Pepper, I am not accustomed to change my views in the
course of a day or an hour in accordance with what some
authoritative comrade might say in connection with the conten-
tious question. No one has ever seen or will see Pepper con-
tending with any of the leading comrades. This is with him evi-
dently a matter of inadequate firmness of principle and back-
bone. He always agrees with those who are his seniors even if
a minute ago he defended an utferly different viewpoint, This
was the case in regard to the character of the Chinese revo-
lution. In the discussion in the Chinese conferences in the
E.C.C.1. Pepper endeavoured to prove at first thatthe Canton iu-
surrection was the beginning of the socialist stage of the Chi-
nese revolution. As soon as he rnoticed that this view was not
shared by the leaders of the E. C. C. I, he changed his position
in the course of 40 minutes. No efforts of Pepper will obliterate the
disgraceful fact that he considered the Canton insurrection as
an adventure, that in regard to Canton he reproduced Plekha-
ncv’s argument against the Moscow armed insurrection. I do
not think it necessary to deal in detail with such “trifles” as
the demand to-replace for the Chinese rural districts the Soviet
slogan by the slogan of rural self-governments, as the proposal
to bring forward the slogan of a legal Communist Party in
China, etc. Pepper renounced these Menshevik proposals in the
course of 24 hours with the same ease as he renounces his ultra-
radical proposals. And this person dares to criticise from the’

platiorm of the Congress other people’s mistakes and errors.

in regard to the Chinese question!
I would like to say in conclusion:

The foolish and unfounded accusations made against me by
Pepper (accusations of under-eslimating war danger, imperia-
lism, and the colonial character of the Chinese revolution and
even — how very like Pepper — the accusation of Right devia-
tion) can only rouse a smile among those who have followed our
discussion. By such tactics Pepper has shown once more that
he fully deserves the position which he has created for himseli
in the Communist International. (Applause.)

Comrade RAVETTO (Argentina):

Comrades, the Argentine Delegation feels that it must join
in the discussion of the colonial theses in order to point out
certain characteristics of imperialist penetration in Argentine
and steps taken by the Communist Party.

It is well known that a ferocious struggle is going on bet-
ween British and North American imperialism for the economic
and political domination of Argentine. The consequences of this
struggle have taken the form of a growing dependence of our
country upon financial powers. These powers determine the
development of its economic life and, through exploitation and
pillaging the weaith of the country they are making the condi-
tions of the proletariat and workers worse fromday to day. They
are accelerating the process of proletarianisation of vast sections
of the peasants and urban petty bourgeoisie and are binding
more closely the bourgeois classes who are struggling for power
to the interests and policies of the two imperialisms.

British imperialism, which gets its support from the big
landed proprietors, looks upon Argentine as a source for war
materials. The railroads, the monopoly of which is held by the
big landholders, enables them to pillage the wealth of the coun-
try at a faster pace. Economic progress is checked and the an-

cient inefficient forms of labour are maintained. The big agra-
rian bourgeoisie, influented by British imperialism, has issued
the slogan: “Buy from those .why buy from us”.

North American imperialism on the other hand, which
during the past years has penetrated all spheres of the economic
life of the country and which is carrying on a ferocious
struggle against British imperialism for absolute domination,
gets its support from the industrial and commercial bourgeoisie
and is developing chiefly the industry of extraction and trans-
formation of the wealth of the country (monopoly of reirigera-
ting concerns, etc....). The industrial bourgeoisie is becoming
more and more identified with the interests of Yankee finance
capital which favours primarily the industries which are not
cpposed to the expansion and export of their own products and
which enable it to control the economic life of the country. It
is in the course of this penetration and of the struggle between
these two imperialisms that the process takes place of the diffe-
rentiation of classes in Argentine and the struggle for power.

