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Comrade PADI (Indonesia):

On behalf of our Delegation, I wish to make some few
remarks on three points in the theses of Comrade Kuusinen:

In Par. 5, Page 5, we read:

“Colonial exploitation however, which is carried on by
the same British, French and other bourgeoisies, far sooner
retards the development of the forces of production in the
respective countries.”

On Page 14, Paragraph 15, we read:

“This poverty of the peasants means simultaneously a
crisis in the industrial home market, and on its part con-
stitules a severe limitation on the capltallst development of
the country.”

In our opinion on the contrary, the poverty of the peasants
and the declining purchasing power of the colonial proletariat
hastens the capitalist development of the country. The poor
peasants and the workers, on account of growing unemployment
and cutting down of wages, cannot buy foreign goods. In order
to enable the colonial proletariat to buy cheap goods the ex-
ploiting bourgeoisie is compelled to industrialise .the colonies in

order to sell goods at cheaper prices. The chance of industriali-
sation of the colonies is not slight, because the raw materials are
very easy to get and at cheap price and the wages of workers
in the colonial countries are far lower than those of the
capitalist countries.

We read further in Paragraph 6, Page 6.:

“A real industrialisation of the country, especially the
building up of an effecient machine industry, which make
for the independent development of the productive forces of
the country are not fostered by imperialist monopoly, but
are retarded “

Our Opll‘lIOl‘l is that since the stabilisation of Europe a
beginning is made to foster industrialisation in certain industries.
We cannot say with certainty how big the amount of foreign
new capital already transierred to the colonies since the stabili-
sation is, but it is certain that the transfer of enormous amounts
of new capital in the different enterprises is going on. We
believe that our comrades know very well that foreign capital,
viz., accumulation of surplus value which is being transferred
to the colonial countries gives more profit when it is put in sugar,
rubber, tobacco and other enterprises than in heavy industries.
For example, in Indonesia many enterprises pay 30—60%
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dividends to their shareholders. This is a proof that capital in
plantation is more profitable than in the heavy industries. We
know that with the increased influx of capital in the colonies
and simultaneously with the development of modern means of
transport and of repair workshops for sugar, tea, coffee tobacco,
oil factories, heavy industries will arise inevitably to meet the
direct requirements of machines and other articles at cheaper
prices than imported from abroad. The chance of industriali-
sation is thus not a light one, because labour in the colonies is
very cheap. We therefore believe that industrialisation of certain
colonial countries will develop in the future to a certain extent.

We further note in the these of Comrade Kuusinen in
Paragraph 12, which reads:

“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 coloured workers,
and the creation of the revolutionary united front with that
part of the native national movement which really conducts
a revolutionary liberation struggle against imperialism.”

To show the difficulty to carry out this task, we will take as
example the relation between the white workers and coloured
workers in Indonesia, which we think may also be an example
for the Negro workers in America. The white workers (Dutch)
in Indonesia who are holding generally the position of overseers,
mechanicians, metal workers, form a group of well-paid workers
with average wages far higher than the native workers. The
white workers are earning not less than 100 to 300 guilders
monthly, especially those who are employed in the sugar, rubber
and oil industries enjoy enormous bonuses from 1,000 to 3,000
guilders yearly, while native workers (skilled labour) and co-
olies are getting not more than 20 to 50 guilders monthly
without any other privileges. The white workers are generally
a reserve cadre of imperialism. The white workers, knowing the
higher life in Europe, work very hard in the colonies to earn as
much money as they can. The class differentiation between the
white and coloured workers in the colonies creates enormous
hatred of the latter. This is being purposely promoted by the
Dutch imperialists to continue - its policy of divide and rule.
This is being proved by many murders of white workers in
tobacco, rubber, sugar plantations. These victims are used as
tools by the exploited foreign bourgeoisie. The murder and
attack on the white workers in Indonesia is growing in the last
two years. This is not the fault of the coloured workers, but is
the result of the. policy of the Dutch imperialists who use the
white workers as tools of suppression, strike breakers, etc.

Already since the establishment of the Sarekat Islam (The
Union of Moslims in the year 1912) the hatred to all what may
be called “Christianity” and “white people” was and is pre-
vailing throughout Indonesia. After the outbreak of the No-
vember rebellion in Indonesia this feeling is becoming more
acute than ever before. The sharp class-differentiation between
well-paid white workers and badly-paid coloured workers and
the cruel exploitation of the Dutch imperialists are factors
creating a mood which in time of colonial revolution will take
the form of revenge of the colonial peoples on all what is
“white” and this revenge will be more cruel than that which
the Russian workers took of the Russian bourgeoisie and
Tsarism.

We are giving here the number of white workers organi-
sed in special trade unions. On the whole there are in Indonesia
170,000 Europeans of which 40,000 are male adults.

.Federation of Public Servants.

In the year 1925 membership 9617
» w1920 » 6548

Union of Higher Officials,

In the year 1925, organised members 758
1926, ’ ” 700

» » ”»

European Federation of Employees.
In the year 1924, organised members 2388

v Group of Non-Affiliated Trade Unions.

In the year 1925 organised members 5,766
10,579

FL ”» 192 ’» ”

Some of these organisations are in the hands of Social
Democrats or organised by Liberals. In time of peace they ad-
vocate co-operation, but in times of conflict between coloured
workers and the bosses, they hire themselves to the bosses
as tools. We have little hope of creating a revolutionary united
front of white workers and coloured workers as proved by the .
critical situation in Indonesia. We therefore recommend to the
Congress to instruct our parties in Western Europe to carry
on propaganda against the coming of white workers to the
colonies with the explanation that the position of the white
workers is very dangerous and at the same time their coming
to the colonies means the strengthening of the exploitation of
imperialism.

Comrade LOZERAY (France):

Comrades, the French delegation does not think that it is
necessary to deal again with the reasons for the colonial policy
of French imperialism, as this point was already given due
prominence by its representatives during the general discus-
sion. On the other hand, we are willing to take the draft
thesis as the basis of discussion, reserving to ourselves to
make our remarks in the Colonial Commission.

As the reasons for the colonial policy of French imperia-
lism have already been given, we will examine now how this
policy is being effected.

First of all, we witness annexation of land belonging to
the natives. This annexation takes various forms: 1. coniisca-
tion of land after insurrections and colonial wars (in 1926-27
40,000 hectares were taken away from the tribes of the French
zone of the Riiff and given to French colonists); 2. “legal” ex-
propriation said to be of publi¢ utility, for the extension or
creation of colonisation centres; 3. pauperisation of the natives
owing to periodical famines, usury, taxes, fines, etc.

In Algeria 12 million hectares of the best land was taken
away from the natives by imperialism out of 21 million hec-
tares of arable land, and 3 million hectares are already the
private property of European colonists.

In Tunisia out of 9 millions of arable land, 750,000 hectares
are already the private property of European colonists. The
average per French colonist is 850 hectares.

In Morocco 750,000 hectares are owned by 2,000 European
colonists, mostly French.

In regard to the two latter countries, the figures we give
refer exclusively to private property, but to have an exact idea
of the magnitude of the dispossession of the natives, we must
add the millions of hectares which belong to imperialism in
the form of Crown land.

In Indo-China where expropriation has reached consider-
able proportions, it will be enough to give a few figures to
give you an idea of the imperialist robbery. For instance the
area conceded to 26 mining companies amounts to 150,000 hec-
tares (coal mines in Tonkin: 22,000 hectares, Kebao area:
25,000 hectares); the area conceded for rubber plantations
amounts to 120,000 hectares, etc. etc.

The same expropriation policy is pursued also in the other
French colonies. It frequently leads to public scandals which
reveal the predatory policy of the imperialists. This was the
case in regard to the Maillot concession in Indo China which
received 25,000 hectares, in regard to the Trechoi Freres con-
cession who received free of charge an immense area of 3 mil-
lion hectares in the French West Africa; then there is also the
Haut Ogoué Co., which owns 4 millicn hectares.

This expropriation policy has resulted in an accentuated
pauperisation of the native masses. This pauperisation leads
in its turn to the proletarianisation of a section of the natives,
while another section is driven to the sterile regions where
the natives are decimated by periodical famines.

Parallel with this policy of dispossessing the natives there
has been since the war a tendency to develop industry. This
industry takes mostly the form of transforming agricultural
produce mainly into foodstuifs. Public works and electrification
are also developed in the interests of the budding industry and
the colonists.

The following figures will give you an approximate idea
of the importance of industry in the chief French colonies: the
capital invested in the colonies on the eve of the war of 1914
was estimated at 4,000 millions. In 1921 this figure had in-
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creased to 8,000 millions, including 4.5 in North Africa,
2,000 millions of this being the share of Algeria. Although we
are not in a position to illustrate by exact hgures the progress
of the investment of capital since 1921, we can say that it
has not slackened. — the contrary is the case as is tully con-
firmed by the following fragmentary figures:

In Morocco. capital invested in industry, railways, etc,
amounted in 1925 approximately to 3,000 millions; in 1927 it
amounted to approximately 4,500 millions, which means an
increase of 1,500 millions.

The following figures will give you a very good idea of
the industrial development of the French zone in Morocco:

millions

capital
In 1918 there were 157 industrial concerns with 40
» 1924, » 015 » » ” 247
» 1925 »” bi 709 » ”» ”» 280
» 1927 » 800 ” ’ exceeding 450

Leaving aside Indo-China concerning which Comrade Er-
coli as well as the Indo-Chinese delegate have already given
figures, we want merely to point out that 2,000 million francs
are invested in industry exclusive of loans and capital in-
vested in railways.

In 1927, 13% of the total external trade of French impe-
rialism, 11.5% of its import and 15% of its export were trans-
acted with its colonies.

To maintain its economic predominance which began to
be threatened by the other imperialist States it strengthens the
custom barriers which it has established around the subjugated
colonial countries.

The accentuation of contradictions between the imperialists
in regard to a redistribution-of colonies (Italian aspirations
in regard to Tunisia), the necessity for French imperialism of
securing an important strategical position in the Mediterranean
and the Pacific, the recent colonial movements (Morocco, Syria,
China) and their repercussions in all French colonies, have in-
duced” French imperialism to take upon itself the defence of
Ié}cl)yth Africa and to reinforce its military positions in Indo-

ina.

In order to resist more effectively the other imperialists
in Africa and to suppress more rapidly the rebellions of the
colonial peoples which it oppresses as well as civil war in
France, French imperialism reinforces the troops stationed in
these countries, equips its gendarmerie with the latest weapons,
corrupts sections of the native population in order to convert
them into professional soldiers, increases its pressure on the
native youth so as to compel it to enlist in the French army,
increases the stocks of war material, creates in North Africa
works for the manufacture of such material and constructs
mainly for military reasons the Trans-Sahara Railway which
will connect North Africa with Black Africa. All this is ac-
companied by systematic repression of the revolutionary prole-
tariat and all those who struggle for the independence of North
Africa.

In Indo-China French imperialism puts into repair the old
fortifications on the Chinese ifrontier and constructs new ones,
it reinforces its gendarmerie and military apparatus in the
South of. Annam, it pursues feverishly the construction of the
Trans-Indo-China Railway; finally it gives a modernised equip-
ment to the port of Saigon in order to convert it into an
important naval and air base. All this in view of its future
war in the Pacific against the other imperialist. States as well
as against the rebellions of the oppressed masses of Indo-China.
Its policy in Indo-China aims also at participation in the
division of China intended by the imperialists.

In all the colonies the pauperisation of the native masses
— a consequence of the imperialist policy — increased im-
perialist exploitation and oppression provoke violent reactions
on the part of these masses.

We have witnessed in Morocco, Syria, the insurrections
of 1925-26. In Morocco armed struggles are even taking place
now.
In Indo-China while peasant rebellions succeeded one an-
other in the interior of the country, the revolutionary Anna-
mites organised an armed struggle on the borders of North
Annam under the slogan of “Independence of Indo-China”;
there were also students” and workers' strikes, revolts of
coolies on the plantations. All these manifestations are ruth-

lessly suppressed. We cannot help deploring the fact that the
Communist international has no strong secton in Indo-China
capable of leading these actions and of converting isolated
terrorist actions into a big and powerful revolutionary move-
ment.

In Algeria, Tunisia, Morocco and Senegal industrial wor-
kers and agricultural labourers’ strikes, isolated peasant de-
monstrations are becoming more and more numerous and fre-
quent and are assuming a more and more combative charac-
ter. Together with a radicalisation of the native masses we
witness also a decided tendency towards organisation.

We will not enlarge on the role played, side by side with
imperialism, by the French Socialist leaders and the colonial
socialists in regard to the colonial oppression, as Comirade
Ercoli has already dealt in detail with this question on the
basis of material published by our Party.

Class differentiations are becoming accentuated in the main
French colonies. Apart from a few feudal lords in the South
of Morocco we notice an ever growing tendency among the
big bourgeoisie and the native landowners towards imperialism.

We would like to deal with the results achieved by the
French Party in the colonial sphere. )

At the time of the Morocco and Syrian wars the C.P.F.
was able to induce big sections of the French proletariat to
give effective support to the national liberation struggle of
these peoples; it has succeeded in impressing a considerable
number of workers and peasants with the necessity of a broad
anti-imperialist united front between the oppressed masses of
the colonies and the workers in the mother country.

In the ranks of our Party we were able to make our
membership adopt a clearer aftitude to the extremely impor-
tant colonial question. This was not such an easy matter. We
had at times to struggle against colonial elements a long time
resident in the Metropolis who have become dissociated from
the masses of their native country. We have driven out of
our ranks Right elements who considered the Moroccan people
as an inferior race. We have expelled from our Algerian orga-
nisation Europeans imbued with the colonialist conception; we
have o a certain extent succeeded in getting natives to join the
organisations of the Party in North Africa and even partici-
pate in the Executive. In spite of the absence of organisations
of our Party in the other colonies, we have succeeded in circu-
lating our agitational material, in making known the stand-
point of the Party in regard to unconditional indenpendence
of the French colonies.

The appreciable results which we obtained in the colonial-
sphere do not make us forget the weak points of the work of
the French Party.

In regard to the wars in Moroco and Syria the Party has-
not done enough in theicolonies to{help and accelerate the develop-
ment of class differentiations in order to intensify the revolutions
and to give them a wider social basis, more in keeping with
the aspirations of the chief masses: the poor and landless

Another result of the present situation is the severe
peasantry.

In the mother country the agitation of the Party in regard
to colonial questions, just as in regard to the other questions,
was kept too much within parliamentary limits.

Generally speaking, in the colonies our Party did not
dissociate itself sufficiently, as the Party of the proletariat, from
other social sections of the population which are also struggling
against imperialism.

We are determined to overcome our weaknesses which are
greaily due to the Party’s inexperience in this kind of work,
because it was only after the V Congress of the C.L that our
Party began to turn its attention to colonial work. The big tasks
confronting us are:

1) Making the Party as a whole better acquainted with
colonial questions in order to enable us to carry on a more
intensive agitation and propaganda among the masses of the
mother country and especially among the many colonial elements
in France from whose midst we will form proletarian cadres
for the colonies.

2) Pursuing our work in the colonies and intensifying it
for the purpose of establishing fighting organisations of the
colonial proletariat; forming colonial proletarian cadres with a
view to preparing them to assume leadership over their organi-
sations.
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3) Developing our agitation in the colonies under the slogan
of the struggle for independence and against the national bour-
geoisie. Accompanying this agitation with systematic organi-
sational work among poor natives. Giving emphasis in the
colonies to our class attitude especially in regard to the national
revolutionary movements. :

And in conclusion we reiterate our will to pursue and
strengthen the work which we have begun in the colonies after
the V. Congress and we ask the C.I. to watch over and control
more attentively our activity in this sphere, enabling us thereby
to overcome our weaknessses more rapidly and to strengthen
our siruggle for the national and proletarian revolution in the
colonies oppressed by our imperialism.

Comrade NARAYAN (India):

Comirades, one of the most fundamental differences between
the opportunistic attitude of the Amsterdam International to
the colonial policy and the revolutionary attitude of the Third
International has been very well defined at the Second Congress
of the Communist International by Comrade Lenin in his theses
on the colonial countries, Since that time the Communist Inter-
national is following a definite revolutionary attitude towards
the colonies.

From the Second Congress to the Sixth Congress, very
fundamental developments have taken place in the colonial
movements. On behalf of the Indian delegation I welcome the
theses on the revolutionary movement in the colonies and semi-
colonies and especially because of the very great stress that has
been laid on the Indian question. But there are some contradic-
tions in the theses, which I want to point out.

At the 6th page of the theses, we find such a statement:
“The real industrialisation of the colonial countries,
especially the building up of efficient machine industries
which might make for the independent development of the
productive forces of the country, are not fostered by im-
perialist monopoly, but are retarded. This is its basic func-
. tion in colonial subjugation. The colonial country is forced
to sacrifice the interests of its independent development...
and to serve as the economic market for capitalism in order
to strengthen the economic and political power of the bour-
geoisie of the imperialist country, in order to perpetuate
monopoly in the colony and to increase the expansion
power of the respective imperialists as against the rest of
the world.”

Comrades, I consider that this statement does not give a
true picture of the development of the dynamic growth of
capifalism, of industrialism in India. Up to the war the policy
of British imperialism in India was the policy of the classical
form of imperialistic exploitation. It consisted in keeping India
as a source of raw material and a market for the industrial
products of British industries. There was a deliberate policy of
keeping India a backward country, and not to allow it to
develop its industries. High tariffs, high duties and embargoes
on machinery were imposed by the British imperialists in order
to prevent the industrialisation of India.

At that period British capital in India was solely used for
railways, for irrigation work, for harbours, that is, for the
sole purpose of the expansion of the market. British imperialism
does not follow the same old method of exploitation in India
today. There were fundamental objective conditions which led
to the change of the policy of British imperialism towards
India.

The reasons for this change are: first, the conditions during
and after the war. It was necessary that in India war material
should be manufactured to be supplied to Mesopotamia and
other Eastern bases of war. England could not effectively supply
war materials unless industries, especially war industries, were
developed in India. This led to the setting up of the Industrial
Commission in 1016 which marked a turn in the policy of
British imperialism in India.

The second cause was that Japan and America seriously
threatened British monopoly of the Indian market. England was
unable, without developing India industrially, to cope with this
situation. This led to the virtual abandonment of the traditional
policy of iree trade and the recognition of differential protec-
tionalism in India which we find, for instance, in the Bombay
industries. This clearly shows that for the stabilisation of
British industries during this period of decay it was absolutely
necessary that India should be industrialised.

The industrialisation of India creates a market for British
engineering and metallurgical industries. Cheap Indian- labour
could be more effectively exploited in order to achieve this
stabilisation of British industry.

The taxation commission was set up. The sole purpose was
to adjust the burden of taxation in order to expand the internal
market. The scheme for modernisation of agriculture was for-
mulated for the purpose of raising the purchasing power of the
peasantry.

The third important cause which led to this policy was that
India could not be made a military base of British imperialism
in the East unless the support of the national bourgeoisie was
bought over, and the national bourgeoisie could not be bought
over unless some concessions were given to it.

What is the political expression of this policy? It means
that in order to industrialise India, it is necessary to extend
the internal maket, to make certain agrarian reforms which it
is impossible for British imperialism to achieve in India owing
to the very complicated land tenure system in India.

This industrialisation leads to pauperisation of the peasantry
which involves the possibility of an agrarian revolution; indu-
strialisation gives rise to the development of the proletariat
which brings with it the possibility of Socialist revolution;
industrialisation causes a change in the attitude of the national
bourgeoisie — all these are the political causes which give rise
to the change of England’s economic policy towards India.

Unless we see this process dialectically, we lose all perspec-
tive and we come to certain wrong conclusions on the role of
the native bourgeoisie in India and we shall arrive at the same

-wrong conclusions as the author of the theses.

So long as imperialism was obstructing the capitalist deve-
lopment in India, the Indian bourgeoisie was a driving force.
The change of policy has already led to a corresponding change
in the atftitude of the Indian bourgeoisie towards British im-
perialism. We find that to the same degree as the hindrance in
the way of the capitalist development of India has been removed
by British imperialism, the bourgeoisie is sliding more and
more towards co-operation and one group after the other is
capitulating to imperialism. The Indian bourgeoisie never in its
history adopted a revolutionary attitude towards British im-
perialism. It never went beyond constitutional agitation; and
when the critical moment arrived, they have betrayed the move-
ment. Anybody conversant with the Indian National movement
knows that the Indian bourgeoisie is connected with feudalism,
it cannot raise the masses, it cannot bring in any agrarian
(rieforms without cutting its own ground and it would never

o it.

Now let us see how this role of the bourgeoisie has been

formulated in the theses. We see on page 17, paragraph 19, that
“as an independent class rule, a future of ‘free’ and inde-
pendent capitalist development, a hegemony over an inde-
pendent people — this will never be given voluntarily to the
national bourgeoisie by imperialism. But this is precisely
the class aim of this bourgeoisie, their future as an inde-
pendent class, as a ruling representative of an independent
nation. In this point the conflict of interests between the
national bourgeoisie of the colonial country and the im-
perialists is objectively of a principle character, it is un-
brlildgz,i’ble, it demands capitulation from one side or the
other.

Too much stress on the nature and intensity of the conilict
between the national bourgeoisie of the colonial country
and the imperialist bourgeoisie has led to certain inaccurate
conclusions. Let us see: on page 21, paragraph 23:

“In the first preparatory period of the revolutionary
movement of these countries, when the organisation of the
proletariat and the influence of the Communist Party is still
weak, but that of the bourgeois parties on the other hand
is much stronger, when the latter occupy the leading posi-
tion in the national movement because in the interests of
the demands of the national bourgeoisie for power they
still temporarily demonstrate their opposition (no matter
how vacillating and reformist).against the ruling imperialist-
feudal power bloc, and when the masses of the population
follow along behind them, in this stage (as at present e. g.
in India and Egypt), it would be an ultra-Left mistake to
start the Communist Party agitation by simply identifying
the national-reformists (Swarajists, Waidists and others)
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with the ruling counter-revolutionary bloc of imperialists
and feudal lords”...
... and a little lower...

“It is not true that the Swarajists, Wafdists and others
have already exposed themselves in the eyes of the toiling
masses as allies of imperialism, as counter-revolutionary
traitors to the national movement”.

A few lines later on:

“The Swarajists, Waldists, etc., have not yet betrayed
the national liberation struggle in the decisive manner in
which e. g. the Kuomintang did in China.”

The conclusions are that the Communist Party in India
should keep quiet and not criticise the vacillation of the refor-
mist bourgeoisie because it has yet to play a certain revolu-
tionary role. It is here said that “they have not betrayed the
national liberation movement in a decisive manner.” This is
far irom being true. The Bardoli decision was a definite betrayal
of the Indian masses by the nationalists in 1922 when the great
mass upheavals took place and there was the greatest possi-
bility of an agrarian revolution breaking out in India. The
bourgeoisie decisively betrayed the movement under the leader-
ship of Ghandi, out of pure and simple-class interest. It was
the menace of the agrarian revolution which forced the national
bourgeoisie to betray the movement. Perhaps not in the same
manner as the treacherous counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie
which in China shed the blood of millions of proletarians and
peasants, but it was also the Indian bourgeoisie which deceived
the national liberation movement of the masses at this particular
period. :

At the end of the paragraph we find:

“The Indian Communists’ agitation in this stage should
not concentrate the sharpest fight against the bourgeoisie,
but should turn it against the present immediate chief foe,
the ruling imperialist feudal bloc.” .

1 consider that also this statement does not give a realistic
appreciation of the situation in India and of the growing
counter-revolutionary attitude of the bourgeoisie towards the
national revolutionary movement in India. This is a tactical
blunder of the worst type.

Now I come to another question which is in the last
paragraph of the theses — page 37, paragraph 32. Here in
describing  the activities of the Workers’ and Peasant Parties
and drawing the conclusions, we read:

“The special Workers’ and Peasant Parties, no matter
how revolutionary they may be, can all too easily be
transformed into ordinary petty bourgeois Parties. There-
fore the organising of such Parties is inadvisable just as
the Communist Party cannot build itself upon a foundation
of an amalgamation upon two classes, so it is just as wrong
to organise other Parties on this foundation, which is
typical for petty bourgeois members.”

It seems to me that some of the comrades are scared with
the nightmare which is the result of their own irrational fantasy
that the Workers’ and Peasant Party is a substitude of the Com-
munist Party. Nobody has ever put forward that the Workers’
zil)nd Peasant Party would be a substitute for the Communist

arty.

The petty bourgeois elements in the country who have been
proletarianised are sometimes more proletarian than the prole-
tariat themselves. The petty bourgeois intelligentsia, the urban
petty bourgeoisie, have to play a role in the revolutionary
movement in the colonies. What should be the organisational
expression of the anti-imperialist front of the petty bourgeois
elements? Can we afford to swamp the Communist Party with
such peity bourgeois elements? We cannot. On the other hand,
the Communist Party of India should utilise the revolutionary
energies of the petty bourgeoisie. I think it is clear that this
anti-imperialist front can only take the organisational form of
a Workers’ and Peasant Party composed of the urban intelli-
gentsia and the petty bourgeois elements, under the leadership
of the proletariat. On this point we ought to call to mind what
Comrade Stalin said in his speech before the Eastern University
in May 1925, dealing specially with India.

. These Workers and Peasants Parties which started in India
in 1625 have been carrying on a definite line of action. This

Party organised 30,000 workers in Bombay in demonstrations
against the Simon Commission under such slogans as “Down
with Imperialsm”, “Absolute independence of India” and other
such revolutionary slogans. Strike movements today are being
led by the Workers’ and Peasant Party. The strike in Lilloah
was led by the Workers’ and Peasants’ Party under the control
of the Communist Party of India. We have been able to take
over some trade unions from the reformist leadership, to
organise peasant unions; now we are told to liquidate all these
Workers’ and Peasant Parties. This is pure and simple pro-
fessorial dogmatism against which Lenin warned us so many
times.

But if you look at the situation in India itself, which are
the channels through which the Communists are making their
influence felt among the masses? 1 think it is quite clear that,
under the leadership of the Communist Party of India, the
workers’ and peasants’ parties are a valuable help for the
propagation of Communist ideas in India. There has been no
other revolutionary orientation in the Indian Nationalist move-
ment before the workers and peasants party appeared in the
field. And today all the Left elements in the country are orien-
tating towards these organisations, and a certain crystallisation
of the Left forces has been taking place through these’ workers’
and peasants’ parties.

And therefore 1 think that this formulation is absolutely
wrong, both in principle and tactically.

In the same clause it is said that this by no means ex-
cludes the organisation of the fighting bloc of the workers and
peasant masses, which is necessary for the conquest of power
in the bourgeois democratic revolution at the time of the uprising
in the form of elected Soviets and in loose organisational forms,
Loose organisational forms are admitted, and such organisations
can be formed between the peasants and workers. But when
the concrete party comes in the field as a Left party which
gives an orientation to the whole nationalist revolutionary
movement in India, it is to be liquidated, I do not understand
the logic of this whole argument, and 1 consider it is a very
geak and unrealistic attitude towards the Workers’ and Peasants’

arty.

Comrade GRIFFIN (New Zealand):

Comrades: In considering the theses on the revolutionary
movement in the colonies and semi-colonies, is it not neces-
sary to make some analysis which will include the dominions
of the British Empire, which have been at one stage colonies,
and have developed from that stage to a higher status within
the British Empire? Is considération of Canada of no impor-
tance to the revolutionary movement? Similarly, are Australia
and New Zealand of no importance in considering the theses
on the colonial question?

I consider that they are, and it must be obvious to the
Congress as a whole that they must be considered in this
question. Having already agreed on the danger of war, all
other questions should be considered in relation to this. In
the event of a Pacific war, Australia and New Zealand would
be the base of operations for Great Britain in the Pacific, or
else an objective of American imperialism, or both.

In addition to that, in the event of a revolutionary up-
surge in India or China, the same situation appears to be
quite possible, that Australia and New Zealand may be a base
of operations for Great Britain against India or China. There-
fore, I think the theses in that respect, apart from any other,
lacks sufficient attention to this important question.

. Apart from that, Australia and New Zealand, though do-
minions, have their own imperialist tendencies. It is not so
many years ago since a military force was sent from New
Zealand to Fiji to suppress a strike, which had taken place
there, of Indian workers employed in the sugar plantations.
Shortly before I left, New Zealand battleships had been sent
to Samoa, and special military police -were sent up there
against the natives who had indulged in a strong agitation
against the New Zealand administration of Samoa, over which
New Zealand has control as a result of a mandate from the
League of Nations.

Similarly, Australia has questions which must be conside-
red in a colonial theses. The White Australian policy, which
is supported by the Labour Parties in the States of Australia,
and which excludes Indians, Chinese and coloured people in
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general from Australia, has been considered of sufficient impor-
tance for the Indian nationalists to attack the New Zealand
.and Australian governments on account of this policy.

Australia also has its imperialist tendencies as far as New
Guinea and Islands of the Pacilic are concerned.

While I have classed New Zealand and Australia together,
I do not want to create the impression that New Zealand is a
tag on Australia. It has been said that New Zealand is a bob-
tail on the Australian kite. That is not correct. In the event
of a war situation, New Zealand would be controlled by
Australia. But at the present time, they are both independent
politically and economically, and have their definite relations
with Great Britain. New Zealand is five days by sea from
Australia, and it cannot be considered as an appendage of
Australia, although I have met that impression amongst com-
rades. If New Zealand is a bobtail on anyone’s kite, it is on
the kite of the British Financiers. New Zealand has raised
large loans on the financial market to finance municipal under-
takings and Public Works.

Apart from these facts, as far as Australia and New Zea-
land are concerned it seems necessary to include special re-
ference to the British Empire in the theses and to the special
‘character of its colonies and dominions. Further, I want to
say that the absence of consideration of the British dominions
is quite typical of all documents of the Comintern which I have
examined since I came here.

From the point of view of revolutionary potentialities the
British Empire is still the most important imperialist power.
In quite a number of other respects the British Empire can be
still considered the most important power in the imperialist
‘world today, and special attention should be given to it.

The purpose of the theses to my mind should be to deter-
mine the tactics of the various Communist Parties in the dif-
ferent colonies and Dominions and the policy of the Communist
International towards the colonial revolutionary movements.
The third paragraph of the theses, on page I, makes this fairly
clear. It says:

“On the other hand a vast colonial and semi-colonial
world has become an unquenchable blazing hearth of re-
volutionary mass movements, The basis of this phenomena,
which is of colossal historical importance, is furnished in
part by changes which have taken place during and after
the imperialist world war in the internal conditions of
the most important colonies and semi-colonies, in their
economic and social structure, such as the strengthening
of the elements of capitalistic and particularly industrial
development, the growth of the proletariat and beginning
of its organisation, etc., etc.”

The theses do not seem to be drafted from this basis.
Nor are there references to the strengthening of the “elements
of capitalism”, nor to the degree of “industrial development”.
Yet in quite a number of places reference is made to the re-
tardation of industrial development. In my opinion there is a
contradiction between this paragraph and the theses itself.

In the first paragraph of section five reference is made to
the question of tactics and the major tasks of the Communist
Parties. There, we find the tactic or policy for the development
of Communist Parties in the colonies and semi-colonies which
is to be looked upon as “one of the most important tasks of
the Communist International in the immediate future”. (Para-
graph 30. Section V, page 34.)

“This task encounters a series of objective difficulties
which are rooted in the historical development and social
structure of these countries.”

Now if the difficulties are “rooted” in the “historical
development” of these colonies and the “social structure” then
these should be considered in the theses. In my opinion this
is not done. Consequently, I hold that apart from other things
the theses must answer some of the following questions: It
must give some outline of the historical development of the
imperialist colonisation process. It must give a clear classifica-
tion of the colonies and dominions at present existing. It must
give some idea of the economic relations of the dominations and
colonies to the home countries. It must give some idea of the
social relations, — of the ratio of the petty-bourgeoisie. etc. —
if this were done it would give us an idea of the social struc-
ture. It must give us some idea of the economic relations of
the colonies and dominions with the home counry.

For instance, in the programme Australia and Canada are
referred to as having centrifugal tendencies. There is danger of
exaggeration in this. My contention is that Australia and New
Zealand, as long as they are economically dependent on Great
Britain, which is the chief market for their products, will not
have a centrifugal tendency to any great degree, while at the
same time demanding a certain amount of independence for
their own bourgeoisie. New Zealand is one of the dominions
which has no very marked centrifugal tendencies. It is claimed
to be “the strongest link in the chain of Empire”.

Similarly, the stage of industrialisation in the colonies and
dominions 1n general must be consideréd and some definite
information given on the question. If we get this information
in the theses then we can judge the real revolutionary tenden-
cies in the colonies and, consequently, the forces of anti-
imperialism. We can then judge the directly proletarian, revo-
lutionary tendencies and not be so vague about it as in the
thesis, We can judge also the strength and relations of the
forces of imperialism as a whole if we answer these questions.

If we do that the task of the Communist Party will be far
more clear, and, in general, the policy of the Communist Inter-
national will be much clearer than it is in the thesis. The
thesis must pay special attention to the British Empire, not
neglecting an important question which is neglected in the
thesis, the question of Ireland. It is obvious that in considering
the colonial revolutionary movement, or any other revolutionary
movements that have taken place in the last few years, Ire-
land has taken a conspicuous part, as James Connolly said,

“It may be the torch to the world revolutionary movement”,

or words to that effect, Ireland is not considered in the thesis
at all.

So the thesis, to my mind, is very inadequate in many
respects and must be altered radically if it is to serve the
purpose which it should serve. It may be of interest to some
of those who are arguing on the industrialisation of India,
to know that so far as New Zealand is concerned the produ-
cers of New Zealand iron have had to apply for protection
to the New Zealand Government against Indian iron which
is- competing with New Zealand on the New Zealand market.

This seems to have some bearing, to my mind, on the
question of the industrialisation of India, and is an indication
of the economic relations of India with the other colonies and
with the imperialist home centre.

These, in general, are my criticisms of the thesis as it
exists. 1 consider that if the thesis is to serve its purpose it
must be radically altered, otherwise it will cause confusiqn
among the Communist Parties, not only in the colonies, but in
the home imperialist countries as well. I must draw attention,
also, to the fact that in my opinion the revolutionary move-
ment in the colonies and dominions will not have confidence
in the Communist International if we cannot produce a better
thesis than this.

Comrade JONES (U.S.A)):

Comrades, the draft theses on the colonial question are
by far the most thorough theses in point of detail that we
have had up to now on this question.

We see from the discussion so far that there is a conmsi-
derable amount of disagreement with some of the points in the
theses, particularly on India and China.

From the point of view of revolutionary activity at present
China and India are the most important colonies to be con-
cidered. But we must not overlook the world significance of
the Negro question, which in the past has not been given sui-
ficient attention by the Comintern.

At the Fourth and Fifth Congresses of the Comintern, there
was some discussion on the necessity of the creation of a
Western Colonial Bureau, dealing with the Negro question.
It seems that as far as actual work is concerned, the Bureau
has done very little, and nobody knows what became of this
Bureau afterwards. We also find in the archives much dusty
material on this question that has never been read by anybody.

Comrade Kuusinen remarked that at present there is very
little revolutionary activity in the continent of Africa among
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the Negroes. This is true, but here can be much more revo-
lutionary activity on this continent provided we paid a little
more attention to the various movements that are in existence
on this continent, I have in mind Portuguese East Africa. There
is a revolutionary movement under the leadership of Com-
munists and they wrote to the American Negro Labour Con-
gress asking to be put in touch with the Comintern, and when
this was mentioned to the Comintern, we understand that they
had never heard anything of this movement and had no connec-
tions at all with these comrades. And I think it is necessary
to get more contact with these various revolutionary move-
ments that exist on that continent.

We organised here at the Congress, a small sub-committee
of the Anglo-American Secretariat which dealt with the Negro
question in America. This Commission has done a consider-
able amount of work, which ol course is by no means com-
plete, but the first steps were made for a real investigation of
this question. In this commission there arose some sharp
differences as to the character of the Negro movement in the
United States. One point of view is that these Negroes are a
racial minority but are developing some characteristics of a
national minority and that in the future they will have to be
considered as a national minority. The other point of view
is that these Negroes are a racial minority and are not deve-
loping any characteristics of a national minority and that the
basis that would develop these characteristics is rapidly dis-
appearing, that there exists no national entity as such among
the American Negroes.

We have a sharp differentiation in classes among  the
American Negroes, particularly after the world war and this
class differentiation tends to prevent a development of any
national characteristics as such. We find the Negro bourgeoisie
are becoming more and more an integral part of the whole
of the American bourgeoisie and are completely separated as
far as class interests are concerned from the majority of the
Negro toilers. The historical development of the American
Negro has tended to create in him the desire to be considered
a part of the American nation. There are no tendencies to
become a separate national minority within the American
nztion. 1 have material on this which will be submitted to
the Colonial Commission, in support of our disagreement, to-
gether with the theses drawn up by the Negro Commission.

This is a very important question and deserves careful study
before any definife steps are taken in drawing up a programme
or advancing slogans for our work among the American

Negroes. Some comrades consider it necessary at this moment

to launch the slogan of self-determination for the American
Negroes; to advocate an independent Soviet Socialist Republic
in America for Negroes. There is no objection on our part on
the principle of a Soviet Republic for Negroes in America, The
point we are concerned with here is how to organise these
Negroes at present on the basis of their everyday needs for the
revolution. The question before the Negroes today is not what
will be done with them after the revolution, but what measures
are we going to take to alleviate their present condition in
America.

We have to adopt a- programme that will take care of
their immediate needs, of course keeping in mind the necessity
for organising the revolution.

A comrade remarked that it was necessary for us to estab--

lish a new line of work among the Negroes, to adopt a new
programmie. It is not so much the question of a new programime
but of carrying out the programme that was adopted by the
1V. and V. Congresses on this question. Up till now nothing
has been done. The central slogan around which we can rally
the Negro masses is the slogan of social equality. And the
reason why we have not organised the Negroes in America and
why we have such a small number of Negroes in our Party, is
because we have not fought consistently for this principle. And
this is due to the fact that we have white chauvinism in our
Party. Therefore, before we should attempt to launch a slogan
of self-determination for the Americanj Negroes as a central
slogan, we should give more study to this question. A Bureau
should be set up in the Comintern dealing specifically with the
Negro problem to analyse and study the objective situation in
the various countries where there are Negroes and from this
study formulate our programme.

Comrade CONTRERAS (Mexico):

Comrades, when the II. Congress of the Communist Inter-
national endorsed the theses on the colonies and semi-colonies,
the Communist movement in Latin-America was only in its
initial stage and the problems of this vast continent were hardly
known at all. At present we have almost in the whole of Latin
America Communist Parties or groups of comrades who work
energetically for the construction of such Parties.

Latin America has already embarked on the emancipation
movement which is linked up with the capitalist crisis throug-
hout .the world. In the next revolutionary wave it is bound to
play a very important role.

The Communist International must pay more attention to
this vast continent, it must help these young Communist Parties
in their struggles and must contribute to their formation where
such parties do not yet exist.

The Second International, which did not trouble in the past
to study the problems of this vast continent where the Britisih
and American imperialisms are contending with each other and
are using criminal methods to bleed a population of 100 million,
was induced to mention them in its colonial theses which were
endorsed by the Brussels Congress:

“The Second International opposes the policy of economic
subjection and military intervention on the part of the United
Stafes in the Republics of Central and South America.”

What is the meaning of these four lines? The Second Inter-
national is against the economic subjection and military inter-
vention of the United States, but it has nothing to say in regard
to what the people of Latin American shall do to emancipate
itself from this economic subjection, and to resist effectively the
military interventions. It has not a word to say against the
policy of economic subjection applied by Great Britain in Latin
America. _

Why this omision? Being familiar with the policy of the
leaders of the Second International, we come to the conclusion

that the Second International is against the subjection policy of

the United States in Latin America not because this policy
exterminates the peoples but because it interferences with the
interests of British imperialism whose instrument the Second
International is indirectly.

Latin America is enormously important because it is the
main base of the exploitation of the United States. The insurrec-

tions of the last years and the fact that the United States must:

continually maintain a state of war against these countries,
show how insecure this base is. As control over commerce and
industry depends on control over oil, the Standard Oil Co.
(U. S. A)) and the Dutch Shell Co. (Great Britain) are struggling
over the Latin American territories.

The scientific commission of the oil department of the
United States has declared that if the exploitation of the oil
wells in the United States continues as before, the oil sources
of the United States will be exhausted in seven years. Hence,

.the increasingly brutal policy of Wall Street imperialism.

44.04% of all the loans placed by the United States abroad
are in Latin America. The penetration has been vast and rapid.
In this rivalry British imperialism has been obliged to cede
gradually its positions to Yankee imperialism. In the countries
where it still keeps some of its positions it is compelled to
allow the penetration of Yankee capital into its own companies.
We have concrete examples of these facts in Brazil and Peru.

In the biggest part of Latin America national problems are
at present intimately connected with the political and economic
domination of Yankee imperialism. The latter accelerates or
retards industrial development according to its interests: it
bribes the parties, it provokes racial conilicts as well as religious
and frontier conflicts, it subsidises and directs coups d’etat, etc.

In the course of 30 years 23 military interventions took
place which cost hundreds of thousands of victims and were
carried on at the expense of the oppressed peoples.

While in a general way British imperialism based its policy
on the landowning class and while it has impeded the industrial
development of the countries of Latin America, American im-
perialism rests on the big landowners in the countries where
British imperialism was weak and it has helped the petty bour-
geoisie in the countries where British imperialism dominated.

But immediately after the conquest of power by the petty
bourgeoisie, either by a revolution or a military coup d’etat, as
soon as it came into power, the petty bourgeoisie was compelled
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sooner or later to submit to Yankee imperialism, to collaborate
with the latifundists. Consequently it cannot keep the promises
made {o the proletariat during the revolutionary period and it
crushes all the rebellious movements of the proletariat and the
peasantry.

We regret that in the theses on the colonial and semi-
colonial question introduced by Comrade Kuusinen, the most
powerful imperialism in the world is not mentioned at all.

In many countries of Latin America the internal situation,
the economic and social structure have changed considerably
owing to the industrial development, the creation of a proletariat
and the accentuation of the agrarian crisis. .

In all semi-colonies Yankee imperialism, standing in" need
of a social base, has become the ally of the reaction against the
majority of the population. Illiteracy, religious fanaticism, epi-
demics, unemployment and the systematic pauperisation of the
proletariat and the peasantry, — such are the tragic conse-
quences of imperialist domination.

The development of productive forces is allowed only within
the limits established by imperialism which wants to maintain
its colonial monopoly. It puts obstacles in the way of industrial
"development, especially in regard to means of production requi-
red for the creation of a national economy. It wants to keep
Latin America as a “hinterland”, as an agrarian and raw
material reservoir,

Throughout Latin America Yankee imperialism bases its
colonial policy not only on the establishment of its mornopoly
through economic penetration but also on its control of the
political life of the country.

If it does not succeed in bribing the central government
it subsidises a coup d’etat or intervenes by force of arms.

Imperialism assumes a brutal colonialist form. This atti-
tude helps to mature revolutionary crises, it intensifies them
and gives to all revolutionary outbursts a mass character.

Agrarian revolution is ‘the order of the day throughout
Latin America; the revolutionary peasant movement is directed
not only towards the destruction of semifeudal relations, but
also against imperialism, The sale of goods manufactured in
"the mother country has ruined the small national industry.
Exploitation of the soil by modern methods does not give a
chance to small landowners. The national agricultural credit
banks which are subsidised by foreign capital expropriate
+ systematically small landowners who cannot pay the interest
on loans,

, The agrarian problem is especially in Latin America of
vital importance to the revolution. The Communist Parties
must do their utmost to win over the exploited masses of the
peasantry and to bring them on to the path which alone will
lead them to the fulfillment of their aspirations,

The national question is intimately connected with the
colonial question. There is a national revolutionary movement
especially in Central America and in the Bolivian countries.
The proletarian movement of economically developed countries
and the national movement of the colonies and semi-colonies
are two aspects of the same great revolutionary movement.
Communist Parties must pay more attention to this movement,
they must struggle against the indecision and vacillations of
their leaders and against the putchist ideology which is typical
of the bourgeoisie of Latin America. The Communist Infer-
national must keep watch over the young Commiunist Parties
and must guide them in regard to their tactical and political
lines towards these movements and in all other circumstances.
It is very easy to commit ultra-Left errors which reduce the
Parties t0 a sect and dissociate them from the masses. It is
also very easy to commit ultra-Right errors which identify the
Party with the national movement,

The colonial and semi-colonial thesis paid very little or
hardly any attention to the native problem. In Latin America
25 millions of Indians constitute a mass of exploited and ensla-

~ved people who are not even entitled to a plot of land. It
should be said in our programme that under a regime of
workers and peasants democratic dictatorshi they will have
the right of self-administration and of deve oping their own

culture, efc. But also under the present regime we must struggle
for the recognition of these rights. Only thus will we be able
to rally under our banner this mass of slaves who have always
been the principal driving force in all colonial revolutions.

Indians constitute that section of the population which was al-
Wways most exploited and served as cannon fodder in all upri-
sings led by the bourgeoisie.

Side by side with this problem we have that of the black
race. We have in America about 12,000,000 Negroes. We hope
that the Commission for Work Among Negroes elected by this
Congress will provide the Communist Parties of Latin America
with. a programme of action for winning this army of unfor-
tunates,

The pressure of Yankee imperialism which is becoming
more -and more brutal has established solidarity among the
oppressed peoples. There are many movements of various %orms
in Latin America: “Spanish-American”, “Latin-American”,
“Indo-American”, “Iberian-American”. All these movements are
under the leadership of bourgeois and petty bourgeois elements.
They have a sentimental, mystical or philanthropic character.
Norte of them has a sound basis.

About 18 months ago Sandino, at the head of a number
of peasants and miners declared an anti-imperialist war in
Nicaragua against Amierican capital and its national agents.
The Anti-Imperialist League of America took up immediately
the cause of Nicaragua and initiated an international solidarity
campaign; it collected money to help Sandino and his soldiers
and also to provide medicines and miedical appliances. In this
movement the Anti-Imperialist League acts on a continental
basis, it has been in the forefront of all the anti-imperialist move-
mernts of the continent. The Comintern together with the Anti-
Impérialist League must pay more attention to these movemients
and must induce the Communist Parties to organise under the
slogan of “United Anti-Imperialist Front”, movements in the
countries where the anti-imperialist League has no organi-
sation of its own.

Only under the leadership of the Communist Parties can the
Anti-imperialist movements assume a correct policy against
imperialism.

By weakening imperialism in Latin America it is weakered
on a world scale. In an imperialist war against Soviet Russia .
Latin America will be the economic reservoir, it will provide
grain, meat, oil, etc. The North American comrades must
concentrate all their energy on the establishment of a powerful
anti-imperialist organisation in the United States. The anti-
imperialist struggle in Latin America is an integral part of the
struggle which the workers of the United States carry on
against the Wall Street capitalists.

in “the countries of Latin America we have a labour
bureaucracy corrupted by imperialism, and this labour bureau-

cracy is more dangerous than the bureaucracy in the mother
country.

Santiago Iglesias, Secretary of the Latin American section

-of the Pan-American Federation of Labour, said in a confi-

dential circular addressed to the organisations of Latin America:

“It is clear that the American Federation of Labour
is an instrument which will allow the countries of Spanish
America to assimilate the realist spirit and the humani-
tarian ideal of our nation.”

“Our nation”, on the lips of Mr. Iglesias, means Yankee
imperialism.

At its last Congress the Red International of Labour Unions
made important decisions for combating this bureaucracy and
setting against the Pan-American Federation of Labour which
is an instrument of Yankee imperialism a revolutionary trade
union federation of Latin America which, in close union with
the minority trade union movement in the United States, will
be a genuine instrument for the political and economic emanci-
pation of the workers of Latin America.

The theses introduced by Comrades Kuusinen and Ercoli
show very clearly what musf be the main tasks and the tactic
of the Communist Parties in colonial and semi-colonial coun-
tries. But for Latin America the Comintern must draw up on
the basjs of the general lines of the already introduced theses,
special theses for the Communist movement in Latin America
where new problems arise unknown in other colonial and semi-
colonial countries.

A member of the Young Communist League of the United
States declared at this Congress that the charge made against
the Communist Party of America that it has not done its duty
in regard to anti-imperialist work, is a false charge.

But this is not true to facts. The groups existing in the
American Communist Parties accuse each other of not having
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supported and developed the anti-imperialist movements in the
United States. On behali of the Communist fraction of the
continenial committee of the Anti-Imperialist League of all the
Americas, I declare that both sides are right when they assert
that the American Communist Party has not carried out its
anti-imperialist tasks, and I assert that the responsibility for this
deplorable error rests entirely with the Central Committee of
the Communist Party.

Comrade Kuusinen, in his colonial and semi-colonial theses
laid before this Congress, divides the colonial and semi-colo-
nial countries into four groups. We think that the classification
of any one couniry in one of these groups is closely connected
with our tactical and political lines, with the development and
the perspectives of the Communist movement of these groups,
as well as with the interpretation of the character of the deve-
lopment and the driving forces of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution.