The traditional agrarian class which ruled the country con-
tinuously during the war is gradually losing the dominant po-
sitions which it occupied. The viciory of the radical Irigoyenist
party in the last elections marked the downfall of the industrial
bourgeoisie and the beginning of more and more effective and
open domination of Yankee imperialism, which has got control
of -all the vital resources of the country. Our delegation is in
agreement with the characterisation of the Latin American coun-
tries as semi-colonial, this characterisation is absolutely correct
for Argentina, in spite of the formal independence which it
enjoys. The power and domination of imperialism in Argentina
are extending further and further, corrupting ever-greater sec-
tions of the classes in power and imposing upon the Communist
Party the struggle against imperialism as an essential task.

The Argentine delegation considers it necessary to carry
on a bitter struggle against the Apra, which is a sort of
Kuomintang of Latin America, as well as against all attempts
which under various forms, seek to prevent the hegemony of the
proletariat in the struggle against imperialism, and to transform
this struggle by means of the predominating influence of the
petty bourgeoisie objectively into a counter - revolutionary
struggle. The struggle against imperialism is only possible to
the extent that a struggle is carried on against the native bour-
geoisie which has sold itsell and become an accomplice of
imperialism and against the petty bourgeois opportunist
deviations — a struggle which must have for its aim a true
mass movement which will carry on the fight until the establish-
ment of a workers’ and peasants’ government. Our task is to
gather together the working and peasant masses, and to in-
fluence and bring with us the petty bourgeois masses which are
becoming more and more proletarianised. The slogans of a
workers’ and peasants’ bloc, organisation and consolidation of
the anti-imperialist league and trade union movement and, most
important of all, unity, according to the instruction of the Red
International of Labour Unions, are slogans which are perfectly
adapted to our country. It is the task of the Communist Party to
coordinate and direct all these movements. For this purpose, it
is indispensable to reinforce it and give it a good organisation,
to transform it into a mass party.

Originating as a small group in the capital city and having
passed through a crisis, the Party has spread into the interior
of the country and has firmly established itself in the provinces
of Cordova and Santa Fe. Our Party has maintained and in-
creased this influence by spreading among the working masses
the slogan of the workers’ and peasants’ bloc in order to rally
around it the exploited workers and peasants and lead them to
the struggle for the defence of their immediate interests.

In the struggle against imperialism and the bourgeoisie, we
must not lose sight of the important role played by their agents,
— the defenders of Pan-Americanism, the American Federation
of Labour, which, by opportunist phraseology and in the name
of democracy supports objectively and deliberately the penetra-
tion of Yankee imperialism — and lastly, the socialists who have
split the trade union movement and who are now following the
instructions of the Amsterdam Trade Union International; since
the establishment of its office in Buenos Ayres, this international
has_been attempting to influence the trade union movement of
Latin America. It has been opposing the American Federation
of Labour and placing itself at the service of English imperialism.
Social Democracy and the Amsterdam Trade Union International
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constitute an effective force in Argentina which they utilise as
a starting point for penetration throughout Latin America. It
is the duty of our Party to struggle most vigorously against the
corruption of a section of the working class, against the con-
quest of the labour movement by the imperialists, through the
intermediary of their agents, whether these be from the American
Federation of Labour or from the Amsterdam International; our
fundamental task is to get on a true class basis to struggle
against all imperialists, against the bourgeoisie as .allies of
imperialism, and against their agents, the socialists, petty bour-
geoisie and intellectuals who ignore the role of the proletariat
and against all forms of labour demagogy.

The struggle of the workers and peasants of our country
must be joined and bound up with the struggle of all the coun-
tries of South America, which are also the prey of imperialism,
which is oppressing us cynically and openly, which is utilising
all methods for its penetration, which is splitting the nations
and inciting them against each other, in order to weaken them
~and take control of them more easily. The revolutionary and
anti-imperialist movements in South™ America have common
aims, they must therefore form a united front which in alliance
with the proletariat of the ruling countries, can break down the
oppressive power of imperialism. The Communist Party of
Argentina is faced with formidable and multiple tasks. In the
course of the past years we have had favourable conditions but
we have not known how to become a real Party which could
lead the masses in the fight. We have yielded on many points
of our position. We have been torn by internal crises. Never-
theless, the Party has acquired broad experience and, at the
present time, it is busy with the work of uniting its forces,
analysing its mistakes and take advantage of the experiences of
these past years. It is changing its methods of work and organi-
sation. It is raising the level of its members, and with the
support and direction of the Communist International it will
transform itself into a great mass Party and will be in a
position to accomplish its task of leading the proletariat to
victory against imperialism.