The Latin-American Delegation is convinced that the divi-
sion of the countries is of vital importance for the Communist
movement and it thinks that instead of establishing an arti-
ficial division made so as not to form too many groups, one
should take a logical viewpoint and extend this division in
order to facilitate the study of the colonial and semi-colonial
question and in order to separate more clearly the development
of the Communist movements from the development of the
bourgecis-democratic revolution. For instance, the delegation
gives the case of Comrade Kuusinen who places into the first
group all the countries of Latin America, that is to say, the
Southern countries which are remarkably developed economi-
cally, the Bolivian countries which are in the initial stage of
their development and the countries of Central America where,
with the exception of Mexico and Cuba, hardly any industries
exist and where semi-feudal relations still predominate.

Comrade Humbert Droz, in his theses on Latin America,
laid before this Congress, says that the slogans of the Com-
munist Parties of the South-American Continent must be those
of “Latin-Americanism”. Although the Latin-American Dele-
gation is, in general, in agreement with Comrade Humbert
Droz’ theses, it cannot accept this slogan.

Latin Americanism is the ideology of a clearly petty-bour-
geois anti-imperialist movement which struggles against the
Communist movement and asserts that Marxism, as well as
Leninism, are exotic plants for Latin America. These theorists
accuse the Anti-Imperialist League of being an agency of
Moscow. They sabotage our entire agitation and they give to
understand that when they get into power they will not allow
the existence of a legal Communist Party. The slogan “Latin
Americanism” can be easily misinterpreted by the workers and
peasants, among whom our influence is continually growing.

In Latin-America we must struggle against the conception,
which will be strengthened by the slogan “Latin Americanism”,
that the proletariat of the United States and- the Wall Street
capitalists constitute one reacfionary entity. Latin Americanism
asserts that Senator Borah is a thousand times more the friend
of the peoples of Latin America than the workers of the United
States.

We have already succeeded in capturing a good position
from which we can free the workers, of Latin America of this
dangerous conception. It is incumbent on us to issue slogans
capable of strengthening the anti-imperialist struggle and uni-
ting more and more all proletarians. There are already slogans
in regard to this question which fully express the nature of
the struggle and which are known by all, for instance, “Oqt
with the Yankees from Latin America”, “Struggle for the uni-
fication of the oppressed peoples of Latin America against
imperialism”, etc. Therefore, we think that the slogan proposed
by Comrade Humbert-Droz is not only useless, but dangerous.

Comrade PEPPER (United States).

Comrades, Comrade Kuusinen’s theses are built up on the
discussion of two fundamental problems: firstly, the Colonial
Policy of Imperialism, secondly, the discussion of the question
of the Bourgeois-Democratic Revolution as a preparatory stage
to the Socialist Revolution in the colonies. The arguments with
which the basis of the theses was attacked here, -are false. Ot
course, one could change a few sentences here and there. In
some questions, for instance in the question of the peasantry
and the urban petty-bourgeoisie, one should give more diifer-

entiated formulae. But the attacks directed against the funda-
mental line of the theses, must be certainly rejected. .

Let us consider first of all the Colonial Policy of Imperia-
lism. Comrade Bennet raised the question; is there industrialisa-
tion in India or not? Does this industrialisation mean a certain
decolonisation?

Comrade Bennet said: If he has to choose between two
theories, he would rather choose the theory of decolonisation
than the assertion that India is a “rural continent”. But is the
question really as simple as Bennet assumes, namely that indu-
strialisation is tantamount to decolonisation? In my opinion,
one should not confound decolonisation and industrialisation.
Comrade Bennet has simplified the task too much.

We must examine: 1. Does industrialisation exist in India?
2. What is the character of this industrialisaiion, what dimen-
sion has it reached? 3. Is it an industrialisation capable of
making the country truly independent? 4. What role does the
British bourgeoisie play in these processes of industrialisation,
in whose hands are the commanding positions of the Indian
economy? 5. What is the relation between industrialisation and
capitalist development in India, on the one hand, and the non-
capitalist sector of the country, on the other hand?

Comrade Bennet has not dealt with any of these questions,
he reduced the whole problem to the question of industriali-
sation in general. He failed to see the fundamental questions.

The first question with which I want to deal and which is
fairly decisive, is the role and scope of the big industry and
capitalism in general in Indian eceonomy. One must admit that
capitalism still exists only on the surface of the gigantic terri-
tory of India which has been justly called a “rural continent”
by Comrade Kuusinen. Most of the population lives in many
respects still under pre-capitalist conditions, which is one ot
the most important characteristics of the whole situation in
india. The majority of the population in India suffers today
from the disintergrative consequences of capitalism which is
coming more and more to the fore and at the same time from
the backwardness of the couniry, of those elements which are
still pre-capitalistic. One must realise this. If one does not_ this
means that one has also not realised Lenin’s theses at the
Second Congress which designate India as a in many respects
pre-capitalist country. One could of course say that since 1920,
since the theses of the Second World Congress, a fundamental
change has taken place in the situation in India. But if one
holds this view, one should say so frankly. Comrade Bennet
should have declared that Lenin’s theses which designate India
as an as yet pre-capitalist country, are no longer correct to-day,
that India is no longer a colony, or at least that the main
process of the development in India is the process of decolo-
nisation.

Comrade Bennet declared — and this was " actually his
trump card — that Kuusinen is wrong; India is no longer an
agricultural appendage of the British Empire, for if one exa-
mines the export trade of India, one finds that it does not export
much raw material. In my opinion, Comrade Bennet is wrong
in dealing with this question in this manner. It is not really a
question of how much raw material India exports to Britain,
the correct way of dealing with the question is a careful exami-
nation of India’s relation not only to the British imperialism,
but to all the imperialist countries. The correct Leninist way
of dealing with the question is an examination of India’s role and
function in the imperialist world system. If one does this, one
sees that India’s main function in the imperialist world system
is — supplying the mother country with agrarian produce and
raw material. The industrial towns in India, the exploitation of
the natural wealth, the development of the railway system, etc.,
serve the purpose of fitting India, as agricultural appendage of
imperialism, for these functions. Imperialism is robbing India
of its raw material and wants to export its goods to India.
Capitalism can continue making great progress in India, it can
for instance transform agriculture into a capitalist concern, but
this will not change in the least India’s main function in the
imperialist world system, namely, that it is an agricultural ap-
pendage of imperialism.

Let us take the question of industrialisation in the nar-
rower sense. As everyone knows, India has no or hardly any
heavy industry, hardly any metallurgy. The two or three big
metallurgical enterprises which India possesses are known by
name to anyone who has made even a superficial study of the
country. Indian industry, as far as its exists, is a light industry.
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Its main branch is the manufacture of textile goods. There is
industrialisation and industrialisation. We must now examine
the question of what role the light industry can play in the
development of a country. Two questions come here into con-
sideration:

1. Can the existence of a light industry transform a country
from an agrarian into an industrial country?

2. Can the existence of a light .industry make a country
independent of the imperialist Powers?

I think that both questions should be decidedly answered
in the negative. -

In this connection, I would like to quote Lenin and Stalin,
so as to show what these comrades thought about these
questions. Lenin made the following statement about Soviet
Russia:

“Without saving the heavy industry, without its recon-
struction, we cannot build up any industry, and without it
we are lost as an independent country”.

Comrade Stalin’s statement is as follows:

“What is an agrarian country? An agrarian country is
a country which exports agricultural and imports means of
production, and which does not produce at all or hardly at
all these means of production (Machinery, etc.). If we get
stuck at the stage of development when we do not produce
our own means of production, but must import them from
abroad, we cannot be guaranteed against the transformation
of our country into an appendage of the capitalist system.”

Both quotations refér to Soviet Russia, which, as everyone
knows, is much more industrialised than India. In Soviet Russia,
the proletariat has a much greater specific weight than the
workers in India. Soviet Russia has relatively a much stronger
heavy industry than India. Soviet Russia is the country of
proletarian dictatorship where the working class is already in
power, where the political rule of imperialism has already been
destroyed. Nevertheless, Leénin and Stalin declared that 1) the
existence of a light industry does not convert an agrarian
country into an industrial; 2) only the establishment of the
heavy industry, the engineering industry, only the production
of the means of production can make a country an industrial
country; 3) without heavy industry a country cannot be an
economically independent country; 4) without heavy industry,
without the production of means of production any country is

doomed to become an appendage of the capitalist, the imperialist -

system.

One of Comrade Bennet’s most important arguments to
prove the industrialisation of India, was the magnitude of the
export of capital from Great Britain to India. It is of course a
fact that Britain has exported much capital to India. But it is
also a fact that no less than 90% of the British capital sent to

India were invested in State loans and used to cover the war

and administration expenditure. Even the remaining 10% were
not entirely invesled in industry, they frequently went to agri-
culture or to the extraction of raw material. Comrade Magyar
said, for instance, in the Indian Commission that no less than
500 million rupees British capital are invested in tea plantations.
It would be of course ridiculous to assert that there is no
industry in India. That British capital plays an important role
in the industrialisation of India, is a matter of course. But one
should certainly not overlook the fact that Indian industry, as
it exists today, is first and foremost a light industry. One certainly
cannot deny the fact that hardly any heavy industry exists at
present in India, that India can cover only between 4 and 8%
of its requirements for iron and must import the rest. The
industrial development of India has not yet reached the stage of
production of the means of production. One cannot certainly
overlook the fact that, on the one hand, pre-capitalist conditions
still exist in many respects in big sectors of the Indian economy
and that, on the other hand, British capitalism dominates all
the commanding positions of the Indian ecomomic life. One
cannot deal with this questions as simply as comrade Bennet
has done it, one must realise that Indian capitalism could not
develop rapidly because it.is hampered from above and from
below. It is hampered from above by the world system of im-
perialism and from below by the pre-capitalist elements of the
.Indian economiy. Surely one must realise that these two elements
“are still hampering the development of an independent Indian
capitalism. Co

~ capitalism.

One also forgets the relativity of the development of in-
dustry in India. Certain processes of industrialisation no doubt
exist in India, no one has denied this. But if one compares this
development with the development of the big industry, with the
establishment of the heavy industry and with the creation of
powerful world trusts in the imperialist countries, one sees that
India cannot keep pace with the development of the imperialist
countries. This is the only explanation of the fact that in spite
of certain industrialisation processes India is still an appendage
of the imperialist system and must remain so till the revolution
in India or in Great Britain changes this state of affairs.

Comrade Bennet’s idea of the role of British imperialism in
India is very one-sided, very undialectical. He merely sees that
British capitalism is industrialising India, buf he overlooks the
fact that the same British capital is impeding the industriali-
sation of India by every possible means.

The entire economic and political system of British im-
perialism is one big conspiracy against the independent develop-
ment of the economic life of India.

The greatest defect of Comrade Bennet’s method is — that
it is undialectical. He thinks that in India the revolutionary
development will come because Indian capitalism will become
very strong, because the industrial development of India is
striding with seven-league boots. This is erroneous. Why does
the revolutionary situation in India develop? Just because
Indian capitalism, which is neither big nor broad and has not
yet taken possession of the country, comes into collision with
the pre-capitalist conditions, with the backwardness of the couniry,
on the one hand, and with imperialism, on the other hand.
This collision, these contradictions are the basis of the revolu-
tionary movement in India, and not the absolute magnitude of
Conflicts and disintegrative elements and not the
strong development of capitalism, constitute the basis of the
revolutionary situation. One cannot deny that, on the other hand,
capitalism which has reached a certain stage of development in
India, has created a proletariat which can lead the revolution,
but that, on the other hand, the industrial economic development
is impeded in general by the pre-capitalist elements and im-
perialism.” If one sees one-sidedly, undialectically only the
existence of industrialisation and the strong development of
capitalism, if one wants to see only the historical role of the
proletariat, if one simply denies the colonial state—of India, if
one designates the process of decolonisation as the main process, .
one comes dangerously near the standpoint of the Second Inter-
national. It is a well-known fact that according to the Second
International the normal development of India and the other
colonies is the capitalist development, that they decolonise them-
selves gradually and develop a proletariat, and that in a dim
and distant future this proletariat will make the proletarian
revolution against the native bourgeoisie.

The attitude of the Second International is tantamount to
renouncing struggle against the imperialism of the colonies. In
this connection, we meet with Comrade Bennet's second mistake
which consists in an erroneous estimate of class-relations in
India. To judge by his arguments, there are only two camps in
India: the camp of the imperialists and the camp of the workers
and peasants. The matter 1s not as simple as this. There are still
three camps one cannot yet assert that the Indian bourgeoisie
has gone over completely and finally into the imperialist camp.
The Indian bourgeoisie has repeatedly betrayed the national-
revolution and is bound to finally betray it in the future. But
to-day we must still distinguish between three camps in India.
One must realise that the chief enemy is still British imperialism.
It is of course also clear that final victory over British imperia-
lism is possible only through victory over the Indian bour-
geoisie. But if one says: the Indian bourgeoisie is already now
the chief enemy, this means an under-estimation of the impor-
tance of British imperialism, and this is rather dangerous. Coin-
rade Bennet declared here ironically that he does not care if, on
the sirength of his arguments re decolonisation and class rela-
tions in India, he is called an ultra-Left. Comrade Bennet need
not be afraid. We know Comyrade Bennet, and no one in this
hall will designate him an ultra-Left. The idea he brought for-
ward here, is by no means an ultra-Left idea. He has certainly
a few insignificant ultra-Left gestures, but the basis of his con-
ception and criticism directed against Comrade Kuusinen’s
theses is a rather fully developed Right deviation.

I am coming now to the second chief probelm: to the
questions of bourgeois-democratic revolution in the colonies.
This question, too, is of general importance. Just as the imperia-
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list policy in all colonies has fundamental traits which are valid
generally, we can also assert that the bourgeois-democratic re-
volution is an inevitable phase, a preliminary stage of the
socialist revolution in all colonies. Of course, the phase of
development in a colony will have its special characteristic
features, its concrete aspect will be different everywhere, the
concrete intermediate stages will be different at all times and in
any country, but the fundamental problem is the same for all
colonies.

If one studies the problems of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution as a transition period to the Socialist-proletarian
revolution, one must first of all study the experiences of the
Chinese Revolution. In this connection one should point out that
the executive of the Communist Party of China has been guilty
of two historical errors in the appreciation of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution. From the standpoint of the leaders of the
Executive of the Party, one could divide the history of the C.P.
of China into two periods. In the first period the errors of the
Party Executive sailed under the colours of Sun Yat-senism, and
in the second period under the colours of the permanent revo-
lution, not a la Marx, but a la Trotsky. In the first period, the
fundamental errors of the Chinese Party Executive were: 1) re-
linquishment of the independence of the Communist Party — up
to treachery; 2) under-estimation of the agrarian revolution up
to suppression of the peasant rebellion on the part of the Com-
munists. What was after all the basis of these errors? It con-
sisted in the then opportunist Party executive failing to under-
stand the independent role of the proletariat in opposition to the
bourgeoisie and in its failure to see, when the agrarian revolu-
tion was approaching, that a new period was coming, that the
old period of the so-called general national revolution has been
transformed into the period of the bourgeois-democratic revo-
luticn. When the new period was approaching, the old oppor-
tunist executive of the C.P. of China simply overlooked it. This
was a historical error.

: In the second period, we witness just the opposite error.

While in the first period the Party fused with the Kuomintang,
it dissociated itself in the second period from the masses '— as
correctly pointed out by the theses of the 9th Plenum of the
E.C.C.1. — and a gulf opened between the Party and the pro-
letariat, The second period, was the bringing forward of the
theory of permanent revolution in connection with the conception
according to which the Chinese Revolution is already a prole-
tarian-socialist revolution. In connection with this question the
Party Executive had the thesis that there is hardly any bour-
geoisie in China. In the first period the Communist Party was
an appendage of the bourgeoisie, and in the second period the
Party Executive was running the danger of overlooking the
existence of the Chinese bourgeoisie, the maintainer of the worst
white terror.

These two errors have something in common. The period
of Sun Yat-senism and the period of permanent revolution a la
Trotsky have the foilowing in common: in both periods the
executive of the Chinese Party cverlooked the tramsition of the
revolution, in the first period the transition of the -general
national revolution into the bourgeois-democratic revolution
when this second stage of the revolution was already there; in
the second period the Party Executive imagined that the period
of the Socialist-proletarian revolution had already arrived when
the bourgeois-democratic revolution had not yet effected the
transition. Thus the {wo sides have in common that a period
was skipped. In the first period one failed to see the new phase;
in the second period one thought that the new phase had already
arrived when the old was still there. These two errors have in
common that the Executive of the Chinese Party could not see
clearly in two periods through what stage of development of
the revolution ome was going. Both errors were of course
fundamental errors.

The big opportunist errors of the first period have been
remedied by the Chinese Party with the help of the Comintern
at the August Conference. It has sent to the devil the old Exe-
cutive, and the new Executive has certainly not been guilty of
the same fundamentally opportunist errors. The errors of the
second period were remedied by the 9th Plenum of the E.C.C. 1.
by rejecting the theory of permanent revolution & la Trotsky and
by emphasising the necessity of mass agitation and propaganda
for the work of the C.P. of China.- :

I think that it is necessary to say something about the
theory of permanent revolution as brought forward in connection
with the Chinese Revolution. This theory was not only brought -
forward in the November theses (1627) of the Central Committee
of the Chinese Party, it was also defended at the sessions of the
E.C.C.1. by Comrade Lominadze. What was Comrade Lomi-
nadze’s theses? He brought forward two assertions. I quote from
hﬁs Erepoet ?t the Chinese Conference prior to the 9th Plenum of
th E.C.C.L:

“There is now a workers’ and peasants’ revolution
which can on no account be designated as a bourgeois-
demccratic revolution, inasfar as we raise the question of
the forms, character and class forces of this revolution.”

“The Revolution in China has no longer a bourgeois-
democratic character.”

“The revolution has a continuous, permanent character”.

The coupling together of these two assertions means skipping
a whole phase of the revclution, namely: the bourgeois-demo-
cratic phase. Comrade Lominadze is of course right when he
says that the class driving forces of the Chinese Revolution are
not the bourgeoisie, but the proletariat and the peasantry, but
he is completely wrong when he contends that the social character
of the revolution is no longer bourgeois-democratic, but prole-
tarian-Socialist.

This conception of Comrade Lominadze in regard to the
Chinese Revolution is analogous with Trotzky’s conception of
the Russian Revolution in 1905. Trotsky’s theory contained also
these two elements: the revolution is permanent and it is no
longer bourgeois-democratic. The resolution of the 9th Plenum
of the E.C.C.1. condemned as follows the theory of the per-
manent revolution in connection with China: ‘

“The present period of the revolution in China is the
period of the bourgeois-democratic revolution... It is
wrong to describe the present stage of the Chinese Revolu-
tion as a revolution which has already changed into the
Socialist Revolution. It is also wrong to describe it as a
‘permanent’ revolution. The acceptance of a tendency to skip
the bourgeois-democratic stage of the revolution accom-
panied by the assumption that the revolution is a ‘per-
manent’ revolution, is an error, analogous to that of Trotsky
in 1905. This error is all the more harmful as such an atti-
tude to the question eliminates also the greatest national
peculiarity of the Chinese Revolution as a revolution in a
semi-colonial country.”

The theory of the permanent revolution is in itself not wrong
if we conceive it as Marx and Lenin brought it forward, namely,
that we oppose the idea that revolution must always lead to the
most radical conclusion, and that we stand up for the idea, that
one class after the other, always the most radical and progressive
is getting at the helm until proletarian dictatorship has been
established. This is the meaning of permanence in the theory of
Marx and Lenin. But if this theory of permanent revolution is to
mean that one stage is skipped, that the necessity of the stage
of the bourgeois-democratic is denied and that the theory of
permanent revolution plus socialist proletarian revolution is
brought forward, as this was done by Comrade Lominadze, this
is certainly an error analogous to that of Trotsky in 1905.

What does it mean if we simply skip the stage of the bour-
geois-democratic revolution? I think that Comrade Kuusinen’s
theses give a very clear and unambiguous answer to this
question. The theses are drawn up on the basis of the Leninist
conception that the social character of the bourgeois-democratic
stage of the revolution is the agrarian revolution. If one skips
this stage, this means of course that one overlooks the role of
the peasantry, that one commits the historical permanent error
of Trotskyism. This is of course a fundamental error in countries
such as China or India where the overwhelming majority of the
population consists of peasants, an error which cannot be
committed with impunity. This cannot be done in a peasant
country, least of all in a colonial country. In this connection
I would like to quote a few sentences from Comrade Stalin’s
}Szpeédé Ion the Chinese question at the VIII Plenum of the

“But what is agrarian revolution? It is certainly the
basis and substance of the bourgeois-democratic revolution”.
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“The bourgeois-democratic revolution in China is at
the same time an anti-imperialist revolution.”

“The bourgeois-democratic revolution in China com-
bines struggle against feudal relics with struggle against
imperialism”,

Stalin’s formula is classical. One could not put the question
more clearly and precisely. In China the bourgeois-democratic
revolution — and the same applies also to India — combines
struggle against feudal relics, that is to say, agrarian revolution
with struggle against imperialism. Who fails to see this, has
not the least notion of the character of the colonial revolution.
Who denies the existence of the stage of the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution, overlooks the necessity of struggle against
feudal relics and imperialism. .The permanence theory made
Trotsky underestimafe the role of the peasantry in Russia, it
made Comrade Lominadze underestimate the struggle against
imperialism in China.

This conception has nothing in common with the Leninist
conception of the permanence of revolution.

In this connection, one should also discuss the question if
there is after all a bourgeoisie in China. The question itself
sounds of course a little ludicrous, but this problem has actually
vccupied the- attention of the Communist International. Not only
at the already mentioned Chinese conference, but also at the
XV. Congress of the C.P.S.U., Comrade Lominadze disputed
actually the existence of a Chinese bourgeoisie. According to
the minutes, Lominadze said:

“The Kuomintang as a political party no longer exists.”
According to the minutes, Comrade Stalin interrupted him here
and asked:

“And what has remained of this bourgeoisie?”
Again according to the protocol, Lominadze’s answer was:

“Individual bourgeois have remained of the bourgeoisie”.
According to the minutes, there was “laughter” at this.

I think that the VI. World Congress can heartily join in this
outbreak of hilarity of the XV. Congress of the Russian Party.
It is certainly a very queer assertion that only individual bour-
geois have remained of the Chinese bourgeoisie. But this remar-
kable ‘theory” of Comrade Lominadze becomes a little more
serious if one takes into consideration that he said this in
December 1927, that is to say, when the white terror of the
Chinese bourgeoisie against the workers and peasants was at
its height. Comrade Bukharin described as follows the phantastic
“analysis” of Comrade Lominadze at the Chinese Conference
before the IX. Plenum of the E.C.C.1.:

“I think that this is a serious error. Comrade Lominadze
repeats the opportunist Borodin estimate of the classes.
Borodin says that there are no classes but only silhouettes
of classes in China.”

We must bring up here in a comprehensive manner the
question of the character of Comrade Lominadze’s conception
which was also partly expressed in the November theses of the
Chinese Central Committee. The elements of this conception are
as follows:

1. It overlooks the colonial character of the Chinese revo-
lution, in other words, it leads to under-estimation of the
struggle against imperialism.

2. It denies the bourgeois-democratic character of the
Chinese revolution, which necessarily leads to an under-estimation
of the agrarian revolution.

3. It disputes the existence of the Chinese bourgeoisie, in
other words, it leads to an underestimation of the struggle against
this bourgeoisie, as one cannot very well struggle against a non-
existent enemy,

These three viewpoints taken together result in an under-
estimation of the struggle against imperialism, the agrarian revolu-
tion and the bourgeoisie. Is this trinity of Comrade Lominadze’s
“theory” a left standpoint? I am convinced that the World Con-
gress will not be so naive to designate this standpoint as a
Left standpoint. If the words “Left” and “Right” have still a
meaning, if they have still the same meaning as in the life of
ordinary army recruits who want to know when they drill,

what is Left and what is Right, then this conception is a fairly
clear right conception. In my opinion, it is not by chance that
Comrade Lominadze has been guilty precisely of this error,
that, according to the resolution of the IX. Pienum, he under-
estimates the anti-imperialist character of the Chinese revolution.
This error is an integral part of his entire “world system”,
Comrade Lominadze under-estimates, generally speaking, on a
werld scale the struggle against imperialism.” I remind you of
the fact that Comrade Bukharin, in his concluding speech on
the first item of the agenda, was compelled to argue against the
conception of Comrade Lominadze who asserted that the internal
contradictions in the individual countries and not the big con-
tradictions inthe socialist world system, are the primary. ‘

Comrade Bukharin has already proved that the comrades
who deny that the contradictions and antagonism in the im-
perialist world system are the primary which also determine,
intensify and accentuate the internal contradictions in the indi-
vidual countries, — are also under-estimating the war danger.
And in the present situation the war danger is the greatest
danger, underestimation of the war danger is the greatest
mistake at the present juncture. Is under-estimation of the war
danger a Right or a Leit error? Comrade Bukharin has already
declared in his speech: under-estimation of the war danger is
at present the most important expression of the Right danger
within the Communist International.

Whoever takes as starting point the internal contradictions
of the individual countries and not the contradictions and anta-
gonism of the imperialist ‘world system, must necessarily arrive
at an erroneous standpoint not only in regard to the war
danger but also in regard to the fundamental question of the
proletarian revolution. I would like to quote in this connection a
statement of Comrade Stalin. This statement is probably the
best formula of this fundamental Leninist theses. In his work
on the “Fundamentals of Leninism” Comrade Stalin wrote:

“Formerly the proletarian revolution was considered
exclusively as the result of the internal development of the
respective country. At present this standpoint has been
leit behind, At present ome must consider the proletarian
revolution first and foremost, as the result of the develop-
ment of the contradictions in the imperialist world system.
As the result of the break in the chain of the imperialist
world front in this or that country”.

" This formula is correct, but if it be correct, it means the
complete collapse of Comrade Lominadze’s standpoint. Comrade
Stalin’s subsequent arguments draw the necessary conclusions:

“For this reason the statistical figures concerning the
percentage of the proletariat in the individual countries
have not the decisive importance which the experts of the
IL. International who have not understood imperialism and
are afraid of the revolution as of the plague, like to attach
to them.”

As you see, in this question {oo, Comrade Lominadze’s con-
ceptions — although accompanied by many ulira-Left gestures —
do not lead to a real Left but to a Right conception.

But what are the tactical consequepces of a conception
which under-estimates the anti-imperialist character of the
Chinese revolution? They are fairly serious. At present the
situation in China is as follows: in the eyes of the Chinese
workers and peasants the Kuomintang party stands revealed as
the class enemy. But does the Kuomintang stand already com-
pletely and finally revealed as a friend of the imperialists? Not
yet. Wide masses in China still believe that the Kuomintang is
carrying on somehow the struggle against imperialism. If the
Communist Party of China wants to expose completely the
betrayal of the national revolution by the Kuomintang, it must
carry on the struggle against imperialism with the utmost energy,
much better, a hundred times better than in the past. But if the
Chinese Party is advised to bring forward the theory of per-
manent revolution, if it is told that there is no longer a bour-
geois-democratic revolution in China, that one need not there-
fore struggle against imperialism as the chief enemy, but that
one should struggle directly for Communism, as Comrade
Lominadze does, it is as clear as daylight that very bad
advice is given to the Chinese comrades, advice which leads
to neglect of the struggle against imperialism. Imperialism is
the chief enemy. One: cannot struggle properly against the
Chinese bourgeoisie if ‘one ‘does not carry on the struggle
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against imperialism with a desperate energy. Is it a Right or
a Lelt standpoint if one disputes this line of action? I declare
most emphatically: this is a Right standpoint which means an
under-estimation of the chief enemiy.

The characteristic feature of the present period in China is:
serious attempts by the imperialists to partition China. The
new feature of the situation is — that the present intervention of
the imperialists is not directed against the nationalist bour-
geoisie, but is carried out with its help. If one under-estimates
in this situation the imperialist struggle, one ignores the most
vulnerabie point of the front of the Chinese bourgeoisie and
commits thereby an enormous (and by no means a left) error.
Lenin wrote in 1915 in “Against the Stream”:

“In reality Trotsky meets half-way the Liberal labour
politicans of Russia who understand by ‘negation’ of the
role of the peasantry disinclination to stir up the peasants”.

Comrade Lominadze denies the role of the anti-imperialist
struggle just as Trotsky denies the role of the agrarian revo-
lution.This negation must necessarily lead fo “disinclination” to
stir up the mass of the Chinese people against imperialism.

I am coming now to the next question. I must limit myself
now to an attempt to sum up here the main ideas which, in
my opinion, are contained in Lenin’s work on this question
of transition. One could perhaps sum up these main ideas of
Lenin as follows:

1. In countries with feudal relics and national oppression,
the revolution will have to go through a stage of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution as a transition stage to the proletarian-
socialist revolution.

2. Victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution is impos-
sible as a victory of the bourgeoisie.

3. The victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution is
only possible against the bourgeoisie.

4. The social-economic substance of the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution is destruction of the relics of feudalism, agrarian
revolution, and in the colonial countries destruction of imperia-
lism.

5. The social character. of .the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion is bourgeois (even nationalisation of the land is a bourgeois
demand), but the driving class forces of this revolution are
already the proletariat and the peasantry.

6. We must struggle for the permanent revolution in the
sense that the revolution should not come to a standstill half-
way. But at the same time we must fully realise the inevitability
of the intermediate stages of the revolution.

7. The bourgeois-democratic revolution is not separated by
a “Chinese Wall” from the socialist-proletarian revolution, even
in China, in the country of the Chinese wall. :

8. There are inter-relations between the bourgeois-demo-
cratic and the socialist-proletarian revolution, in the sense that
the former develops into the latter, that the latter solves in
passing the problems of the first, that so to speak, the solution
of the problems of the bourgeois-democratic revolution is a
by-product of the socialist-proletarian revolution, that the latter
consolidates the results of the former. On the basis of the objec-
tive conditions only the class struggle and the progress of class-
consciousness decide to what extent and how rapadly the former
succeeds to develop into the latter.

9. The class character of the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion is revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry.

During the Russian and also during the Chinese revolution
a series of mistakes were made by confusing the questions of
these two stages of the revolution. The chief of these mistakes
are as follows: :

1. Mechanical separation of the socialist-proletarian revolu-
tion from the bourgeois-democratic. This separation can lead
to the Menshevik conception that the bourgeois-democratic re-
volution lust be carried out and that only when all the ques-
tions of the bourgeois-democratic revolution are solved one can
begin to think of the organisation and realisation of the: pro-
letarian . revolution. .

2. Confusing the character of the social economic substance
of the revolution with the driving class forces of the revolution.

On the basis of this error arises the Menshevik conception
which says that, as the Russian revolution was a bourgeois
revolution, the bourgeoisie and not the proletariat must be its
driving force.

3. The opposite error, namely, the assertion that, as the
driving force of the revolution is the proletariat, the revolution
itseli must also be proletarian. This conception constitutes the
basis of the Trotskyist theory of permanent revolution which
one could call inverted Menshevism. .

4. The question of Scviets can also become a source of
errors. Some comrades think that when the workers and peasants
organise Soviets, this circumstance alone transforms already the
revolution into a proletarian-socialist revolution. This is of
course an error because Soviets can also be the State form of
the bourgeois-democratic revolution, of the revolutionary-demo-
cratic dictatorship of the workers and peasants.

5. Also the fighting methods used in the revolution can.
become sources of errors in regard to estimating the character
of the revolution. As in the course of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution industrial and political strikes, labour demonstrations
and proletarian insurrections are frequently used as a means of
struggle, many comrades commit the error of conmsidering the
revolution itself as a proletarian revolution. But Lenin already
said that in bourgeois-democratic revolutions in which the chief
driving force is the proletariat, the means of struggle of the
revolution will be pre-eminently proletarian means of struggle.
But this circumstance alone cannot alter the social character of
the revolution.

Where does bourgeois-democratic revolution end and where
does proletarian-socialist revolution begin? One cannot give a
straight mechanical answer to this question. Generally speaking,
we can say that the purely proletarian revolution begins when
political power is no longer in the hands of the dictatorship of
the proletariat and peasantry, but already in the hands of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and when the latter makes a
beginning with the realisation of its actual historical tasks,
namely, nationalisation of big enterprises, occupation of the
economic commanding posts and construction of socialism.
Nationalisation of land is not at all a proletarian measure, it
still remains within the framework of the bourgeois-economic
order. The nationalisation of big enterprises is not yet, under
any circumstances, a sign of proletarian revolution. One can for
instance surmise that in China the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion, i. e. the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry,
will nationalise the big enterprises which are in the hands of
the imperialists. Nevertheless, the revolution will not thereby
become a socialist-proletarian revolution, because the class
character of the State power will not yet be proletarian. The
revolution does not become a socialist-proletarian revolution
unless the State power takes the form of proletarian dictator-
ship. On the other hand, the proletarian dictatorship alone
cannot make the revolution a socialist revolution if the material
conditions for socialism are still lacking. In such. cases, and
this will be the case in most of the backward colonies, only
the help of the proletariat of the developed countries, the adop-
tion of the technmical-economic achievements of capitalism, the
help of the other Soviet republics can open gradually the road
to socialism.

Just a few remarks about Canton. Many untruths and
inexactitudes were indulged in here by various speakers in
regard to the Canton insurrection and my attitude to it. An
attempt was also made to represent the decision of the Com-
intern in a false light. I am therefore compelled to make here a
statement based on the Chinese conference which took place
before the IX. Plenum of the E.C. C.1. Comrade Lominadze and
his followers endeavoured here to create the impression that
1 had taken a hostile attitude to the Canton insurrection. A few
months ago the same comrades brought the same charge not
only against me but also against other comrades, including
Comrade Bukharin, of course with as little justification. 1 will
quote Comrade Bukharin’s speech at the already mentioned
Chinese conference. Comrade Bukharin said: : *

“Thus the confirmation of a rent between the vanguard
and the masses ‘is a very serious and yet understandable
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thing’. 1 will make the following concession. May be that
even this description of the facts is not correct by 50% ...
(Neumann and Lominadze: It is correct by 100%!) But
if it is correct, one should certainly give it first con-
sideration in the discussion and the determination of our
tactic.” (Lominadze: If one rejects insurrection in general,
then certainly yes).

As you see, Comrade Lominadze has accused also Comrade
Bukharin — a monstrous accusation — that he rejects insur-
rection in general. In the same speech Comrade Bukharin made
the following statement concerning the causes of the defeat of
the Canton insurrection:

“A few words about Canton and its lessons. Some com-
rades made a fierce attack on Comrade Pepper. But much
of what Comrade Pepper said is correct. | do not consider
correct the main theses of Neumann’s report that military-
technical reasons are alone to blame for the Canton defeat.
Such an analysis of the incidents would be utterly wrong;
but that we did not have a suificiently broad social basis
for a victorious insurrection, is correct.”

In regard to the problems of the defects of the preparation
of the Canton insurrection, Comrade Bukharin made the follo-
wing statements:

“Re inadequate organisational preparation, choice of
right moment: I consider the various remarks made here
by Comrade Pepper correct. I think that Comrade Pepper
dealt in a right and proper manner with the problems of
‘the attitude to the workers in trade unions, under the in-
fluence of the reformists. This is to his credit, He made
correct remarks about several organisational problems and
compulsory strikes. This is to his credit. One can say that
this is a ‘Menshevik deviation’; after all, from the standpoint
of literature and pseudo-arguments, one can justify anything,
but not from the standpoint of reality.”

Comrade Neumann, as a student of revolutionary Marxism,
was dealt with as follows by Comrade Bukharin:

“I ‘also think one cannot deal with the question thus:
Marxism — that is Neumann, Plekhanovism — that is
Pepper, as this is put in some documents. Arguments of
this kind are all right in an ale-house or in a students’ corps,
‘but for serious people this is rather ridiculous.”

In regard to Comrades Lominadze’s and Neumann’s false
assertion that I opposed the armed insurrection, Comrade
Bukharin expressed himself as follows at that time in the dis-
cussion:

“It is not true that Pepper excluded armed insurrection.
Pepper has never asserted anything of the kind.”

I think that these quotations from Comrade Bukharin’s
speech are sufficient to expose the virulent campaign organised
" here by a few comrades in connection with the Canton insurrec-
tion.

T am sorry that I cannot discuss now the positive and
negative sides of the Canton insurrection. The positive side was
that the Canton insurrection represents the hitherto highest stage
of development of the great Chinese revolution, the first insur-
rection under Soviet colours in a gigantic colonial country. This
is the description I have given of the historical importance of
the Canton insurrection in all my speeches and articles. All
assertions to the contrary are untrue, and it is remarkable that
hitherto no one has made even the.least attempt to quote some-
thing that I have really said or written about Canton. No one
has gone beyond general accusations. I have at the same time
also criticised the negative sides, the political and organisational
mistakes made by the Executive in connection with the Canton
insurrection. This criticism should have been first and foremost
the business of Comrades Lominadze and Neumann. They have
up till now omitted it. The resolution of the IX. Plenum of the
E.C.C.I. and the theses on the world situation which the
VI. Congress has already adopted as a basis, have criticised the
same errors, in my opinion, with as much justification as the
comrades. inc'uding myself, who did so at the Chinese Con-
ference. (Applause.)

Comrade SALA (Uruguay):

Comrades, the British and American imperialism have ap-
propriated the main wealth of Latin-America. We see that the
oil of Mexico, Venezuela and Colombia, the slaughter-houses
cf Uruguay and Argentine, the copper, nitrates and coal of
Chile and Peru, the sugar of Cuba, the fruils of the countries
of Central America, are in the hands of British or American
companies. The strategical posis of the national economy of
Latin America are dominated by the imperialism of the invaders.
It should also be pointed out that the United States are ousting
Great Britain in these couniries.

At fimes, the trade and industrial bourgeoisie and even
the capitalist landowners show certain anti-imperialist tenden-
cies. Thus, when America wanted to impose taxes on Nica-
ragua, the press of agrarian capitalism in Uruguay raised a
hue and cry against such an attack. When Great Britain com-
mitted an analogous crime in India, Egypt, etc., the press of
the industrial and trade capitalists made even more fuss.

Workers, peasants, and the petty-bourgeoisie are anti-im-
perialist classes in the true sense of this word, and can con-
stitute a genuine united front in the siruggle for national eman-
cipation.

Naturally, this struggle is linked up with the agrarian
revolution in Latin America and with the struggle of the wor-
king class against the bourgeoisie. When the time will have
come for the question of the agrarian revolution being raised
seriously, the petty-bourgeoisie will be frightened and most of
its strata will betray the revolution and will go over to the
enemy camp.

The bourgeois-democratic revolution against feudalism and
imperialism can only be accomplished under the hegemony of
the proletariat. This must be clearly explained to the masses
of Latin America and illustrated by examples taken from the
revolutions in Mexico and Ecuador. The petty-bourgeoisie cer-
tainly promises land to the peasants and proclaims a struggle
to the death against American imperialism, but this has never
prevented it from capitulating.

Objective conditions for the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion exist in a considerable number of countries, but the sub-
jective factors are lacking. In Colombia, for instance, there is
not even a Communist Party, only a revolutionary workers’ and
peasants’ movement organised into a Socialist-revolutionary
party. In Ecuador a small Communist Party was formed re-
cently. In Central America, in Venezuela and Nicaruaga, the
Communist International has no organisational base. In Brazil
the Communist Party is still very weak and far from embracing
the whole country. An enormous disproportion exists between
the development of cbjective condilions and that cf the sub-
jective factors of the revolution in these countries. This dis-
proportion must disappear.

I would like to say a few words about the workers’ and
peasants’ bloc. We must organise peasant unions and not pea-
sant parties. The peasant party runs the risk of becoming a
danger to the Communist Party in the revolutionary epoch.
The same applies to the workers’ and peasants’ party. We
think that the workers’ and peasants’ bloc.slogan is a good
slogan,

A few words on the character ol the revolution in Latin
America. Comrade Travin says that this revolution will not
be a bourgeois-democratic revolution, but a Social-Revolution.
In my opinion, this is an error. It is quite possible that in the
beginning of the Revolution a considerable number of countries
in Latin America will find themselves under the hegemony of
the petty-bourgeoisie and that the revolution will issue the
slogan of struggle against the reactionary governments, the
big landowners and the imperialists. In the course of the
struggle, the proletariat and ils Party will naturally assume
hegemony. Then the slogans of the proletariat and Socialism
will be issued and the revolution will enter upon a new stage.
It will be pursued in a non-capitalist direction and will lead to
the democcratic dictatorship of the workers and peasants.

The develocpment of the revolution in Latin America to-
wards Socialism is favoured by the general tendency of the
peasants to cultivate their land in commmon. This revolution is
certain to need from the beginning the help of the world pro-



No. 76

International Press Correspondence

1401

letariat and of the Communist International. With your per-
mission, comrades, I will deal now with an important and
decisive problem, a problem which Comrade Travin has placed
before.us. This comrade says that the revolutionary movement
in Latin America cannot triumph “unless revolutionary move-
ments take place simultaneously in various countries”. Those
are his very words. :

What does this mean? That revolution in our country is
impossible. Let us reason it out. The revolutionary process is
not the same in all countries, and the maturity of this move-
ment does not manifest itself everywhere at the same time. One
cannot expect a simultaneous outbreak of Revolution in the
various countries of Latin America, and consequenily there can
be no possible victory for the revolution if we are to believe
Comrade Travin. One must say that this conception of Com-
rade Travin is absolutely deleatist and has nothing to do with
the revolutionary policy of the C.I. Of course, the difficulties
of a bourgeois-democratic revolution only in one country of
Latin America will be enormous. We must not make ourselves
any illusions on this subject. Imperialism will endeavour to
crqsh it. But, it will find an echo among the masses of the
adjoining countries and can depend on the support of the pro-
letariat of U.S.S.R. and of the imperialist countries. This will
interfere with the imperialist intervention. Moreover if the re-
volution adopts a correct political line it will be able to offer
energetic resistance to the invaders. Even i the bourgeois de-
mocratic revolution be crushed, it will do a great service by
giving an enormous impetus to the national liberation move-
ment and also to the workers and peasants movement.

We must do our utmost to ensure in Latin America the
development of subjective revolutionary factors. We must be
very energetic in the trade union movement, must organise the
masses, develop the industrial trade unions, direct the move-
ment towards revolutionary strikes and must create a real fe-
deration of labour of Latin America. The peasant problem must
also receive our attention. Peasant leagues must be created
everywhere and must be grouped on a national and continental
scale, Finally, the anti-imperialist movement must be systemati-
cally developed by creating everywhere Anti-Imperialist leagues
und by transforming them into mass organisations embracing
workers, peasants and the petty bourgeoisie for the purpose
of supporting now the liberation movement in Nicaragua and
rousing the peoples of Latin America against imperialism.

Comrade REMMELE (Germany):

Comrades, as a representative of the German Delegation,
it would be my duly to speak about German imperialism and
those manifestations of imperialism which indicate a new colo-
- nial policy on the part of Germany. I should speak also about
the war preparations, armaments, etc. You know that at the
very moment when at Brussels the Breitscheids, the Lobes and
the rest of them lifted solemnly their hands pledging “No more
war” and passed resolutions o the effect that the Social-Demo-
cratic parties should prevent war preparations; at the same
time in Berlin their party comrades Hermann Miiller, Severing,
Hilferding and Wissell in the imperial government of Germany
decided upon the first new programme of naval armaments.
They consented to the building of the armoured cruiser “A”.
There is a German saying: “He who says ‘A’ will also have
to say ‘B” — and so the naval programme has already been
extended to include the armoured cruisers “B”,-“C”, and “D”.
We have to deal here with a- phenomenon indicating a revival
of the idea of “Germany’s future upon the sea”. I should also
speak upon questions like the participation of Germany in the
League of Nations and Germany's membership in the Manda-
tory Commission for the colonies, stating the views of the Ger-
man Party and the German Delegation.

However, the peculiar circumstances of the discussion com-
pel me to touch but briefly upon these questions, and to turn
{o the main point of the discussion. What is it that we have
{o deal with as regards the group of comrades who spoke in
the discussion about a process of industrialisation in the colo-
nies in the direction of decolonisation? We have to deal here
with nothing else but a revision of Leninism which has found

its expression in the utterances that were made here. What is

the import of the speeches of the comrades Bennet, Heller, and

a section of the English Delegation, lor instance, Comrade Cox?
We have to deal here with indiscriminate re-echoing of those
theories which are now announced by the high priests of the
League of Nations, with senseless repetition of those theories
which are served to us by the Second International. Can we
allow such revisionism? No, under no circumstances! It is
necessary to wage the most determined struggle against this
revisionism. ) )

The three cardinal questions in our discussion are tihe
following: i

1. Is imperialism in the colonies a progressive force for
the development of economy?

2. Is industrialisation going on in the colonies?

3. Is industrialisation likely to lead to the independence of
the colonies? :

Comrade Bennet said in his speech that the things said
by Comrade Kuusinen in the theses concerning the effects of
imperialism upon the population and the economic structure in
the colonies were old and antiquated theories, that all this
had existed during the first period ol colonial conquests, but
that now there was a new phase, a new development. Comrades,
it this assertion be true, then we must also raise the question
whether we have to deal with a new or an old dispule.

I maintain that we have to deal here with a controversy
which is as old as revisionism -itself. I may point to the fact
that already at the Congress of the German Social Democratic
Party in 1607 at Essen this question was raised. We could then
observe three tendencies at that congress as regards the attitude
towards capitalist colonial policies. Firstly, the most Right-
wing, bourgeois standpoint of Eduard David who wanted to
impose upon the German Party an aclive colonial policy. It was
the standpoint which was more or less supported by the Dutch
Social-Democracy ‘and generally by the Social Democratic Parties
of the leading imperialist countries. David’s standpoint was to
the effect that it was necessary to raise in opposition to the.
capitalist colonial policy cof plunder and murder a Social-Demo-
cratic or a Socialist colonial policy. This policy was to be: the
free unfoldment of industry, so that a proletariat might develop
which would work in solidarity with the proletariat of the
mother country for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. We
there had views similar to those expressed by some com-
rades at this Congress. Comrade Bennet told us what he thought
should be our policy as regards the colonial policy of capita-
lism. He believes that the revolutionary element is contained
precisely in the industrialisation of the colonies, that an inde-
pendent industrial proletariat will develop in the colonies, and
that this colonial proletariat will play the role of a revolutio-
nary factor. This was the idea expressed here by Comrade
Bennet. Is it not a repetition of the old theory of Eduard David?

The second tendency at the Essen Congress was expressed
by Kautsky and Bebel. Even a special work was published by
Kautsky on this subject, under the title of “Socialism and Co-
lonial Policy”, It was stated there by Kautsky that no. Social-
Democratic colonial policy — whether positive or negative —
could be put up in opposition to capitalism. The same was
said also by Bebel, who declared at the Essen Congtess that
the controversy about colonial policy was a controversy about
the Kaiser’s beard. It was the typical Centrism, which buries
its head in the sand in front of unpleasant problems, believing
that they no longer exist. i

There was yet a third tendericy at the Essen Conference,
which was the fendency’ of Rosa Luxemburg.. And one should
read again those speeches of Rosa Luxemburg on this question,
in which she described the horrors, the crimes, the cruel me-
thods employed by imperialism in the colonies, not only as
regards the nopulation. but even as regards the economic re-
sources of the colonies. This third tendency — although . it
still lacked the clear insight into the colonial problem which.
we have today — was alreadv an indication of the fact that
the revolutionary section of the proletariat was already then
on the road towards Leninism.

Comrades, 1 believe it would be possible by means of
simple figires to demonstrate the fallacious nature of the views
held by Comrade Bennet and the other comrades who- ex-
pound the theory of decolonisation.
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Let us first see what is the role played by the colonies in
the structure of world economy. This is one of the decisive
factors. What is the nature of colonial economy? This we may
summarise somewhat as follows: the economic structure of
each colony is determined by the coercive policy of the im-
perialism of the mother country. The economic structure of
each colony is forcibly changed by the coercive policies of
the mother couniry. When imperialism penetrates into the
colonies, it finds there already a certain economic structure.
But imperialism destroy the old structure, without creating a
new independent economic structure in the colonies. It adapts
the economic structure of the colonies to its own, so as to serve
its particular ends.

It means that the whole of the old struciuze in India is
destroyed, and the new structure is developed only with a
view to serving England’s economic interests. This is the
reason why the Dominions are distinguished from the colonies.

The Dominions are seli-governing, independent economic
territories, whereas the colonies are part and parcel of the
economy of the mother country.

But what does Comrade Bennet tell us? The same argu-
ments as we hear from the Second International. I should like
to read you something from the Brussels Congress. 1 take
the literature of the so-called Left-wing -Social Democrats, the
“Kampi” of Vienna. I will quote a few passages of the French
Leftwing Socialist Zyromski’s article on “Socialism and Co-
lonial Policy”:

“Against the monopolist economic exploitation of the
colonies, Socialism must work for the organisation of an
* international system for the distribution of raw materials.

“Against private capitalism, Socialism must establish
the international collective economic management.”"