Comrade WURM (E.C.C.1):

Comrades, I believe that one of the essential questions on
which there was a controversy during the discussion of the
Colenial question was also somewhat brushed aside in the dis-
cussion. In the speeches of some of the comrades a certain
schematism was to be observed which rendered it impossible
to ascertain the proper points of difference.

I should like to deal” with some details of ‘the essential
question of the so-called “decolonisation”. This “decolonisation”
involves everywhere such different things that it is possible
only to establish here the general features of this development.
The general feature consists in securing the bases of raw ma-
terials and selling markets. Comrade Arnot stated in his speech
that the first period of capitalist colonial policy was expressed
in the exporting of commodities, whilst the second period was
expressed in the exporting of capital. He also complained that
the question of colonial policies was being considered too sche-
matically. Nevertheless he himself promptly fell into a kind of
schematism, for even in the second period of capitalist coloni-
sation the export of commodities cannot be separated from the
export of capital. We find these two forms intermingling and
interlolcking, whilst the deciding role belongs to the export of
capital. .

Is it pos:ible to judge of the development of the forces of
production in a given country by the size of its capital export?
Already here we encounter some difficulties. For we have to
consider not only the amounts of money that flow into the
colonial countries, but also the concrete application which is
made of them. If we observe the export of capital-to the colonial
countries from this standpoint, we find a great variety of pur-
poses for which this money is employed. Almost invariably the
building of ways of communication constitutes the first purpose.
Thus, in India, the transport was developed by means of
capital export. But does this development of the transport consti-
tute an unquestionable proof of the development of the produc-
tive forces in India? Not at all. In the whole of England’s rail-
way policies in India or in Alrica, or in other colonies, the
question of revenues from the railways does not play any role
from the standpoint of economics. The railways were con-
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venient source of tremendous profits, and the capitalists were
only interested in making sure of the interest on their invest-
ments, for which purpose the revenue of the country, etc. was
practically mortgaged. This constitutes the only concern of the
tmperialist country which makes colonial investments.

It should be generally observed that the industrial develop-
ment of the colonies, apart from the colonies for land settlers,
did not go any further than the creation of a certain raw
material industry, or at most, certain industry of semi-manu-
factures. This is the general course of development to be ob-
served in every colony.

There was a good deal spoken here about industrialisation.
I believe that this term, if taken in the Marxian sense, implies
something different from what was put into it by some com-
rades here. As a matter of fact, this term implies not only the
development of an industry of raw materials and semi-manu-
factures, but the concept of industrialisation implies also the
development of the manufacturing industries. It is only in this
manner that the term acquires the importance which it has for
capitalist production.

Comrade Bennett said that the whole question was not dealt
with in a Marxian way by those comrades who deny the pro-
cess of decolonisation. But he did not take the trouble to adduce
any proof that this was a Marxian definition, but he simply
went on to quote Marx on India. The fault with his argument
here was that in the very passage quoted it was said by Marx
that a certain capitalist development in colonial countries is
possible only after the importation of machinery. Nothing at
all is proved by the quotations from Comrade Dutt. If British
capitalism deliberately pursues this new development, the que-
stion may just as well be asked whether it possesses definite
ways and means to hinder this development. I believe British
imperialism in India has these means at its disposal. England
possesses sufficient means to prevent the penetration of foreign
capital into India, or to turn it into such channels as would
serve the interests .of British imperialism.

Comrade Bennett went on to say that the British imperia-
lists were no doctrinaires, that they were clever enough to ad- ‘
just themeselves to the eventual developments. But I believe
this also to be a mistake. We have to deal here with certain
tendencies- of development in which imperialism, or capitalism,
becomes involved and from which it cannot escape even by means
of the cleverest policies.