This is the theory of the Second International, which
means the combination of the national imperialism with the
imperialism. of other powers into an uniform world-wide im-
perialism. Comrades, do we not get similar views expressed in
the theory of colonial independence? We have absolutely
similar views stated here. :

The apostles of de-colonisation ignore entirely the essential
nature of colonial economy, which is absolutely controlled,
determined and influenced, not by the independence of the
colonies, but by the policy of the mother country.

I now come to the questions which 1 have put in the be-
ginning. Is there industrialisation in India? Then a supple-
mentary question, is there an industrial development in India?
Yes, there is an industrial development, To deny this would
mean to tilt at windmills. Is there industrialisation in India?
No, there is no industrialisation in India. And this gives also
a rebuke to our good friend Pepper who -also admitted a
certain “industrialisation” in the case of India. What is indu-
strial development, and what is industrialisation? These are
two different conceptions which should not be confused. In-
dustrialisation means when an agrarian country is developed
into an independent industrial country. When does an argrarian
country become developed into an industrial country? The
main thing is not so much the proportion between agriculiure
and industry, but rather whether the country has developed an
independent industry. When may an independent industry be-
come developed? . An independent industry may become de-
veloped when the country begins to produce the means of
production. i. e. when it establishes ahd develops an industry
which produces the means of production. This is the distingui-
shing mark between industrialisation and indusirial develop-
ment.

However, before going any further with the alleged in-
dustrialisation of India, I should like to deal with another
matter, namely with the question whether imperialism is a
progressive or destructive force in the economic development
of the colonies. What is said on this subject by Furtwingler
— an authority on India — in his work on industry and
economics in India? He says on Page 95:

“India was already for thousands of years before its
colonisation, an exporting country for manufactured goods,
particularly textile goods, coiton, and silk goods.”
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Thus, before England ever got possession of India, the
latter was already a country exporting textile goods. Furt-
wingler goes on fo say on page 96:

“British rule meant the end of India’s export indus-
tries.” '

Thus the rule of England has meant the end of Indian
exports. England has destroyed the exports today. Further on
he says:

“Customs duties of from 30 to 100% were imposed
upon Indian textiles exported - to England. However, in
order to discourage the Indian manufacturing for the home
market, the latter was eventually prohibited, as we have
already seen in our historic survey, whilst the duty free
importation of goods from England was enforced.”

Thus the production of textile goods was prohibited.

Here, comrades, we see the effect of imperialism, Comrade
Bennet wants to teach us and he says: yes, this was the case
in the initial stage, but today there is something different,
something new. Well, let us see how things are in the new
stage. This new stage is the stage of alleged industrialisation.
Is there an industry in India? Does this industry develop?
Yes, there is a certain industry in India, and it is developing.
Now let us see what branches this industry comprises, On
this subject we find the following on page 104 of Furtwingler's
book:

“Before the war the textile industry was the only

Indian industry worth mentioning from the economic stand-

point. Things changed during the war period and in 1917

an Indian munition industry was established which had for

its distinct purpose to turn all the existing industries of
the country to war purposes. Those industries which were
previously suppressed for fear of competition were now
encouraged, and a native industry had speedily grown up.”

Thus, we are told by Furtwingler that before the war there
was a textile industry and no other industry, It was only on
account of war necessity that other industries were established.
But what industries were developed? Industries for raising
the economic level of the country? No, those were industries
for the destruction of property and human life, and not for the
unfoldment and development of the country. And even this new
war industry was not private industry, but was working under
orders of the British War Office.

In all industrial countries the metal industry is the do-
minant industry, whilst all the others are subsidiary industries.
This is characteristic of an industrial country. How is the
situation in India? Let us take the number of workers employed
in the different branches of industry. Let us first take the
group of workers employed in the production of raw material,
and 1n the first place, the workers employed on the plantations.
We shall find that there were employed on tea plantations
741,661 workers, on coffee plantations 40,304 workers, on
rubber 17,262 workers, altogether 799,272 workers. In mining
there were employed: in coal mines 181,594, on Manganese, etc.,
35,997, in ore mines, gold mining, etc., 22,186, workers, alto-
gether 239,777 workers, or altogether there are employed on raw
materials 1,039,004 workers, that is, over one million,

In the production of semi-manufactured goods there are
72,001 workers employed in iron and steel works. The semi-
manufacturing industries in the jute line give employment to
208,582 workers, and the cotton mills employ 83,055. Altogether,
there are 381,673 workers employed in the semi-manufacturing
industry. Transportation and commerce: a) railways — 112,532,
b) printing works — 49,378, ¢) Dockers — 21,320, d) gas and
electricity — 11,704, altogether 194,943 workers. The production
of the means of production: here it is hard to distinguish the
manufacturing of metal goods from the construction of ma-
chinery, at any rate there is a total of 82,182 workers employed
in this industry, so that it may be safely assumed that we have
to deal here with perhaps thousands of small repair shops
existing in India, but not with big engineering works turning
out the means of production,.

To .be sure, there are big metal works, e. g., the Tata

works employing 40,000 people. But this is by no means a plant
for the manufacturing of means of production, it is a plant
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which turns ‘out chiefly raw material and semi-manufactured
goods largely for export purposes. Thus, the total number of
industrial workers are between three and three and a half
millions, of whom barely 20,000 are employed in engineering,
i. e. repairing, installation, etc.

The number of the workers employed in the different
industries and trades, together with theii families, is as fol-
lows: in the textile industry 7,849,000, in the clothing industry,
7,425,000, in the woodworking trades 3,614,000, in the food-
stuff trades 3,100,000, in the pottery industry 2,215,000, in mining
1,754,000, in the metal industry, 1,802,000, in the chemical in-
dustry 1,194,000, in the hide and skin industry, 731,000, in
sundry industries 3,484,000, altogether 33,168,000, and only
1.8 millions of them are employed in the metal industry, which
turns out only raw materials and semi-manufactured goods, but
does not build any machinery.

Now, comrades, if these figures do not suffice, I believe that
the figures of the population in India, the fluctuation between
fown and country shows quite clearly the trend of development.
India has a 320 million population, of whom about 10% live in
the towns, that is, 32 million urban inhabitants. Now, let us
take the case of an industrial country and see how the process
of development from an agrarian into an industrial country has
taken place, e. g., Germany. Germany had in 1871 a population
of 14,790,,00 in the towns, i. e. 36.1% urban inhabitants; in
1025 there were already 40,124,000 urban inhabitants, which
means 64.4%. Thus, in the course of a period of 55 years there
was a development of urban population from 36% to 64%, or
in other words, the transformation of peasant masses into in-
dusirial workers. As the result of the war, the urban popu-
lation in Germany declined by 1.3%. At the same time, during
the war years in Germany the normal increase of the po-
pulation was at the rate of 2.2% during a period of five
years, so that the normal increase for the whole decade in
Germany was 7.9%, and this corresponds entirely to the total
increase since 1871.

What do we see in India? A state of stagnation, of no
change in regard to the urban population. The Indian towns
today have practically the same population as regards numbers
which they had centuries ago. Let us look at the development
in the Indian towns, from 1911 till 1921, during a period of
ten years. In 1911 the urban population in India was 9.4%, in
1921, it amounted to 10.2%, which means a slight increase of
0.8%. During the same period the urban population in Ger-
many has increased by 7.9%. This precisely constitutes the
difference between an agrarian and an industrial country —
what Comrade Bennet wants tc dispute — namely, that India
is a big agrarian hinterland of its mother country. Yet Com-
rade Bennet told us in his speech:

“According to the statements of Comrade Kuusinen,
no industrial proletariat is developing in India, but a
pauperised, miserable mass.” .

Comrades, let us see who is right on this question, Bennet
or Kuusinen. I am going to cite here the total consumption of
textile goods by the Indian people in the course of 1910—21.

Ind’an
Consumption of
Textile Fabrics,
in million yards

Textile Output
of handlooms,

in
million yards

1910 3,010 0.950
1011 3,180 0,990
1912 3,400 1,100
1013 4,050 1,100
1014 4,170 1,330
1915 3,450 1,300
1916 3,410 1,200
1917 3,110 0,840
1918 2,860 0,870
1919 2,200 1,130
1920 2,410 0,610
1921 2,860 1,180

Is this pauperisation when the consumption of textile goods
in India has fallen off by one half since the pre-war period? I

believe that this is pauperisation, a state of impoverishment
and misery, indicating that Comrade Bennet’s theory is wrong,
as well as his assertion that in India there is a growing prole-
tariat with ever-increasing consuming capacity and a rising stan-
dard of living. Perhaps there are few tens or hundreds of thou-
sands of proletarians whose living standard is in the process
of rising; but the proletariat on the whole is being pauperised,
sliding down to the very lowest standard of living.

Now, comrades, if this does not carry suificient conviction,
let us quote again what Furtwingler says on this subject. He
writes on Page 114:

“If India under British rule did not achieve such trans-
formation into an industrial country (thus, Furtwingler
says that India is not an industrial, but an agrarian couniry.
H. R.), so as to produce for its own market and even to
cater for the requirements of other countries, it was because
it had no national government interested in developing the-
industrial life of the country, as was the case in Germany.
Its policy (Britain’s policy in India) is guided by the in-
terests of the English producers outside of the country.
The Indian currency is experimented upon, without any
regard to the interests of the country; no debts are con-
tracted to stimulate industrial development, whilst the State
revenues do not serve as a source of funds for the wise
development of industry and trade. Whatever money re-
mains in the country, 1s used to the advantage of share-
holders who live outside of the country, whereas the native

peop’le are denied the means for development and prospe-

rity.

Now, comrades, this is the verdict given by a Menshevik.
Now we are told that the new theory is based upon the in-
dustrialisation of India, so that we should not judge by the
old period, but should turn to the new period. Well, the book
was written only six months ago, Any number of statistical
data could be quoted on the question whether India is an
agrarian or an industrial country.

I am going to deal also with data showing the income per
capita, which is also a criterion to distinguish between an
agrarian and an industrial country. The annual income per
capita of the population in 1919 in the different countries was
as follows:

U.'S. A. . 1,440 Marks.
Australia 1,080 ’
Great Britain & Ireland 1,000 »
Canada . . . . . . 800 ”
France . . . . . . 760 ’
Germany e e . 600 s
Italy . . . . . . . 460 ’
Spain e . . .. 22 ’
Japan e e e 120 '
India . . . . . . . 40

I believe, these figures speak volumes.

Well, comrades, the chief argument of the apostles of de-
colonisation was the argument of capital exports. The capital
exports to the colonies are the chief arguments used to de-
monstrate decolonisation, or to use the milder expression, the
industrialisation of the colonies. Now, let us see how matters
stand as regards capital exports. I believe that there has been
a good deal of confusion on this point. Even comrades who
spoke against decolonisation were confused when they spoke
of the importance of capital exports in the colonies. What are
the real facts about these capital exports?

Let us examine more closely the figures relating to the
export of British capital o India. British capital exports to
India and Ceylon in 1908 constituted 22.3% of the total capital
exports from England. In the same year the English capital
exports to other British possessions amounted to 12.8%. Thus,
about 35% of the total capital exporis went to the colonies, and
about 65% to the capitalist, independent countries. Thus it was
in 1908. In 1915 these British capital exports to India amounted
to 16.7%, and to the other colonies and British possessions jhe
capital exports amounted to 0.7%. In 1927, the British capital
exports to India amounted only to 05% of the total capital
exports, whereas the capital exports to the other British pos-
sessions amounted to 34:2%. What does it mean when about
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35% of the capital exports went to -the colonies, and 65% to
the capitalist countries of Europe, to the border States, to the
Balkans, to Italy, etc.? It means that the British capital exports
have gone chiefly to these couniries and not to the colonies.
I believe the subject of capital export was misused here in the
sense that the connection with the colonies is based mainly
upon capital exports.

Now as to the question of the development and importance
of Indian economy on a world scale, or in regard to the other
colonies. You know that the consumption of coal in each coun-
try constitutes a special criterion of industrial development, or
of the relationship between .industry and agriculture. What
figures have we here? The consumption of coal per capita in
1913 in India amounted to 0.05 metric tons, in 1925 — 0.07,
showing an increase of 0.02 in the course of 12 years. In South
Africa the consumption of coal has increased from 1.2 in 1913

-to 1.4 in 1925, so that there was a greater increase than in
India, namely, by 0.2 metric tons. These figures show again
the insignificant role of Indian industry from the standpoint of
world economy. India is decidedly a country of agriculture
and raw materials and not an industrial country.

A similar situation is indicated by the figures relating to
mass consumption. We have already mentioned that machinery
is not produced in India, and that it has to be imported. Is
there a growing development in the use of machinery in India?
The figures show quite a different story. In India in 1913 the
consumption of machinery per capita amounted to 0.4, in 1926
it amounted to 0.7, whereas in South-Africa the increase has
been from 105 in 1913 — already 20 times as much as in
India — to 14.1 in 1926. In South "America it amounted to 4.9
in 1913 and to 6.6 in 1926. In Germany it amounted to 32.3
in 1913 and to 36.2 in 1926. Thus, you see again the minimum
delvek_)pment in this' respect even as compared with other
colonies. )

There is a whole number of other domains where this re-
lationship - could be exmained, for instance, as regards the use
of Electricity. The consumption of electricity in 1925 amounted
- in America to 57.60, in Germany to 28.20, in Great Britain to
26.30, and in India it amounted in 1913 to 0.06, and in 1925
to 0.20. These figures are quite sufficient to show what indu-
strial development or industrialisation is going on in India.

Comrade Bennet has raised yet another question, which
was rather important. He said: If no industrialisation is going
on in the colonies, how will the Revolution come in the
colonies?

This is an exceedingly “revolutionary” argument. Our ex-
perts in colonial politics have not yet grasped the difference
between the revolution in the colonies and the revolution in the
industrial countries. But this is the very thing which Leninism
wants to make clear. They picture to themselves the develop-
ment in the colonies somewhat as follows: first, an independent
development, then an independent proletariat, and then the re-
volution. 1f we should wait for the development of such a mass
proletariat in the colonies, so to speak, so that it should con-
stitute the majority of the population, before we might speak
‘of having entered into the phase of social-revolution; then the
world revolution would be a long time coming. We would then
require a good deal of patience. But we do not possess so much
patience. The process of development is much shorter. The fact
that the bourgeois-democratic revolution in the colonies con-
stitutes a component part of the social-revolution in the indu-
strial countries is of tremendous importance. No revolutionary
changes were caused in the colonies even by the world war and
by pauperisation and militarism. It was the October Revolution
in Russia which aroused the colonies. This is the very impor-
lance of the proletarian revolution in Russia ihat has aroused
the  masses of ‘the enslaved and oppressed colonial peoples,
These facts are insolubly connected. Comrades, I believe that
the idea of waiting for a proletariat in the colonies before ex-
pecting the revolution, this idea has nothing whatever to do
with the Marxian conception. I believe we ought to reject cate-
gorically such a revision of Leninism.

I should like to touch further upon the connection existing
between the proletarian revolution in the industrial countries
and the bourgeois-democratic revolution in the colonies. I be-
lieve this involves also the question ‘whether Lenin was right

when he maintained that in the .colonial, semi-colonial and
backward agrarian countries the state of socialism might be
reached without passing through the stage of capitalism, or
whether the agrarian countries and the colonies and semi-colo-
nies could reach such a stage as to be able to be led straight
on to Socialism, without passing through the stage of capitalism,
in connection with the social-revolution in the industrial coun-
tries. I believe that by raising the question in the manner which
Comrade Bennet did, the reply given by Lenin to this question
is repudiated.

In conclusion, I should like also to deal with some of the
points raised here in connection with the bourgeois-democratic
revolution in the colonies and semi-colonies in relation to the
proletarian revolution in the mother countries. In the already
quoted “Kampf” published by the Austro-Marxians, we find
an interesting article by Max Werner (Heidelberg) dealing with
this question. Max Werner — probably an assumed name of
one of the Russian Mensheviks — is one of the most cunning
Austro-Marxians. In this article, entitled “Colonial Problems of
the Soviet Union and the Chinese Revolution” he describes
Russia as a big colonial country. Let us allow him this jest,
and let us hear what he says about the foreign policy of
Soviet Russia in connection with these questions:

" “The Soviet State carries on not only internal, but also
‘external’ colonial policies; it asserts itselt as an active anti-
_imperialist force and advocates certain principles of colonial
policy on the outside. The foreign policy of the Soviet Union
is closely connected with this anti-imperialist policy.”

And he goes on to describe how Russia has practised the
three phases of this policy. Thus, as regards the period when
British imperialism was intervening against the Soviets in the
South and .in the East, the German armies in the North, and
the French, Polish and other armies in the West, he says the
following:

“The resistance to the imperialist intervention was cer-
tainly a big historic achievement of the Soviet Power.
Soviet Russia was the only country in the first years of the
post-war period which offered armed resistance to the
coercive advance of the Entente. The great Russian Con-
tinent was saved from becoming the plaything of the victo-
rious imperialists, which would have been the outcome of
the victory of the Russian counter-revolution.”

Eisewhere in his article he says about a certain period in
the struggle:

“As against this, England distincly pursued the aim of
direct colonial expansion when it intervened in Russia: The
invasion of Transcaucasia and Central Asia was to crown
the British victory in the Near East and to open new
material resources and ways of communication to Eng-
land’s vast colonial empire.”

Or let us take the statement made by Chaman Lall, the

representative of the Indian Trade Unions at the Brussels Con-

ress:

g - “The question of Indian independence is important not
only to the Indians, but also to all the neighbouring peoples.
As a member of the Indian Legislative Assembly, I have
assisted in the rejection of the military budget during the
last two years, raising the charge in this connection —
which was substantiated by the speech of the Chief Com-
mander of the Indian army — that the Indian army is main-
tained at a war standard in preparation for a war against
the Soviet Union.”

Thus you see that, the question of colonial policy is also
here connected by the imperialists directly with the aim of des-
troying the centre of the world revolution, just as they did in
1917—18 in connection with the success of the October Revo-
lution. The October Revolution meant the awakening of the
colonial peoples and their striving to break their fetters. Max
Werrer says the following on the connection between the
Chinese Revolution and the October Revolution:

“The most eiffecient and enduring intervention was
carried on by the Japanese, which lasted until 1922. Japan
exerted tremendous energy and employed large forces over
the colossal territory of South eastern Siberia, but was
nevertheless pushed back. It should not be forgotten that
the Russian resistance has not only limited the world-wide



No. 76

International Prese Correspondence

1405

scope of the Versailles victors, but also has facilitated the
future spread of the national movements. The ousting of
Great Britain from Transcaucasia emancipated Turkey from
the iron ring and helped the natonal rising in Angora,
whilst the liberation of South-eastern Siberia from the
Japanese has facilitated the rise of the national movement
in. China.”

Here Max Werner clearly shows the connection which exists
between proletarian revolution and the national-liberation wars
and bourgeois-democratic revolutions in the colonies and semi-
colonies. It is for the first time that a Menshevik has indirectly
admitted here that the role of “democratic” Georgia was nomne
other than that of a subservient lackey of British imperialism.

Every revolutionary cataclysm in the mother countries
results directly in a rising tide of revolution in the colonies.
This is the only way to treat and discuss the colonial question.
Only in connection with the social-revolution should we con-
sider our Communist, Bolshevist colonial policies, our Com-
munist, Bolshevist activity in the colonies, in close alliance with
the proletariat of the mother countries, marching on towards
the liberation of the whole world. And it is from this standpoint
and on the ground of these ideas that we shall be able to
achieve the grand aims of the proletarian revolution.

(Applause.)

Comrade WOLFE (U. S. A):

Comrades, I want to say a word about the thesis in general.
I have seen in it certain formulations which need alteration or
correction, amendments, and so on. I want to say that those
who reject them fundamentally have a fundamentally wrong
approach to the colonial question. I consider the theses un-
questionably a most valuable contribution to the work of the
Communist International. -

" The primary merit of this thesis is its effort, and in general
its success, in picturing the complicated variety in the process
of colonial development and colonial revolutionary movements
in the various portions of the world. The theses represent a
passing over from the general formula with which the Com-
munist International has largely had to content itself since the
basic work of Lenin at the Second Congress, to its application
in detail to the concrete and the greatly complicated pheno-
menon of the colonial picture. In addition the theses utilise the
rich experiences of some eight years of struggles in the various
colonial and semi-colonial fields.

Other merits of the theses are the attempts to define the
colonial regime as to its economic and political characteristics,
classification of the colonies according to the degree of develop-
ment of class relationship. The distinction is made clear between
the driving forces of the various revolutions and their political
content.

Comrades, in confusion of the distinction between the
class driving forces of a revolution and the political content of
a revolution, in confusion between bourgeois democratic and
Socialist revolution, in confusion on the question of phases in
a colonial revolution, — in confusion on these three fundamental
lines lies the basis for the Trotskvist conception of the colonial
question. The theses greatly clarify these important points.

I turn now to the question of ‘“decolonisation”.-

1. There . exists a general tendency of capitalism to draw
the entire world into the train of capitalist production, to destroy
the earlier forms of economy and to introduce capitalist con-
ditions throughout the world.

2. This tendency is undoubtedly strengthened by the export
of capital.

3. To bring the whole world into the orbit of the capitalist
system, however, does not necessarily mean that all sections
of it need be industrialised. Capitalist market relations, plus
imperialist rule, plus capitalist agricultural relations would also
satisfy this tendency. The basic in industrialisation in a country
is the development of those industries which produce means
of production,

4, In addition to this basic general tendency towards the
development of capitalism throughout the world, imperialism

expresses a direct counter-tendency, namely, to intensify the
parasitic exploitation and the restrictions upon the development
of the backward portions of the world.

5. There have been two periods in the development of
modern economy when this restrictive tendency was dominant.
These periods were-the period of early monopoly out of which
modern capitalism grew, the period of “mercantilist” policy in
regard to the colonies; and then the period of monopoly on
;he basis of finance capital, the export of capital and trusti-
ication.

6. While the indusirialisation and the production of capita-
list conditions in the backward nations is growing in an
absolute sense of quantity, the parasitic restrictive aspect of
imperialism is the dominant one.

7. The so-called decolonisation tendency of capitalism is
to such an extent counter-acted by the parasitic restrictive
tendency of imperialism that we even witness a tendency towards
recolonisation or better, towards colonisation in the sense of
reducing previously independent regions of the world to the
status of semi-colonies. We have had in the post-war period,
the growth of a whole series of such new semi-colonies where
there was no question of colonial status before.

8. Of the two tendencies, that is, of the tendency to further
the industrial development of the backward portions of the
world and the counter-tendency to hinder, restrict, and prevent
this industrial development, the latter is undoubtedly dominant.
The fundamental in this period of finance capital and capital
export, is not as Comrades Rothstein, Bennet and some of the
other speakers said, the industrialisation tendency but the para-
sitic exploitation tendency of the countries which export capital.
To miss this, comrades, is to miss the fundamentally parasitic
role of imperialism.  To hold the theory that the dominant ten-
dency of imperialism is to develop modern production in the
backward portions of the world, would lead objectively towards
an underestimation of the oppressive reactionary role of im-
perialism, of the necessity ot and the sharp explosive force of
the struggle against it. Carried to its logical conclusion, it
leads objectively to an opportunist and even an unconscious
apologetic line in the question of the role and characier of
imperialism.

9. The contradiction between these two tendencies is one
expression of the antagonism between metropolis and colony.

10. This antagonism, together with the class struggle within
the various countries, together with the antagonisms between
the imperialist powers and the Soviet Union, will lead to the
destruction of imperialism long before this ideally conceived
industrialisation of the world is completed or has progressed
basically far. Only Socialism will complete the task but on
a new basis of division of labour and planned economy on a
world scale. v

I want to turn now to Latin America. Ceftain]y here also
both tendencies are observable. But, again there can be no
question as to which is dominant.

It is perfectly true that the United States, in certain coun-
tries of Latin America has found it necessary to overthrow
certain reactionary forces. The reason is a historical one,
namely, that Great Britain was in those countries first, picked
in advance the best natural allies for imperialism in those
countries, namely, the land owners and reactionary Catholic
church. When the United States came upon the field to challenge
Britain’s privileged position the U. S. was faced with the
accomplished fact of the union between landowners and Catholic
reactionaries with British imperialism, and in order to break
ground for the forward march of the dollar it was necessary
to further certain revolutionary forces in those countries.

However, just as soon as Britain’s puppet governments were
overthrown, then the United States tried to stem the tide of the
revolutionary development which it had helped to set loose.
In those countries in Latin America, where the United States
can take its pick, it links up with the semi-feudal, catholic
landowning reaction and all the most backward class forces in
the country. Thus, we find that the United States sets up a
Fascist dictatorship, autocracies of the most brutal sort, in
such countries as Cuba, Nicaragua, Venezuela, Colombia, Peru,
Bolivia, and Chile, :
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So far as Liberia is concerned this “progressive” American
imperialism is attempting to go back to a system of chain-
gang, chattel slavery.

The situation in Latin America presents us with a whole
series of new forms of semi-colonies of various grades and
kinds, most of them maintaining their formal independence
while the power of the United States grows greater and
greater.

American imperialism has developed many forms of inter-
vention. We can distinguish the following:

1. Military intervention, primarily in Mexico and the Carib-
bean countries. In those countries we have witnessed no less
than 30 military interventions in a period of a quarter of a
century.

2. Customs control. The Orient is not the only portion of
the world where the customs of so-called sovereign countries
are controlled by imperialism.

3. Direct fiscal control of bank appointees who are no-
minated by the President of the United States and formally ap-
proved by the puppet governments.

4. Military advisers. ,

5. The financing of “revolutions” and financing of reacti-
onary dictatorships.

The general progress of American domination is from
North to South, from near to far, from the Canal to the Straits
of Magellan. Of course, it is not a regular march; certain
countries were temporarily overlooked in order to make the
jump into Chile for the copper and other mineral wealth there.

This march involves not only a struggle with the peoples
of Latin America but also a struggle with British imperialism.
The United States has invested in Latin America at the present
time something like 5,200,000,000 dollars. If we add Canada
we find that the United States has invested in the New World
something over 8000 millions, out of a total of 13,000 millions
which is invested in the world as a whole, exclusive of the
war debts.

To date the United States has invested in Latin America
almost an identically equal amount to Great Britain. You can
calculate both of them in round figures at about 5000 miilion
dollars, but before the war Great Britain already had 5000
million dollars invested in Latin America, and has today only
5,200,000,000 dollars, whereas the United States before the war had
only 2,200,000,000 dollars and has equalised with Great-
Britain now.

I want to underscore the importance of Latin America in
the scheme of economy of the United States, and also its im-
portance in the coming war period. Venezuela today with its
oii resources scarcely touched is the third biggest producer of
oil in the whole world; the first being the home territory of
the United States. The Soviet Union is the second. Mexico is
the fourth. Colombia and Peru have scarcely been opened up
and are rich in reserves of oil. North Argentine and a section
of Bolivia also show oil deposits. Metals are found in rich
abundance and in the forms easy fo extract. Raw materials of
importance in making munitions are potassiumt and nitrates.
There is rubber and, of course, agricultural products.

The Latin American revolutions belong to the bourgeois
democratic revolutions. They represent a close fusion of re-
volutionary movements, primarily agrarian, with the struggles
against American imperialism. However, the basic driving force
in these revolutions is not the bourgeoisie, but the workers and
peasants. This explains the vague socialistic aspirations which
are in the hands of foreign capital, as are the banks, means of
explains the Socialist phraseology, the radical gestures of the
petty bourgeois governments that take advantage of these re-
volutionary forces for their own purposes.

During the electoral campaign of Calles and Angel Flores,
for the Presidency of Mexico, Flores who represenied the land-
owning catholic reacton with the support of British capital,
posted all over the country a placard with his picture and the
words, “I am a Socialist and a Revolutionary”. You can imagine
what revolutionary phrases the “Socialist” Calles used if that
was the character of the propaganda of the reaction.

We have in Latin America, for example, such dangerous
careerists as Haya de la Torre of Peru who came to Moscow,
who attended the Fifth Congress of the Comintern as a fraternal

delegate, who came to the Third Congress of the Profintern as
a regular delegate, and who has attempted to cover with the
mantle of Communism an essentially non-Communist movement.

A few remarks as to class forces in Latin America:

a) We must not, in the first place, forget the great weakness
of the national bourgeoisie in most of the Latin American
countries. All important industries in most of these countries
are in the hands of foreign capital, as are the banks, means of
communication, etc. Thus, in Mexico, in the field of petroleum,
the investment of native Mexican capital comes ninth on the
iist and even Cuban capital has more money invested in Mexican
petroleum than have native Mexicans. This weakness of the
native bourgeoisie helps to account for the greater role played
by the petty bourgeoisie in Latin Anierican revolutionary mo-
vements. :

b) We must note the peculiar character of certain sections
of the Latin American petty bourgeoisie. Intellectuals who are
partially declassed, play an important role out of all proportion
to their numbers in the movements of Latin America.

There are two basic reasons for the existence of discontent
among the intelligentsia of Latin America. One is that foreign
imperialism in general, and American in particular, tends to
maintain in power for indefinite periods autocratic gcvernments,
until these degenerate into cliques of super-annuated bureau-
crats who leave no room for the young intellectuals being tur-
ned out by the universities to find a career in the important
sphere of government. This was one of the driving forces which
made the student body and the young intellectuals of Mexico
virtually unanimous in their opposition to Diaz and his group
after they had been in power for thirty years. A similar situation
exists in countries like Venezuela, Peru, etc. Secondly, there is
the tendency of American capitalist enterprises tc employ as
technicians, engineers, overseers, etc., Americans so that the
only other field that night be open to intellectuals is thereby
closed to them by imperialism. They have onily ome field of
activity, namely, opposition politics and anti-imperialist politics.
and into this they tend to enter. They represent, however, a
dangerous force combining with the usual vacillating characte-
ristics of the petty bourgeoisie and intelligentsia, a peculiar
susceptibility to both open and indirect bribery, being readily
satisfied by a “share” in the government.

c¢) The proletariat in the Latin American countries, with
the exception of the most developed of them, is extremely weak.
This is a reflection of the weakness of the industrial develop-
ment in general. Also, even where there is a proletariat develo-
ping it is still lacking in experience, organisations, technique
and discipline, due to the newness of the proletariat as a class.
It is closely linked up with the peasantry, often made up of
only recently “deruralised” peasants. This infiltrates the pro-
letariat with peasant ideology and makes popular a sort of
“narodnikism”.

d) As to the peasantry, it presents some peculiar features
in many of the Latin American countries which makes it ne-
cessary to distinguish sharply between it and the European
peasantry. The peasant in many Latin American countries is
not a landowner of even the smallest parcel of land, he is a
former joint owner of communal lands. The process of creating
large estates, of dispossessing the peasant Indian communes,
the process of enclosures has removed him from the land, pau-
perised him and made him into an agrarian worker. However,
he retains the traditions of having been a possessor of land
and the ambition of recovering the lands taken from him, or
his immediate forefathers. Often he does not even demand pri-
vate property in land, but demands that the communal lands
be restored to the entire village unit or tribal unit that formerly
possessed them.

e) There are whole sections of inland countries in Latin
America where Spanish is not the language of the people,
where there are still vast Indian tribes with strong survivals
of tribal organisation. These Indian tribes speak their own
language, refain strong vestiges of primitive Communism in
their tradition and their economy and in some cases have a
powerful tradition of former tribal glory. (Incas, Aztecs, Mayas,
etc.) They view Europeans and even mixed white and Indian
natives of the coastal and more industrialised regions of the
country with suspicion and even aversion and can rarely be led
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by those who cannot speak their own tribal language. The
Parties of Latin America in those countries must work out a
whole series of special measures to meet these problems, me-
asures involving such matters as self-determination for the in-
digenous races, special propaganda in their own languages,
special efforts to win leading elements among them, special
educational activities for those Communists who are of Indian
origin and who speak the Indian dialect so that they can go
back into the inner regions of the country and organise the
indigenous elements.

The history of the last generation in these Latin American
countries where compact indigenous tribes exist, is character-
ised by a whole series of Indian uprisings, sometimes against
foreign imperialist oppressors, sometimes against the land-
owners, sometimes against the native state bureaucracy — ge-
nerally a fusion of these three revolutionary moments. These
uprisings constitute the greatest reserve of revolutionary energy
that exists in Latin America which reserve is only very im-
perfectly connected with the proletarian and agrarian peasant
movements of the rest of the countries.

f) Emphasis must be laid on the lack of bourgeois demo-
cratic and parliamentary traditions in Latin American political
life and lack of such traditions and illusions among the masses.
The weakness and often times virtual non-existence of the native
bourgeoisie is of course the basic explanation of this. The petty
bourgeoisie makes up the state apparatus and often times the
officership of the armies. A struggle for control of the treasury
is quite literally an important force in the conilicts beween the
different so-called parties in Latin American life.

g) As to the rival imperialisms the conflicts between them
often result in liberating revolutionary forces in a' country where
they are about equally balanced. Each of them supports contrary
elements, and if one of them is tied up with the reaction, the
other one has to tie up with the progressive elements. The
result is a continuous see-saw manifested in Mexico since the
discovery of oil there. This has tended to liberate revolutionary
forces in the country. We may look for a similar situation now
in a country like Venezuela where oil has been discovered in
such quantities and where British and American capital are in
pretty even balance.

h) The leaders of the American Federation of Labour, Green
and Woll and their henchmen, Morones, Iglesias, Cariato Vargas,
etc., with their Monroe Doctrine of Labour and their Pan-
American Federation of Labour seek to paralyse the fighting
will of the Latin American masses, and pave the way for the
new conquest of the continent. The American and Latin American
parties must set up the closest union of the working class or-
ganisations of Latin America with each other, with the Leit
wing of the American labour movement and with the R.1.L. U.

i). I think the Congress must categorically reject the pro-
posal for the founding of Workers’ and Peasants’ Parties in
the Latin American countries.

Our primary task in Latin America is to establish Com-
munist Parties, build them strong and make their lines of de-
marcation clear. They must penetrate the mass movements of
the workers and peasants and lead these movements, Particularly
in view of the weakness of the parties, the political backward-
ness of the masses, the lack of parliamentary tradition and the
excessively big role played by the petty bourgeoisie state bureau-
cracy and the petty bourgeois professional politicians in Latin
America, there is the danger that such elements will get contro!
of the workers’ and peasants’ party. The correct form for Latin
America today is the worker-peasant bloc with leadership by
a steadily developing Communist Party.

i) In the various struggles against imperialism and against
internal reaction in the various countries, the workers and pea-
sauts must enter as a separate force. The Communist Party must
make clear its own programme at every slage, must criticise
at every stage the elements with which at times it must co-
operate; must struggle consistently for the hegemony in those
movements. At the same time we must pay special attention to
the organisational form that the struggle manifests. For example,
when - elements of a still revolutionary character seek the sup-
port of the peasants and workers of Latin America, we must
put down as one of the minimum organisational conditions the
right of those workers and peasants to separate armed detach-
ments under their own leadership, with their own programme,
and maintaining the status of guerilla forces in the general

struggles that take place. This tactic has been applied with some
success in Mexico, and as a result, whole sections of the peas-
antry are armed today, and in spite of the repeated efforts to
disarm them, they retain their arms. There is a new wave of
resistance against American imperialism; a new development of
revolutionary forces in the agrarian revolution, and all the
rhases of the revolutionary movement in Latin America. I men-
tion only a few instances: the long struggle .in- Mexico, the re-
volutionary struggle in Ecuador, uprisings in Brazil, in Co-
lombia, in Peru, in Venezuela, in Bolivia, in Paraguay, in
Northern Argentina; the sharpening struggle in Chile, which
has only temporarily been defeated by the establishment of a
brutal military- Fascist dictatorship. And above all, the heroic
resistance that has been manifested by such litile countries as
San Domingo, Haiti and Nicaragua and the other Central Ame-
rican countries to the aggression of the United States. Costa
Rica has been quiet for a while, but we find here in an issue
of a Costa Rican paper of May 18, 1928 that a miotion of inter-
pellation to the Secretary of Foreign relations as to why they
are not recognising the Soviet Union, and a demand that the
United States blockade be broken in this respect, was carried
by the Chamber of Deputies. This means that there are stirrings
among the masses, or these petty-bourgeois politicians would
never attempt to frame such a demand.

The outstanding example of the new strength of the re-
sistance of Latin America to American imperialism is the
struggle in Nicaragua. This is the first {ime that Nicaragua, or
any of the small Central. American countries, has. been. able to
put up so brave a resistance for so long a period. For a year
and a half, in one form or another, the forces of national libera-
tion in that diminutive country have been holding at bay the
marines of the United States and carrying on, with more or
less success, incredibly heroic guerilla warfare. The United
States has still not succeeded in winning this war in Nicaragua.
Never before has such a struggle awakened so much echo in
the rest of Latin America and gone so far towards unifying
the revolutionary and anti-imperialist forces in Latin America
for a common struggle.

In the face of the dominant power of American imperialism
in the world today, Latin America assumes more importance
than ever; in fact, it moves up to the first rank among the vitai
questions concerning the entire Communist International. The
United States and the Soviet Union represent the two poles of
the earth today. The whole Comintern must turn its attention
to this natural enemy of American imperialism, this natural ally
of the proletariat of the world — the revolutionary movements
of the Latin American peoples. At the 5th Congress Latin Ame-
rica was represented by one Party and two League delegates
for all of these numerous countries put together. The large re-
presentation at the 6th Congress is an evidence that the Comintern
has already turned its eyes in that direction, and an evidence
also of the rapid development of class relationships in Latin
America. But the entire Comintern, and particularly the Ameri-
can section of the Comintern, must multiply by many times its
attention and its aid to the Communist Parties and the revo-
lutionary movements of Latin America,

The Latin American countries are stiil in the so-called Latin
Secretariat. Because our apparaius unfortunately is built on a
basis of language, in place of common political problems. I think
that some reorganisation must come after this Congress in which
common political problems become the basis -of grouping, and
not common language. .

Finally, I want to say that as far as the question of “Latin-
Americanism”, which has been raised in the discussion here,
is concerned, we cannot slavishly accept the general proposals
for Latin American unity which are made by the petty bourgeois
intellectuals of Latin America. The proposal for a union of all
the existing governments and countries as at present constituted
in Latin America is a fundamentally false and reactionary pro-
posal, because they include whole series of puppet governments
of American imperialism, and some governments which are
still puppets of British imperialism. We must raise the slogan
of the union of the revolutionary forces, the workers and peasants
movements, of Latin American with the revolutionary workers
of the United States; and we must add to that the slogan of
the Union of Soviet Workers and Peasant Republics of Latin
America for a common defence against American imperialism,
and for a common federation in a Soviet Union.
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Thirty-seventh Session.
Moscow, 18th August 1928 (Afternoon).

Comrade SCHULLER (Chairman):

I declare the Session open. The item on the agenda is the
continuation of the debate on the Colonial Question. The first
speaker is Comrade Fachri-Turkey.

Comrade FACHRI (Turkey):

.Comrades, in the main, the Turkish delegation is in agree-
ment with Comrade Kuusinen’s theses and particularly with
that section which deals with the non-capitalist development.
In one section of the theses the capitalist development in Turkey
is dealt with. The principal idea underlying the description
of this development is that Turkey, i. e. Anatolia at the time
of the national-revolution was at a level of development similar
to that of the countries in Type 4, as for example, Abyssinia,
Tripoli, Arabia, etc. But it should be clear to all that it is
impossible to speak of any industrial development in these
countries. These countries have not even reached the feudal
stage of development. At best we can say that in these countries
handicraft and primitive trade has developed, whereas Turkey
had already reached a certain stage of industrial development.
Capitalism has been developing in Turkey for the last 70 or
80 years and we have a proletarian class there. The industrial
development in the interior of the country had reached such a
stage that a bourgeois revolution was possible. The process of
class-differentiation had penetrated the rural districts. The
industrial development of that time and the number of workers
employed in industry were never less than in any of the

. Balkan countries. In Constantinople there were about 100,000

proletarians and in other parts of Anatolia they numbered
approximately 500,000 including those in Adana, Smyrna, Som-
guldak, Samsun, Eskishehir, Kaiseri, etc. Therefore, it cannot
be said that Anatolia is a backward country. It is evident
also from the reports of the E. C. C. I. that the masses of the
proletariat in Turkey are even more developed and more
numerous than in some other Balkan countries.

Why did the bourgeois revolution in Turkey proceed on
capitalist lines? First of all we must of course, bear in mind
the objective causes, but we must not lose sight of the subjective
causes, for these also are very important. This line of develop-
ment was possible because the proletariat in the various parts
of Turkey was scattered. An important section lived in the
territories ocoupied by the imperialists, and therefore had no
contacts or even the possibility of establishing contacts with
each other. Secondly, the past history of the country, and
particuarly the history of the proletariat, prevented the working
class from organising itself at the proper time, from commen-
cing the class struggle at the proper time. Moreover, owing
to the national liberation character of the national-revolution,
the proletariat was easily influenced by the crafty policy of the
bourgeoisie. Thirdly, the Communist Party was only in a
rudimentary state. It had only just began to establish contacts
with the masses. It had only just began to organise the masses,
to influence them and to lead them into the struggle. Fourthly,
the international Labour movement at that time had not yet
had any experience in carrying on the anti-imperialist struggle
or in the colonial struggles for liberation. At that time the
Comintern had only very loocse connections with the -Turkish
proletariat, and yet it was of extreme importance that these
contacts should have existed in order that the Communist Party
of Turkey might lead the struggle for proletarian hegemony.
‘Fifthly, notwithstanding the fairly strong peasant movement,
the organised movement was weak and very often organisation
was completely lacking. Sixthly, the bourgeoisie, as a result of
the development of commerce, and particularly of industry, had
had considerable exverience in legal and illegal fighting against
the old regime and in participating in Government. It organised
the revolutionary forces of its class and had the army on its
side. Hence, it was well-organised and strong. Seventh, the
mutual antagonisms among the imperialists enabled the Turkish
bourgeoisie to achieve a speedy victory. The bourgeois class
managed to exercise considerable influence over the masses of
the workers and in this way pave the road for capitalist
development. These are the factors that made it possible for
the bourgeois revolution to proceed along capitalist lines in

_ internal situation in Turkey. This is all

Turkey and not the pre-feudal conditions as is stated in the
theses.

Having made this clear, I would now like to go into the
the more necessary
for the reason that in recent years the development of capitalism
in Turkey has taken an altogether different direction. Kemalism
has completed the first stage of its development, i. e. a develop-
nient by its own means and resources. The Kemalists, who
established their power after the victory over the imperialists,
utilised this political power for the purpose of laying down
at least a minimum economic basis for their power at the
expense of the non-Turkish elements, of the agents of im-
perialism the compradore bourgeoisie. At this stage they not
only set to work to restore the old workshops and facfories,
but to establish new ones and crush their competitors. We
observe an extraordinary increase in taxation, an increasing
employment of State funds for the purpose of establishing their
economic power -and for industrial development. We see the
application of monopolist methods and the mobilisation of

capital in the country. This development, which lasted for
several years, brought the Turkish national bourgeoisie nearer
to their erstwhile competitors, the compradore bourgeoisie.

This stage of development came to a close about a year and
a half ago. Kemalism has reached a point when it cannot
develop any further. The bourgeoisie is compelled to increase
and accelerate accumulations. But all the attempts on the
part of the national bourgeoisie {0 secure independent develop-
ment by the methods they previously employed have failed.
They are now compelled to an increasing degree to import
foreign capital; Kemalism is compelled to take imperialist
capital into partnership in the exploitation of the masses of
the workers. Imperialism has taken advantage of this situation
to compel the Kemalist bourgeoisie to settle the Mosul question
and lately the question of the public debts in. its favour. On
these two supreme points Kemalism has surrendered to im-
perialism. But that is not all. In order to satisfy the appetites
of the imperialists, Kemalism is compelled to grant even greater
concessions to foreign capital. Thus, Kemalism has been
forced on the road towards betraying the independence of the
country. ;

Another result of the present situation is the severe
suppression of the working class. The Kemalist bourgeoisie is
not only persecuting the Communist movement, but also the
revolutionary trade unions and all labour organisations that
have the courage to fight. Thus, the Kemalist bourgeoisie has
gone over entirely to the camp of the counter-revolution. It re-
presents a characteristic example of the national-bourgeoisie in
colonial and semi-colonial countries going over to the side of
the counter-revolution even when it is victorious. Morever, we
see that colonial and semi-colonial countries that have entered
on the road of capitalist development are unable to carry the
development of that capitalism further independently. They are
compelled after a certain time to submit to the influence of
foreign capital. These countries which have carried their
struggle for liberation to a victorious conclusion, but which
have not tfaken the Socialist road of development gradually
revert back to the positon of the semi-colonial countries. This
applies also to Kemalist capitalist Turkey. The Kemalists are
already concluding treaties with the imperialist bourgeoisie,
for example with Italian capitalism. These treaties are directed
towards a war against the Soviet Union and against the
revolutionary front of the international proletariat. This is the
most characteristic aspect of the new turn in Kemalism. This
is the second stage, the stage of colonisation. of the sub-
ordination of Turkey to imperialism; the stage of the treachery
of the national bourgeoisie and their complete transition to the
counter-revolution.

This situation naturally found an echo in our ranks. Ditfe-
rences of opinion arose in the Party over Kemalism and the
line the Party should take. One section in the Party was of the
opinion that capitalist development in Turkey bears an anti-
militarist character and that in this period the bourgeoisie not
only represents the interests of its own class, but the interests
of all classes in Turkey. Hence, we must not take up a political
struggle or a class struggle against Kemalism, but at most
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an economic struggle — a struggle for partial demands, for
the improvement of the conditions of the workers. No revo-
lutionary attaek against the capitalist system and therefore no
leading mass Party, but a study circle.

Another section, which lost their heads owing to the severe
terror, which were driven to despair by the severe measures
taken by the bourgeoisie against the working class, and em-
bittered by the betrayals of agents-provocateurs committed a
mistake of another kind. They resorted to acts of individual
heroism, they abandoned the workers in the Kemalist trade
unions, they ceased to strive for the unity of the trade union
movement, but advocated splitting the movement. They com-
mitted anarchistic mistakes and betrayed strong symptoms and
tendencies of sectarianism. They went too much fo the Left in
advocating slogans which are applicable only for highly deve-
loped capitalist countries. Turkey has undergone a bourgeois
revolution, but this revolution has not fulfilled all the fasks
of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. It has not solved the
agrarian revolution, the national question, etc. In Turkey we have
remnants of semi-feudalism. Turkey is not a highly in-
dustrial developed country like Germany, for example. The
majority of the population consist of peasant small producers.
Hence, the Turkish proletariat can only take up the task of
the transition from the workers’ and peasants’ dictatorship to
the proletarian dictatorship. This transitional period will be a
short one in Turkey, because indusiry is developed to some
extent. There is a fairly large and adequate working class and
a Communist Party that is linked up with the masses. Needless
to say, this dictatorship of the workers and peasants must be
under the direct leadership and hegemony of the proletariat.
This is the correct line that the Communist Party of Turkey
must take up. This is the correct perspective that emerges from
the analysis of the concrete situation.

The tasks of the Communist Party in this period are: to
sirengthen the Party organisationally and to transform it into
a mass Party. To recruit the masses of the workers, parti-
cularly the unorganised workers for the irade unions; to combat
the dangers in the working class principally from the Right,
those from the Leit to be subjected to criticism and removed.
We must denounce the Kemalists to the masses of the workers
of Turkey as the betrayers of the independence of the country,
as betrayers of the revolution, as a counter-revolutionary class,
and we must establish a revolutionary fighting front of the
workers and peasants against the Kemalist bourgeoisie. We
must carry on an unceasing and untiring campaign against
Kemalism and against its preparations for war against the
Soviet Union. These are the principal tasks that the Communist
Party of Turkey must fulfil in the present period.

Comrade MURPHY (Great Britain):

Comrades, it is necessary to explain that I am not speaking
in the name of ‘he English Delegation but expressing my own
point of view. )

I want to say from the outset that whilst T think that
certain formulations may be improved and that certain .omis-
sions be made good, 1 agree with the main line of the theses
presented by Comrade Kuusinen and it is my intention to
defend this line against a number of comrades in the British
Delegation. Cemrades Bennett and Rothstein used some very
strong language in describing the theses and were very bold
in their denunciation. I propose to be equally bold and challen-
ging, in short to show that they are presenting a Menshevik
picture of the colonial problem and drawing ultra-Leftist con-
clusions.

These comrades concentrate first of all upon the second
part of Paragraph 6 which described the general principle of
imperialist economic policy as follows: “As the ‘classical capi-
talism’ of the pre-imperialist epoch best demonstrated, precisely
by its plunder economy in the colonies, all its negative basic
trend of destroying the old without an equivalent creative
building of the new, so also the most striking feature of the
decay of imperialism, its rascally usury, becomes particularly
obvious and pronouced in its business in the colonies. It may
be taken practically as the general principle of imperialist
economic policy that the colonies in ‘their relation to the so-
called ‘motherlands’ are always transformed into an agrarian
hinterland for the industrial city, an agricultural appendage
to the vastly bloated body of the capitalistic big industries. But
this transformation of the colonies into producers of cheap
foodstuffs and raw materials for the developed capitalist coun-

tries, contains not only the sensible principle of world-economic
division of labour, but it turns this upside down by purchasing
it solely at the expense of the artificial restriction of the forces
of production in the colonies... etc.