However, the most important point is that it was declared
by Comrade Bennet that the question of decolonisation was a
bogey. Is this question considered a bogey by those comrades
who expound this theory? Anyone who lately followed the dis-
cussion on this question has observed the contrary, namely,
that we have to deal here with a very serious conception on the
part. of individual comrades which harbours a big danger. Of
the articles written by the Comrades Raihboue, Roy and Lu-
hani, I am going to quote from one by Luhani. He writes on
the question of decolonisation: ‘ '

“The process whereby India ceases to be a colony was
stimulated by the weakness of British imperialism and not
by the strength of the Indian bourgeoisie”.

Thus, Comrade Luhani speaks in his report about a pro-
cess now going on in the course of which India ceases to be
a colony. Does not this constitute a complete denial of the facts?
But he goes even further. In the same report we find the follo-
wing sentence:

“Outwardly India represents today a modern bourgeois
State which is rapidly doing away with the social survivals
of feudalism.”

Now, comrades, I believe that these statements contain a
very great danger. And how does Luhani picture the extent of
India’s economic development? He writes:

“The International Labour Office of the League of
Nations considers India as one of the world’s eight big
industrial countries. As regards the textile industry — the
oldest industry in the country — India occupies fifth place
in the world. The steel industry, which recently sprang
up in India, is beginning to compete with European and
American steel in the Indian market. On the other hand,
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the capital accumulated by Indian capitalists is looking for
opportunities of investment, even outside of India. Last
year it was reported by the ‘Times’ that Indian capital was
2lready available for investment abroad, whilst Indian
manufactured goods were already gaining their way to the
less developed Eastern markets. Indian mercantile capital
was being invested in South Africa, in Kenya. Quite lately
an Indian shipping company with Indian capital began to
compete in the coastwise shipping in the Indian Ocean and
was building a fleet of vessels to get into business for
greater distances also.”

This constitutes already a panegyric which we are not used
to hearing in Communist circles. Now Comrades, I believe these
few quotations will suffice to show that the Communist Inter-
national ought to devote the greatest attention to these concep-
tions. The point of the controversy certainly does not relate to
the fact that anyone might deny the existence of a certain in-
dustry. But the question is to ascertain the specific importance
of this industry in relation to the whole economy of the country.
And what do we find? Comrade Remmele was sharply attacked
by Comrade Arnot for having designated the consumption of
coal as the criterion of the extent of industrial development in
a given country. If there is a deliberate industrialisation policy
on the part of British imperialism, one should presume that at
least the consumption of coal would directly increase to the same
extent as the production within the country. Yet we find, for
instance, that 1.2 million tons of coal were exported in 1925 and
2.6 million in 1926, which shows a growing export of coal with
a relatively slight increase in the consumption of coal.

It was further stated by Comrade Arnot that there was a
tremendous increase in the output of steel. This is unquestion-
ably true. But is this an argument for industrialisation? Not at
all. We have to deal here with an industry of raw material and
semi-manufactures, and not an industry for the manufacturing
of the means of production. The Indian steel output in late years
was approximately 600,000 tons, whilst more than a million
tons was imported. As regards pig-iron, over omne- third was
imported in late years. Thus here again we find no argument
pointing to growing industrialisation. It is certainly more im-
portant to observe how the proper industry of the means of
the production has developed in India. In this respect we can
observe a complete stagnation on the basis of the figures relating
to the imports of machinery. What do we find in the textile
industry? This particular industry was mentioned a good deal
by the comrades. Yet what kind of production is encouraged by
the Indian Government? Does it encourage production in the
modern capitalist sense or something else? In late years it
‘encouraged handicraft production, and it notably encouraged the
purchasing of hand-weaving looms. This is certainly no indica-
tion of growing industrialisation.

What development was encouraged by England? No doubt,
the production of raw materials. For instance, we find con-
siderable progress in the cultivation of cotton, a 30% increase
in the output of short fibres since 1915, and an 85% increase
in long fibre. Yet nearly the whole output of long fibre cotton
‘goes to Lancashire. Thus we see that England pursues a
systematic policy of developing the production of raw materials
in India, but does not do anything to encourage the further
development of the only manufacturing industry which might
stimulate the development of capitalist economy in India.

Let us take a glance at the trade balance of India in late
years. On examining the trade balance of a capitalist country
or of a country going in a capitalist direction, one finds invar-
iably a continuous growth in both imports and exports. But
what do we find in India? If we take the figures since 1924, we
find stagnation as regards imports, and retrogression as regards
exports. This is certainly no sign of a process of industrialisa-
tion going on in India.

One more example. Let us see the emission of capital.
Capital has the knack of going in the direction where it can
make the highest profits. But how was the development of
-capital emission in India in late years? There were emitted:

In 1013 56 million rupees
, 1020 . . . .12 ,
, 1023 . . . . 21 » ”
, 1924 . . . . 10 »
s 1926 . . . . 16 ”

-

The same picture we find in examining the comparative
index of industrial shares.

Thus we find that we cannot assert that a process of indus--
trialisation is now going on in India and that this process of
industrialisation is encouraged and furthered by England. I
believe, one of the most important arguments against those com-
rades who expound the theory of industrialisation is to quote
from the Balfour Report on India in which we find, after a
description of the general difficulties of British industry, the
following  statement:

“After several years of protectionist agitation in India
they will have to arrive at the conclusion that it is more to
India’s economic interest to intensify the agriculture than to
artificially stimulate the industry.”

If such are the conclusions made by the leading elements of
the English bourgeoisie concerning India, we have to conclude
also that there is no British policy of industrialisation in India.
But we also must reject the contrary opinion of some comrades
because they approach the Social Democratic views on colonial
policies, If we assume that India is going through an economic
process which leads to the decolonisation of the country and
its emancipation from England, then we cannot conceive the
whole struggle against British imperialism which is going on
in India, nor the social roots of that struggle. Yet an under-
standing and a clear appreciation of these circumstances is
essential to our tactics in regard to the revolutionary emancipa-
tion struggle in India. Only in this manner will it be possible to

. create the postulates for the victory of the oppressed masses of

India against British imperialism, and to properly choose the
weapons of this struggle.

Comrade MAZUT (Young Com. International):

I was charged by the delegations of the Y.C.I. to make a
few remarks on a question which aroused here a big dis-
cussion — the question of industrialisation. There is no diffe-
rence of opinion as to the point that in colonies like India for
instance a certain growth of industry, especially of the light
industry, a certain growth of capitalism takes place.

I believe that what arouses differences and discussion is
the question of the economic policy of British imperialism and
of the role which this imperialism might play in the colonies.
Is capitalism able to develop an industry in the colonies, is
imperialism able to lead the industrialisation of the colonies?
Can this capitalism transform the colonies -into developed in-
dustrial countries? Can it develop there an industry of means
of production? 1 think, comrades, that we do have diiferences
on this question and that it is a question which is worth while
discussing. )

I think that the formulation accepted by the Second Con-
gress on the colonial question was a correct one, and that it
is in its main points correctly indicated by Kuusinen in his
thesis. I think that the point in the colonial theses that imperia-
lism aims fo maintain the colonies as an agrarian appendage to
the motherland is absolutely true. Imperialism at the.present
epoch of existence of the U. S. S. R. has become reactionary!
and the attempts to present it mow as a progressive form are
wrong. And though Comrade Lominadse tried to prove the
contrary, all his conclusions are wrong. If we take the con-
crete sfate of affairs in the colonies, analyse the events of the
last years, we should find, that the policy of imperialism is
directed towards arresting the industrial development, that in
the colonies we have a struggle on the part of the new-born
and growing. native capitalism against imperialism, He who
does not see this fundamental contradiction confuses the basis
of the struggle between imperialism and colonies, he con-
fuses and does not understand the characteristics of the “world
village and the world city”.

I shall quote here the characteristics’ given by an Indian
professor Sapre, on the British economic policy.

“The development of the banking system in India is
not only insufficient but also onc-sided. The banks supported
the home trade only to the point where it could thereby
support the export trade. The banks did not consider the
industry at all, neither in the field of agriculture nor of
{extiles”. Further: “The railroads not only did not help
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