Both take the strongest exception to this decription of
the general principle of imperialist economic policy. The
essential feature of this description is the fact thai the con-
tradictions in the relations between the imperialist and the
colonial countries far outweigh and interfere with the ‘normal’
development of capitalism which is towards the industrialisation
of countries. This is the most important and fundamental feature
of the situation in the colonial countries and has the most pro-
found relation to all the tactical questions to which it will be
necessary to refer.

Against this description of the situation Comrades Bennett,
Rothstein and others demand that all the emphasis shall be
laid upon the industrialisation of the colonies. We are told
that if we do not lay emphasis on this fact as the dominating
feature. of the situation in the colonies, especially India, then
we shall be blind to the relation of class forces, ‘blind to the
development of sharp class struggles’. Comrade Bennett says
if we accept the picture presented to us by the theses then
“under such circumstances there is no future for any develop-
ment of sharp class struggles, there is no basis for the pro-
letarianisation of the masses, the place of the proletarian masses
will be taken by the pauperised masses.”

As an alternative to the thesis, Comrade Benneit takes
the hand of Comrade R. Palme Dutt and comes forward with
the following: .

“Great Britain cannot stop the inevitable process of
industrialisation and for that reason it has recourse to
a skilful volte-face, by taking the industrialisation into its
own hands in order to turn it to the profit of British
capital.” ;

“Here”, says Comrade Bennett, “you have a clearer
explanation of the fact in a real deep Marxist form...” The
question is not about colonisation or de-colonisation of
India; the question is about the carrying through of the
industrialisation of India under the control of Britain. Great
Britain understands perfectly well that if they will not take
into their own hands industrialisation, others will.”

Comrade Bennet is not anxious to draw the political con-
clusion from this argument and become openly the adocate of
de-colonisation. To become an advocate of this theory, is to
become a fit and proper candidate for the leadership of the
British Labour Party and to pass into the ranks of unadulterated
Menshevism. To place before us the perspective of the indu-
strialisation of India and other colonies and the transfer of the
centre of gravity of big industry from the metropolis to the
colonies under the joint control of the imperialists and native
bourgeoisie, whether for the reasons advanced by Comrade
Bennett or Comrade Rothstein, whether for military purposes
or due to export of capital on the part of finance capital, is to
destroy all revolutionary perspectives until the process of indu-
strialisation has. out-distanced the industralisation of the metro-
polis, to hold before the colonies the perspective of expanding
industry capable of making concessions and raising the stan-
dards of life of the masses. It is precisely this perspective of
industrialisation of the colonies that is held before them by
MacDonald, Thomas, the I. L. P., the Amsterdam and Second
Internationals.

To deny the existence of the process of the development
of industry- would be stupid. But Marx did not say, nor did
Lenin, that the main task of the imperialists and the dominating
feature of the colonial countries is the “carrying through of the
industrialisation of the colonies” and especially creating the
heavy industries. The normal development of capitalism in
general means eventually industrialisation of a country; but
the imperialist exploitation of the colonies forbids the normal
industrialisation of the colonies such as occurred in the metro-
polis. Instead of imperialism playing the liberating role to the
inherent forces of production in the colonies, it adds its own
contradictions to the contradictions within the colonies whilst

sucking the life blood from them by its monopolist control. It

is. this multiplication of contradictory interests between the
requirements and. needs of the metropolitan industry with the
requirements and needs of the colonial economy that become
the dominating factors in the colonies retarding the develop-
ment of -industry and giving rise to the mass struggles and
revolutionary crises.” Those. who do not realise that the do- -
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minating factor in the development of the forces leading to

cclenial revolutions is precisely this factor of the intensification

of contradictions and not the “carrying through of industriali-

sation”, fail to realise the nature of imperialism as decadent

capitalism, as a power fettering the forces of production, sub-

tohrdinatiﬁg their development to the plunder -of the toilers of
e earth.

This conclusion appears to me to be glaringly obvious in
the history of all colonies. Does the history of Ireland reveal
the British imperialists “carrying through the industrialisation
of Ireland?” Britain has not only retarded the development of
industry in Ireland, but strangled it and denuded the country
of its population. The total population of Ireland today is
not more than 4!/, millions as compared with the 8!/, millions
of a century ago. Only a year ago Vickers purchased two dock-
yards in Dublin employing 4 to 5000 men and immediately
ciosed them down leaving about 200 men in charge. Is “this”
carrying through industrialisation? Does the history of Korea
reveal the Japanese “carrying through the industrialisation” of
Korea? Japan crushed the native industry and completely sub-
jected Korea to the process of extracting raw materials and the
provision of semi-manufactured materials for the Japanese in-
dustries. Does the history of India reveal the British “carrying
through the process of industrialisation of India”? Everybody
agrees that for more than a century the British whilst there
have been fluctuations in their policy, have retarded the de-
velopment of industry in India, that what there is of industrial
developmerrt has come more in spite of the main policy of
British imperialism, not because of it. .

Now there is advanced the theory that the diversion from
the main policy exemplified by the development of the war
period is not a diversion from the main line, but the launching

of a new policy due to the development of finance capital which,

disregards the requirements of the industries of the metropolis
for the great profits to be extrated from “carrying through the
industrialisation of the colonies”. Under the impetus of the war
and post-war policy, Indian industry forged ahead. Thanks to
the steel protection Act of 1924, the export of nfetal from India
rose enormously. In 1921—22 the total export of metal was
hardly 127,000 tons, but in 1925—26 India exported iron and
steel alone 382,000 tons: the U. S. A. taking 156,000 tons, Japan
140,000 tons, Britain 20,000 tons, Germany 11,000 tonms, ltaly
and France 27,000 tons, etc. The import of pig iron was almost
negligible. Other industries were also developing fast: tin,
lead, jute, textile, metal, manufacturing, leather, cement, etc.
The pre-war British share in Indian imports was 64.1% of the
total. In 1926—27 it had fallen to 47.8%. The profound effect of
this development on British industry is obvious. At the same
time there is a drop in the export of capital from Britain to
India due to the fall in the rate of accumulation of British
capital. The Baldwin Government signalled the change of front
once more. It repudiated governmental pledges with regard to
“industry and became the apostle of agricultural development.
It threw out the steel protection Act and passed an act giving
a preferential tariff to British products. It pushed through the
currency Bill which struck at the roots of the Indian industry
by making coiton, wheat, and other exports 125% dearer. The
effect of these developments is phenomenal. In 1926—27 the
U. S. A. purchases of iron and steel dropped from 156,000 tons
to 41,000 tons. The German purchase fell by 8000 and British
by 4000 tons. The Penisular Locomotive Co., the South Indian
Railway Locomotive Workshop, the Steel Wire Produce Co.
Ltd., and others were liquitated. The shares of Tata Iron
Works fell from 100 rupees per share to 53 rupees, Russa Sugar
to 19 rs, Steel Products to 820, etc. eic. A few months later the
Indian Government placed important railway orders in Britain:
47 locomotives to the Vulcan Works, Glasgow, 26 locomotives
to Armstrongs and similar orders to Ransome and Rapiers.
It is impossible to describe this policy as other than a deliberate
retardation of the industrialisation oif India and a consideration
of the industry of the metropolis, '

An examination of the textile industry will reveal a similar
phenomenon — the retardation of the manufacture of fine cotton
textiles for the benefit of Lancashire while concessions were
made with regard to coarser goods. Statistics also show
that whereas of companies registered in 1921 there were 55%
industrial concerns, 25% banking and loan companies, 18%
trading including railways and navigations, the first half of
1927 shows 8% industrial, 7% banking, 40% loan, 39% trading.
These developments are not accidental but the product of a

definite policy arising from the contradictions ol the imperialist
and Indian capitalist interests, Nor are they unrelated to the
new developments in agriculture initiated by fhe Linlithgow
Commission. Comrade Dutt says the changes in agri-
culture are being introduced {o make a market for the in-
dustrial products of India. But do these facts show that?
It appears to me that the Bombay Chronicle is nearer to the
frath in the matter when it says:

“Indian industry interferes with England’s market. Eng-
land is obviously determined to hold India as a market
at tMe point of the sword, for the products of her own
industries against the nascent gnterprises of the country...”

Contrary to the opinion of Comrades Bennett, Rothstein and
Dutt, | am therefore of the opinion that the industrialisation of
the colonies cannot be “carried through” by the imperialists and
native bourgeoisie. Just as the principal custodianship of the
fight for colonial liberation falls historically upon the pro-
letariat and peasantry of the colonies, so also upon these classes
falls the task of “carrying through industrialisation” after the
conquest of power. Until then industrialisation is a tendency,
demanding ‘development, yet held in the strangle hold of im-
perialism. It is precisely because this is the case that the
colonial war of liberation has historically become the order of
the day and the revolutionary perspectives before the colonial
countries are assured.

Naturally, this has an important bearing upon our tactics.
If the perspective of the “carrying through of industrialisation”
is correct then we are faced with an upward development of the
colonies and the revolutionary perspectives are eliminated inde-
finitely. Comrade Bennett and his supporters, having laid down
the basis of this perspective, are afraid to draw the logical con-
clusion and openly declare their adherence to the Second Inter-
national politics. They proceed therefore to the opposite extreme
of Leftism and bid us lump the imperialists and native bour-
geoisie into one camp, denounce all and sundry as counter-
revolutionary without regard to the dialectics of the struggle.
Shouting with an extra-loud voice that all the bourgeoisie, native
and imperialist are counter revolutionary does not constitute a
political policy in the period of fluctuation struggle leading up
to the revolutionary crisis. All Comrade Bennett said about
Das is true, but will the denunciation of Das or the shouting
in the face of Mr. Bose the present head of the Indian Repu-
blican Party who declares for “Indian Independence”, “a united
front of the workers and peasants to secure economic con-
cessions”, be the means of convincing the workers and peasanis
of India that the bourgeois party is counter-revolutionary? Will
the denunciation and shouting in the teeth of the bourgeois
elements, who supported the Bardoli “no tax” strike ol the
peasants, convince the strikers when they are fighting, that the
Communist Party is right and that they are counter-revolu-
tionary? We must know better than this how to destroy their
influence over the masses. Will Comrade Bennett also say that
even in the Chinese revolution there is no further possibility of
bourgeois elements fighting against imperialism, that the Chinese
revolution has ceased, and we are faced with the “carrying
through of the industrialisation of China”, by the imperialist
and native bourgeoisie? Will Comrade Bennett declare there is
no possibility, and no probability of bourgeois forces in Ire-
land waging further war upon British imperialism? Only when
such is the case can we accept the policy of Comrade Bennett
and lump all and sundry of the bourgeoisie in a single counter-
revolutionary camp. But such is not the case and our factics
must be conducted accordingly on the lines of the Second
Congress of the Communist International, on the lines of Com-
rade Lenin upon which these theses are based. The need of
the hour in every colonial country is a strong independeni Com-
munist Party which understands how to expose the bour-
geoisie and destroy their influence over the masses through
the correct exploitation of the differences between them and win
the masses in the numberless crises which precede the re-
volutionary overthrow of all counter revolutionary forces.

I wish to identify myself with Comrade Schiiller’s obser-
vations on Ireland and to observe for the benefit of Comrads
Carney and our Irish comrades that whilst the British Party
will gladly undertake its task of working among the Irish in
Britain, a very considerable asset in this direction will have
arrived when our Irish comrades have fulfilled the pledges they
gave years ago to build a Communist Party in Ireland. In this
task also the British Party will gladly assist.
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Comrade MONDOK (Czechoslovakia):

Comrades, the great significance of the colonies and semi-
clonies for the revolutionary world movement was first fully
recognised and understood by ~the Communist International.
Nevertheless we must say that, while the discussion of the co-
lonial question in the C. L. as well as in the various countries
met with interest and understanding, the question of the semi-
colonies has been given much too little attention in our revolu-
tionary practice.

This even found expression in the theses put before the
Congress. This can be seen by the following: in the general
section of the theses the valuation of the question of the semi-
colonies was treated correctly and exhaustively, but in that
part of the theses which illustrates the general situation by
concrete examples, and typifies the colonies and semi-colonies,
the European semi-colonies remain in the shadow, if one can
eapress it so. Yet the question of the semi-colonies and of the
conquerer States with their European semi-colonies is for us
ol equally greater significance. When I speak of semi-colonies
I have in mind States which, on the one hand are dependent
upon the great capitalist powers, but on the other hand are
themselves conquerer states, in whose cases foreign territory
has been robbed from other countries. These territories find
themselves in a semi-colonial, and at times colonial position. In
the governmental system of these territories the basic methods
of a colonial regime find application. One can therefore de-
signate them as European colonies, :

Since my speaking time is limited, I shall only touch upon
this type of State. I have in mind: Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rou-
mania and Yugo-Slavia. These States are on the one hand de-
pendent upon foreign capital and imperialism, but on the other
hand conduct a semi-colonial or even completely colonial po-
licy in the foreign territories which they have annexed. In the
case of these States there is a series of territories of which one
can say that they are to a certain extent European colonies.
These are for example, Croatia, Bessarabia, West Ukraine, West
White Russia, Bukovina, Dobrudja, Transylvania, Trans-Carpa-
thian Ukraine, Slovakia, Slovenia, Voyevod, etc,

In Poland 60% of the total population are Poles, in Cze-
choslovakia there are 6 million Czechs out of a total population
of 14 million, Yugo-Slavia there are 5 million Serbs out of a
total of 12 million, in Roumania 10 million Roumanians out of
a total of 14 million. This is of great significance when one
considers the fact that the so-called ruling nations of all these States
strive to subordinate completely to themselves the annexed
térritories, economically and culturally, and follow a policy of
denationalisation and colonisation. This policy meets with great
difficulties, and arouses the indignation and seli-defence of the
broad masses of these annexed territories.

The conquerer States cover their exploitative methods in
the annexed territories by national slogans, and conduct a policy
of denationalisation. As a result of this, there matures in the
annexed territories the outbreak of a national liberation mo-
vement which has a completely revolutionary character. This
fight is participated in also by non-proletarian elements, who
attempt to put themselves at the head of it. The Comintern in
general, and its various Sections in particular stand here be-
fore a great task: they must turn this fight into a thoroughly
revolutionary one, put the national-liberation fight at the ser-
vice of the class struggle, not allow the bourgeoisie to use this
fight to undermine the proletarian solidarity between the wor-
kers of all countries of the States concerned, prevent them from
making it an object of bargaining between the ruling bour-
geoisie and the oppressed nation.

The character of the forms of exploitation and oppression
of the annexed territory is very manifold. The general line is
nevertheless the same in all cases and consists in the following:
to restrict industry or to keep it dormant, to turn the territory
into a source of raw materials and an output for exports, to
increase exports for the purpose of paying usurers’ interest to
foreign capitalists, to strengthen their domination by using a
narrow governmental apparatus based upon violence, to dena-
tionalise the country with the aid of its educational policy, of
colonisation. and of a system of national favouritism. Such a
policy is pursued by all these countries in the territories which
they have annexed. The methods and the tempo of this policy
of oppression is nevertheless -dependent upon the stage of deve-
lopment of the territory and upon its resistance.

Let us for example consider the situation in Yugo-Slavia.
As a result of the Versailles Peace there were annexed to the
little-industrialised old Serbia the Croates, who in this respect
were far more industrialised and the industrialised countries of
Slovenia and the Voyevod territory. The Yugo-Slav Govern-
ment restricts the development of Croatian industry and liqui-
dates it in the other annexed territories (for example it trans-
fers heavy industry from Slovenia to Serbia), conducts a protec-
tionist policy in favour of the Serbian capitalists in transpor-
tation and credit matters.

Since the Roumanian capitalists are not in a position te
liquidaie the industry of Transylvania in favour of Old-Rou-
mania, they take over the shares of stock of the Transylvanian
factories and mines.

In Czechoslovakia the Czechish capitalists set limits to the
industrial development of the annexed territory (for example,
in the case of Slovenia).

The taxation systems are also built up upon a protectionist
basis. For example in Yugo-Slavia, the peasants of the con-
quered territory pay about twice as much, as the Serbian pea-
sants. The case is similar in Roumania.

The economic policy of Poland in the annexed Ukrainian
and White Russian territories is simply a naked robber policy
of export. The cutting down of timber and its export for one
year, for example, exceeds the yearly growth of timber by
three-times. ,

The more backward the annexed territory is from an indu-
sirial and cultural point of view, the more brutal, unconcealed
and bold are the forms of exploitation and oppression. To cha-
racterise some forms of this sort I will take the example of the
colonial regime of the Czechoslovak Government in the Trans-
Carpathian Ukraine, which is one of the most backward coun-
tries of central Europe.

The Trans-Carpathian Ukraine is almost exclusively agra-
rian and has an impoverished peasantry. The Government not
only does not advance the industrial development of the country,
but it gradually eliminates even the small factories which
existed there until now. The forests, the only source of riches
of the country, have been leased to French capitalists, who are
conducting a robber-like deforestration.

The Government pursues a typically colonial credit and
transport policy. To characterise the transport system, we
can mention the fact that transportation from the Trans-Carpa-
thian Ukraine to Czechoslovakia is twice as dear as the same
transportation in. the opposite direction.

The tax burden in the Trans-Carpathian Ukraine is much
heavier than in Czechoslovakia, and taxes are collected with
greater severity. The well-being. of {he working masses has
retrogressed in comparison with the pre-war period; the retro-
gression can be reckoned at about 50%. The taxes which the
Trans-Caucasian Ukraine pays serve to defray the costs and to
strengthen the brutal state apparatus.

The whole Government is in the hands of the Czechish
bourgeoisie. Only Czechs are accepted into the Government ser-
vice,so that they make up 95% of all government employees,
policy and gendarmes. The purpose here is to spread the
domination of the Czechish language, which the local population
does not understand, into all sections of the country.

The agrarian reform is used for the purpose of streng-
thening the kulak elements, to corrupt some of the local politi-
cians, to colonise the Trans-Carpathian Ukraine with Czechs.
The native peasantry is land-poor and completely ruined. There
are districts in which there is no end of hunger.

In order to ensure fully the Czechisation of the native po-
pulation, the Government conducts a special national policy,
which has not its like anywhere else in the entire world. The
Ukrainian population has been deprived of the right to call
themselves Ukrainians. There was a time when one was sum-
moned before a court for the use of the word “Ukrainian”,
“Ukrainian people”, and even until to-day the censor does not
permit the country {o be designated as the Ukraine. The
Government is artifically creating a new “Ruthenian” nation,
and is carrying out reprisals against the Ukrainian national
movement.

The education policy is completely at the service of this -
denationalisation and Czechisation. )

To strengthen the domination of the Czechish bourgeoisie
and. to insure the exploitation they carry on, jails, police and
gendarme stations, courts. and tax. offices, government em-
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" ployees’ quarters, etc., are being built throughout the country,
to an intensive degree. i

To complete the picture we must mention the fact that the
annexation of the Trans-Carpathian Ukraine to Czechoslovakia
was carried out against the will of the broad masses of the
population. After the comedy of the “voluntary” joining of the
country to the newly erected Czechish Republic was performed
in 1919, the council of embassadors guaranteed it the broadest
autonomy and its own legislative parliament, in the name of
Entente. The law referring to this was put into the Czecho-
Slovak Constitution.

So much could the native Ukrainian bourgeoisiz acquire.
But since the Communist Party possesses the overwhelming
political influence among the workers of the Trans-Carpathian
Ukraine, and fights for the right of seli-determination, inclu-
sive of the right of separation, the Czechish as well as the
native bourgeoisie refused to fulfil this writlen and solemny
guaranteed law, and substituted this autonomy which on paper
is so far-reaching, by a military dictatorship with French ge-
nerals at its head, then by a state of siege, further through
force on the part of appointed commissioners, and now by a
special law, which is even more reactionary than the imperial
law of corporal punishment of the middle of the previous cen-
tury.

" The Polish Government in West Ukrainia and White Russia
uses quite similar methods of violence. The Yugo-Slavish Go-
vernment does the same in Croatia, Slovenia and Macedonia,
the Roumanian Government in Bukovina, Bessarabia and Do-
brudja. The difference between them consists in the fact that
the Fascist white terror still rules in these countries and one
cannot carry the nationalist experiments there to the complete
negation of the nation.

In our literature we write much of the fact that just these
types of conquerer naticns, which are from the national point
of view so varied, are a reservoir of revolutionary potentiality.

Nevertheless it cannot be maintained that our Parties have
really done everyihing that is possible and necessary under the
given conditions. The elementry dissatisfaction of the masses
reaches its highest point in these countries; the waves of the
national liberation and peasant movement roll over. All this
creates a revolutionary situation and should serve to streng-
then and extend the influence of the Communist Parties.

Czechoslovakia is very varied from the national point of
view and the Czechisch Communist Party must consider this
in its work. Meanwhile in the practical work of the Czechish
Party, particularly in its nationalist policy, we find great short-
comings. In connection with the Ukrainian question, the well-
known resolution of the V. Congress of the Comintern was put
into effect only two years ago, and only a year ago the Party
leadership recognised the great significance of this question
for the revolutionary movement. The basic shortcoming con-
sisted in the fact that each organisation worked by itself on the
national field and conducted ‘its fight against national oppres-
sion separately from the others, instead of turning this into
a general fight, which the masses of the Czechish proletariat
will be drawn into. )

Such an under-estimation of the national question by us makes
room for the native bourgeoisie and Social-Democracy and
makes it possible for them to speculate on this question. An
illustration of this situation is, for example, the fact that in
Czechoslovakia the clerical Slovakian and Polish leaders have
behind them great masses of the poor peasants, that the Hun-
garian and Ukrainian Fascists who sympathise with Horthy
have behind them a part of the Hungarian and Ukrainian pea-
santry, and so forth. All these speculate upon the slogan “Out
with the Czechs”. To this we can have only one answer: Real
and effective protection of the oppressed minorities, a fight also
on the part of the Czechish proletariat for the right of seli-
determination of all nationalities, inclusive of the right to se-
paration.

The necessity of developing this work among the broad
working masses was never so pressing as to-day. Poland, Rou-
mania, Yugo-Slavia and Czechoslovakia — these are just the
regions in which the imperialist war conflagration will be
started. The Communist Parties of these countries may very
soon stand before the necessity of stifling imperialist war with
a revolutionary conflagration, and calling upon the masses to
come to the active defence of the U.S.S.R.

We must test our work in these fields, lay bare all short-
comings and improper viewpoints, achieve the real hegemony
of the revolutionary movement of the working masses by fol-
lowing a correct line and practice, and collect under our banner
all workers of these States which have such varied nationalities.
We must become the factor. which will hasten the Social Revo-
lution and conduct it to a successful conclusion.

Comrade LOZOVSKY (Communist Fraction of the R.I.L.U.)

The Theory of Decolonisation and the Industrial Development
of Colonies.

Comrades, the colonial question occupies an important place
in the theory and practice of the Comintern. Therefore, detailed
discussion of all the questions connected with this question,
on the one hand, and the discussion of the concrete situation
in which the struggle has to be carried on, on the other hand,
is the premise for laying down a correct Bolshevik line for
colonial Parties, Parties in capitalist countries and for the whole
Comintern.

Over two-thirds of mankind have a colonial status. One
has to reckon with an exceptional diversity of countries, races,
political and social-economic systems, and therefore the most
important and absolutely necessary task is — concretisation
and study of questions and problems which concern this or
that country. If we speak of China as a semi-colony, and of
India as a colony, if we speak about Egypt and at the same
time mention also Mexico or Chile and Colombia, it is very
difficult to bring ali these countries under the same heading.
Every separate country represents a complex of very intricate
phenomena; colonies differ as much from one another as capi-
list countries. The attempts to pigean-hole all the colonies ac-
cording to types, are not very successful, One should ask one-
self the question: what makes the colonial question difierent now
from what it was in 1920, when Lenin’s theses on the colonial
question were adopted by the II. Congress of the Comintern.
What change has taken place in these 8 years?

The following change has taken place: during this period,
in a number of colonial and semi-colonial countries there has
come onto the historical arena the proletariat as the main
force of the revolutionary struggle. This was not yet the case
in 1920. At that time the proletariat did not yet come forward
as an independent revolutionary factor, as the main force in
the struggle for independence. That is why we can and must
already speak mow about the dictatorship of the proletariat and
the peasantry, and about the leading role of the proletariat in
the national struggle. I think that this new element must put
its mark on all the theses and the tactic of the Comintern in
regard to this or that colony.

However, the advent of the proletariat as a serious, decisive
revolutionary factor, at least in some countries as for instance,
China, India and others, the advent of proletarian crganisations,
— s linked up with a certain capitalist development of these
countries, a development which is forced into imperialist
moulds, which is to a considerable extent distorted and which
is pursuing an excessively meandering and painful path as far
as the masses are concerned. Nevertheless there is a certain
amount of industrialisation and in connection with it the advent
of a compact proletarian mass capable of carrying on an or-
ganised struggle against imperialism and the native bourgeoisie.

One cannot of course make from this the deduction which
was made in the press concerning the decolonisation of the
colenies. I think that this theory of the decolonisation of the
colonies has no foundation whatever. A few formal signs, a
change in the forms and methods of exploitation are taken as a
substantial change in the relations between imperialism and
the colonies. Decolonisation is possible only after the victory
of the revolution in corresponding colonial countries, as a
result of a prolonged struggle of the proletarian and peasant
masses effectively supported by the International Communist
movement in the shape of the Comintern and by the Communist
Parties of the biggest imperialist powers. To speak of peaceful
decolonisation, means begging the question, it means, instead of
elaborating tactics adaptable to new conditions, circumstances,
methods and means of enslaving colonial countries, trying to
get off with abstract formulae instead of concrete revolutionary
tasks, because the decolonisation: theses does away with ihe
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whole question of struggle for national independence. Since the
entire decolonisation takes place automatically, by means of
the further development of capitalist relations, it is but natural
that the national-revolutionary movement becomes unnecessary.
That is why it seems to me that the theses are quite right in
opposing this theory and in emphasising its non Communist
character.

But this certainly does not mean that nothing has changed
in the colonies. We witness there a number of facts which
compel us to watch carefully the new forces which have made
their appearance on the historical arena, to study thoroughly
the new phenomena which are cautiously mentioned in the be-
ginning of the theses in the casual phrase about “the reinfor-
cement of the elements of capitalist and especially industrial
development”. It seems {o me that this caution is out of place.
We can speak more definitely about the industrial development
of some colonial countries, especially China, India, etc. But just
because, even according to the theses, we witness a “reinfor-
cement of industrial development” in some colonies, it is
wrong to describe all colonies as “hinterland”, as “agrarian
rear”, because this is not true to facts.

We witness two phenomena in a number of colonies:

1. Penetration of capitalism into agriculture (gigantic su-
gari cotton and rubber plantations in Cuba, Africa, Indonesia,
etc.).

2. Growth of extracting (oil, minerals, etc.) and manufac-
turing (textile, etc)) industry and growth ol transport (water
transport, railways). Agrarian rear is one thing and raw ma-
terial rear (cotton, rubber, minerals, oil, etc.) and the existence
-of a manufacturing industry is another. The creation of raw
material bases in the colonies — and in connection with ac-
centuated competition every imperialist power creates its own
cotton, rubber, oil and mineral base (Japan and Korea) —
contradicts the theory of a solid “agrarian rear”, the theory of
the “hinterland”, the theory of the “continent of rural districts”.
If we speak of India as a “continent of rural districts” and
of all colonies as“world rural districts”, as this is done in_the
programme without sufficient justification, all talk about pro-
letarian and peasant dictatorship must cease automatically. In
the “world rural districts”, in the “continent of rural districts”,
there can be no industrial proletariat, and therefore no room
for proletarian and peasant dictatorship. With such termino-
logy the proletariat disappears as leader. And “yet, when we
speak of proletarian and peasant dictatorship, we evidently
assume the existence of a definitely constituted proletarian mass:
the bearer of the presupposed hegemony. This bearer of hege-
mony could come into being only on the basis of the develop-
ment — be it only a slow, meandering and very painful deve-
lopment — of capitalist relations in the colonies. That is why
all these political slogans which are correctly issued for colonies
of the first type (China, India, etc.), slogans of proletarian and
peasant dictatorship, do not tally with the preliminary. des-
cription of all these countries as “continents of rural districts”,
as “world rural districts”, as the one and only “agrarian hinter-
land”. By insisting on these slogans, we leave no room for
phenomena which are indisputable, which are reflected in the
struggle of the Chinese and Indian proletariat, in the struggle
which has become possible in the last years owing to the
development of capitalism in the colonial and semi-colonial coun-
tries. That is why it seems to me that this part of the theses
will have to be carefully revised, so as to vary the description of
these countries and not to apply a terminology which will make
it difficult subsequently to arrive at correct political conclu-
sions. We must in this respect bring intc harmony the be-
ginning, middle, and end of the theses. To use poetical lan-
guage, such harmony is conspicuous by its absence.

Artificiality in the Classification of Colonies.

The second group of questions to which I would like to
draw your attention, is the classification of all colonial countries
given in the theses. I must say that classification in general is
necessary -and useful but the classification placed before us, in
spite of its undisputed conscientiousness, shows that an utterly
impossible task has been set, and as you know, it is rather
difficult to carry out impossible tasks. ,

Let us take these four ‘types of :countries. According to
the classification we find in the first group China and India

together with Indonesia, Egypt, Syria (!) as well as several
Latin American colonies. In the second group we find South
Africa, and Cuba, and in addition, Algiers, Tunis, etc. I have
been asking myself what peculiarities have led to this classi-
fication? It appears that the classification resis on “the pecu-
liarity and degree of development of the class differentiation”.
The degree of development of class differentiation, means, trans-
lated from the social-political into the economic language,
degree ol development ol capitalist relations in the given country
(numerical strength of the proletariat, degree of industrial de-
velopment, etc.). But the next paragraph gives also other charac-
teristics for classification. This additional characteristic is: “im-
portance of colonies and semi-colonies in the present system
of the colonial policy of world capitalism”. But these two signs
or characteristics are not brought into harmony. If we take
as the basis the latter point, we get ol course one classification.
If we take the first point, i. e. “peculiarity and degree of class
differentiation”, we get an utterly different classification. But as
both characteristics are taken, the result is a considerable
muddle. Why is Syria in the same group as India and China,
whereas the Philippines and Cuba are not in it? If we read
this classfication very carefully — and I suppose that everyone
of us has read all the theses very carefully — we find that it
suffers from a certain artificiality. However, it would not be
so bad if there were only a certain artificiality in the con-
struction, unfortunately political deductions are made from this
construction concerning our policy in the corresponding type
of country. This classification or these barriers erected among
the colonies, must determine our tactic. This is the crux of the
matter. Well, if this is so — and according to the theses it
is so — the question of classification acquires an enormous
importance. If we take the theses, we see that the united na-
tional front, proletarian and peasant dictatorship, etc., are made
to depend on the type under which a given country is classi-
fied. It was the intention of the author of the theses to faci-
litate for us by classification the elaboration of tactics, but
instead of this classification has made this process more com-
plicated. I personally think that this classification is artificial
because it is based on principles of diverse character. It is
difficult {o carry this classification to- a conclusion, it is dii-
ficult to make from it political deductions in as far as — ac-
cording to the diverse characteristics by which the countries
have been classified — one has to make the same political
deductions for colonies with a different development, different
social relations, different class differentiation and a different
economic system.

The Bourgeois Democratic Revolution.

Very naturally the bourgeois democratic revolution occu-
pies much space in the theses. One must say that our Com-
munists from the colonial and semi-colonial countries and Com-
munists in countries which are not yet colonies but will soon
become colonies (Latin America), are rather suspicious of the
terminology “bourgeois-democratic revolution”. It seems to
them that to describe the revolulion as bourgeois-democratic
diminishes the role of the Communist Party. “How is the Com-
munist Party to play a leading role in the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution?” — asked many comrades. Hence the deduc-
tion that the Communist Party must be for the Socialist Revo-
lution at all times and under any circumstances and cannot
descent to the bourgeois-democratic revolution. Hence, the at-
tempts to call a purely bourgeois revolution a Socialist Revo-
lution (Ecuador). It must be made quite clear that an exact
definition of the class-character of the revolution i$ the premise
of a correct tactic. This failure to understand is not only a
characteristic of the representatives of colonial countries,. it was’
also a characteristic of many of our comrades in certain periods
of the history of Russia. This lack of understanding must be
avoided.

After all, what does bourgeois-democratic revolution mean,
and how did Lenin, and with him the Bolshevik Party, under-
stand it?

We have on this subject a wealth of literature and ex-
perience. If you turn back your mind to 1905, when this pro-
blem loomed big and when the disnute between Bolshevism
and Menshevism went for the first time beyond the limits of
organisational questions and got into the sphere of fundamental
problems confronting  the working class of Russia — if you
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remember the struggle at that time, you are aware what is
was about. From the estimate of the revolution as a bourgeois-
democratic revolution, the Mensheviks arrived at the conclu-
sion that the bourgeoisie must play a leading role in the revo-
lution. From the same estimate the Bolsheviks arrived at a
different conclusion: although the revoluiion is bourgeois-demo-
cratic, the leading role in it must rest with the proletariat and
its Party, -and only the proletariat, together with the peasaniry
can lead a real democratic revolution to a conclusion against
the bourgeoisie. This is how Bolshevism put this question. This
is how this question must be put for the whoie Comintern and
especially for the Communist Parties of the colonial countries.
This must be told to those of our Parties which are considering
revolutionary problems for the first time. It must be explained
to the Communist and non-Communist masses what bourgeois-
democratic revolution in the Bolshevik sense means, and what
must be the tactic of the Party in this kind of revolution.

Moreover, it is absolutely necessary ic give an answer to
the question “what is dictatorship of the proletariat and pea-
santry?” The slogan “dictatorship of the proletariai and pea-
cantry” has also its own history. This slogan has been our
political device for many years. We owe to Lenin its most
clear and most Marxist elaboration. He has . explained what
bourgeois-democratic revolution and dictatorship cf the pro-
letariat and peasantry mean. On the basis of this experience
the Comintern must say what bourgeois-democratic revolution
is, what shapes and forms it takes, what the proletariat must
do in this revolution when, together with the peasantry, it esta-
blishes dictatorship, what our desire should be also after the
establishment of proletarian and peasant dictatorship. Unfor-
tunately, we do not find an answer to this in the theses, and
this is a very serious gap. We must bear in mind that this
is the first time that the Comintern wants to give an exhaustive
answer to all the fundamental problems which confront the revo-
lutionary, -colonial and semi-colonial labour movement. The
general principles have been laid down by Lenin; but under
new circumstances and a new. correlation of class forces, in
view of the birth ol new mass revolutionary movements, in
view of a new distribution of forces, we have to give an
answer to these extremely complicated questions, we must ex-
plain all this as clearly and simply .as possible so that every
worker, especially every Communist worker, could understand,
because he will have to act up to it wherever he is.

The Leading Role of the Proletariat and its Party.

In this connection of the utmost importance to the Comintern
is the question of the form and expression of the leading role
of the Communist Parties. This is laid down in the theses
because this is our policy. The proletariat must have hegemony
in the revolution and in the entire national-revolutionary move-
ment. Well and good, the Communist Parties must lead the
proletariat. This is a matter of course. But what does all this
mean concretely, practically? How is this to be achieved, what
does it mean for every separate country — these questions must
be answered. The general formula is the canvas. The patterns
must be selected according to countries because the colonial
world is so diverse that one cannot possibly compress all this
into one general formula. In spite of the thorough elaboration of
the theses and the evident desire to lay down concrete lines,
we have not succeeded in doing this because conditions are too
diverse to compress all this into four types, into a rigid and to
a certain extent immovable framework.

Here generalisation must make room for specification. The
theses go from the general to the particular. The reverse should
be ihe case. The tasks confronting the proletariat of China,
India, Indonesia, Egypt and the Philippines are the same in the
sense that the workers of all these colonies must struggle for
their national and social liberation. But this general standpoint
is clear even without the theses. Our task conmsists in telling
every proletariat, on the basis of a thorough study of the state
of affairs and of the correlation of forces in the given country,
what and how one should do now. While in China the leading
role of the Party has already been secured — it is true at a
heavy price — and has stood the test, in other colonial coun-
tries mass Parties are still to be created. Under such circum-
stances one should say first of all how a fighting mass Party
is- to be created, otherwise there will be talk about proletarian
hegemony and the leading role of the Party whereas the Farty
" iIs still in embryo. It is self-evident that in this respect one

cannot limit oneself to a general formula; cne must lay down
concretely the lines and methods for the establishment of a
labour movement independent of the national bourgeoisie and
of fighting Communist Parties.

Two Phases and Three Stages.

The next group of questions which, it seems to me, are
also not sufficiently clear and require elaboration (Comrades,
I am mentioning here only matters which are not clear), are
all the chapters which lay down the various phases and stages
of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. There are four types
of countries, two phases and several stages. Such a scheme
is too complicated. For an average Communist all this must be
considerably simplified.

There is much that is valuable in the part which deals with
phases and stages: I personally read with the greatest interest
and attention all these considerations, but they are too abstract.
We do not write theses for ourselves, neither do we write them
only for the European Communists; we write them also for
the colonial workers, and maximum simplicity is absolutely
necessary because otherwise a whole series of annoying poli-
tical errors might arise. If we establish for several types of
couniries several phases of bourgeois-democratic revolutions
and want at the same time to say what will happen when the
given revolution will go from one stage to the other, we will
inevitably get a scheme which it will be difficult to unravel.
We do meet, for instance, with such terminology in the theses:
“From the first phase to the end of the first stage” “embryonic
genesis of proletarian hegemony”, “third stage of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution”. I want you to think a miunte: four
types of countries, two phases, in each phase three stages, and
in addition to this “a preliminary phase”, “preliminary phase
of the first stage”, “unfinished first stage of the first phase”,
“preliminary situation of the second phase”, etc. All this sounds
very well, but it is a bare scheme accessible only to a few
people. Such an abstract structure can only confuse our Parties.
For this reason, I think that this part of the theses should be
revised.

The Proletariat and the Bourgeoisie in the Colonial Countries.

The question of relations between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie in colonial countries deserves all our attention. This
question is dealt with in the theses from two viewpoints — the
theoretical and the practical, applicable to India. Inasfar as
theory is concerned, the theses say correctly that not only
support, but also agreement with the colonial bourgeoisie, is
Possible for struggle against imperialism. The proletariat and
its Communist Party must support the national-revolutionary
movement, they must develop, widen and intensify and carry
it further. But, comrades, if a correct standpoint is mechani-
cally transferred to India without studying concrete conditions
and class forces, the evolution of the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie in the last years, etc., this is bound to lead to erroneous
tactical conclusions. Cne should have first taken the country
where such an experience has been gone through, one should
have studied this experience, and only then one should have
transferred to India what is suitable for it. It seems to me that
one should take China and find out what this tactic has pro-
duced, pointing out the difficulties which arose in its application
and making a study of all the mistakes which were committed
(this is done, but not in this connection), and then make deduc-
tions: has the tactical line stood or not stood the test when it
came face to face with practice. I think that our general line
has certainly stood the test, in spite of the mistakes which were
made. If we had begun with China and had then gone to
India, we would have taught the Indian proletariat not to make
the mistakes which were made in China. This is one thing, but
it is not all by far. Is it possible to draw a simple analogy
between our policy in China and India? Inasfar as these two
countries are placed into one group, the same tactic is presup-
posed for them. This is not only wrong, but dangerous. Other
circumistances, other correlation of classes.

- What is said after all in the theses about our tactic in
regard to the Indian bourgeoisie?

“It would be an ultra-Left mistake if the Communist Party
began its agitation by simply placing on par the national-
reformists (Swarajists, Walidists, etc.) and the ruling countr-
revolutionary bloc of the imperialists and feudal lords. The
Swarajists have not yet betrayed the national-liberation struggle
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as this has been done in China by the Kuomintang, although
they have capitulated ignominiously in certain cases before the
imperialists and have even participated in the suppression of
revolutionary and semi-revolutionary actions of the workers.
In this phase, Communists must concenirate the main fire not
against them, not against the national bourgeoisie, but against
the present chief enemy_ the ruling imperialist-feudal bloc”.

In this paragraph the tasks of the Indian Communists are
not laid down correctly. First of all, what makes it necessary
to wait with our struggle against the Indian bourgeoisie till
it turns traitor like the Kuomintang, i. e. till it begins to hang
and shoot thousands and tens of thousands of workers and
peasants? Moreover,one cannot lay down the tasks of the
Indian proletariat only from the viewpoint of external policy
(struggle for independence). The Indian proletariat has as im-
portant tasks also in the sphere of internal policy: agrarian
revolution, 8-hour day, etc. What constituted the fundamental
error of the Chinese Communist Party in the period of the
bloc with the Kuomintang? It was this: the Chinese Communist
Party subordinated the social-economic demands of the
workers and peasants (land, eight-hour day, etc.) to the struggle
for national independence. In the meantime the Comintern has
never visualised this bloc as relinquishment, renunciation on
the part of the working class of its and the peasants’ imme-
diate economic demands. This applies also to India. The Com-
munist Party of India must define its tactic in regard to the
national bourgeoisie not on the basis of the latter’s phraseo-
logy about Indian independence, but on the basis of its entire
internal and external policy, and this poliy is directed against
the labour and peasant movement. This is the main thing; all
the rest is empty phraseology.

Moreover, is the centre of gravity for India coquetting with
Left tendencies for the sake of relations with the Swarajists? Is
the main question for India: to support or not to support the
Swarajist bourgeoisie? Certainly not. If we compare the Indian
bourgeoisie with the Chinese, we will find that in India the
bourgeoisie is stronger, better welded together and better edu-
cated politically than in China. In India the correlation of class
forces is different from that in China. We have in India a
national bourgeoisie which is always ready for compromise
with the British bourgeoisie against the toiling masses. There-
fore, in India our main task is establishment of independent
labour organisations. It is essential to create, organise and
educate politically an independent labour movement, independent
of the Swarajists. It is essential to establish independent trade
. unions, a base for the labour movement. This central idea gets
lost in the discussions “about the chief firing line” and about
the possibility of supporting the Swarajist bourgeoisie under
certain circumstances. 1 think that this is politically incorrect.
We must say in regard to India, especially in the present stage
‘of development: If you really want fo achieve something in
India, establish as rapidly as possible a Communist Party and
trade unions, get away the labour movement from Swarajist
influence, eliminate national-bourgeois elements from the labour
and peasant organisations, otherwise all these mass organi-
sations will get into bourgeois hands and will be used for
counter-revolutionary purposes. This is the centre of gravity
of the question, but this is not expressed with sufficient clarity.

e

The Labour Movement in the Colonies.

These theses are called: The revolutionary movement in
colonial and semi-colonial countries. The revolutionary move-
ment must be carried on in the industrially more developed
countries under the hegemony of the proletariat. But it would
seem that those who exercise hegemony should also be given
a place in these theses, i. e. those who will lead the national-
revolutionary movement. But you can look through these theses
from beginning to end, and you will not find those who
exercise hegemony. What is the proletariat in China, what is
the proletariat in India, to what extent are they organised, what
is their level, what lessons can be drawn form the class struggles
of the last years? These matters are mentioned casually in
connection with other questions. Although everything which
concerns the position of the proletariat is of the utmost interest,
least of all is said precisely about this point. The labour move-
ment in colonial and semi-colonial countries deserves our full
attention. What took place in Europe and America in the
course of the last 150 years (since th€ industrial revolution in

Greal Britain), we witness to-day in the colonial countries,
but only horizontally. The relatively compact masses of the
proletariat in China and India which knows what factory life
is, the proletariat of Indonesia, Cuba, Central America, etc.,
which has gone through the school of capitalist agriculture on
the cotton, rubber, sugar, ccfiee and banana plantations of the
Spaniards, the Pariahs among Pariahs — the black proletariat
in the mining industry and on the plantations .of South, West
and East Africa, hundreds of thousands of expropriated natives
of Africa and the Antilles, are caught in the cogs of the
gigantic imperialist’ machine. We have before us the prole-
tariat of all colours, all races and all degrees of development —
from the siave labour of the Negroes and Malays to the “free”
labour of the workers of Shanghai and Bombay. We have
before us as on a screen the whole past and present of the
working class. This diversity in the composition, quantity and
quality of the proletariat is placing before us a series of very
difficult problems, both organisational and political. In some
colonial countries there are already experienced fighting Com-
munist Parties (China), fighting revolutionary trade unions
{China, Cuba). In other countries the Communist Party, although
it has not the experience of the Chinese Party and trade unions,
has already a glorious past (Indonesia). In others again
Communist Parties and trade unions are only in the making
and are growing in the process of the industrial struggles of
the proletariat (India). There is a series of countries where
no organised Communist movement exists although there are
labour organisations (Philippines). Finally, there is a series of
countries where the newly born coloured proletariat is not
organised at ail, but answers from time to time to unheard of
exploitation by spontaneous rebellions and desertion from the
place of employment (East and West Africa, Congo, Portuguese
colonies in Airica, etc.). Our tactic must be adapted to the
diversity of the colonial countries, “it must be able to lead the
advanced proletarians of Shanghai and Bombay, as well as the
black slaves of the rubber plantations.” That is why we must
have difierent slogans and special programmes of action for
every country. The main thing is — organisation of the rising
proletarian masses. How are the workers of this or that colo-
nial country to be organised, where is the beginning to be
made, on what should one concentrate one’s attention — the
Comintern must give an answer to all these questions. A
general scheme constructed so that it should apply to China
and India, cannot give us anything. The main slogan for the
proletariat of colonial countries, no matter how small this
proletariat be, is — organise yourselves, create your own trade
union organisations which must be independent of the national
bourgeoisie, create fighting Communist Parties for struggle
against external and internal enemies.

Home-Made and Imported Reformism.

A big lacuna in the theses is the absence of the question
of home-made and imported reformism. And yet, this is a
question which deserves all our attention. There are no objec-
tive conditions in the colonies for solid and lasting reformist
influence on the workers. That is why the awakening of the
workers in colonial and semi-colonial countries means at the
same time that these workers’ turn about face towards Moscow,
the Comintern, and the Red International of Labour Unions.
We have seen this in China, Indonesia, Latin America, and
Africa. Only in India, owing to the peculiar development of
the labour movement there, nationalists and home-made refor-
mists are at the head of the labour organisations. But even
there the labour movement is veering to the Leit. In China only
the mechanics’ union in Canton is an organisation of the
Gompers’ type, whereas in the rest of China neither the Right
nor the Left Kuomintang has been able to establish genuine
mass organisations, although they resort to all kinds of
European-American reformist methods to deceive the workers.
In Egypt the Government has destroyed the revolutionary trade
unions and is endeavouring to establish national-reformist
organisations. The same happens in Turkey where Kemalism,
after destroying the trade union movement, is establishing its
own law-abiding trade unions. In Indonesia, after the suppres-
sion of the insurrection, a Social-Democratic “party” appeared
on the scene. It consists of Dutch officials and of a small section
of the local petty-bourgeois intelligentsia. This Party is also
endeavouring to establish its own trade unions. We witness the
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same kind of thing in some other colonial countries. National-
reformism or police reformism are appearing on the scene as
soon as the colonial bourgeoisie and its imperialist masters
notice that workers are coming forward as an independent
factor in the struggle. But local reformism is not very dangerous
because objective circumstances do- not favour adherence of
considerable sections of the proletariat to reformism.

Then sccial imperialists come to the rescue. Their special
task is to tame the colonial labour movement. In this respect,
very ‘characteristic is the work of the Labour Party and the
General Council in India, Thomas’ trip to West Africa, the
canvassing trips of the Right and “Left” (Purcell) members of
the General Council to India, establishment of a reformist party
in Indonesia with the help of the Dutch Social Democrats, the
efforts of the Japanese social-monarchist Bundji Suzukhi to
plant his reformism in China and the sudden interest of the
Second and Amsterdam Internationals in the colonial countries
of Latin America. The agents of imperialism are alarmed at
the development of Communism in the cclonial and -semi-
colonial countries and are endeavouring, under the protection
of the imperialist and native bourgeoisie, to divert the rapidly
growing labour movement of the colonies into Social-Demo-
cratic channels. All these phenomena must be pointed out in
the theses because struggle against the attempts at the refor-
mist corruption of the workers of the enslaved countries is one
of the most important tasks of the Communist International.
International reformism wants to impede the organisation and
welding together of the workers and peasants as well as the
development of the revolutionary struggle in the colonial coun-
tries. We must resist these efforts energetically.

The International Importance of the Chinese Revolution.

Although much space is given in the theses to China, the
experience of the Chinese Revolution is not made the most of,
especially from the international viewpoint. After the October
Revolution. the Chinese Revolution is the most important event
of the present century. The greatest importance of the Chinese
events consists in the response they found among the Asiatic
peoples. The last three years of revolutionary struggle in China
produced such a wealth of experience that it will have to be
studied a long time. This experience will have to be studied
from the internal and especially from the external viewpoint.
The experience of the Chinese Revolution must make us study
very carefully the question of mutual relations between the pro-
letariat and the national bourgeosie in colonial countries. Have
the errors committed in China been taken into account for the
benefit of other countries? They have not. In the meantime we
should raise the question of the independence of the labour
movement from the national bourgeoisie, the development of the
industrial struggle of the workers in the trend of the general
struggles, the struggle for immediate improvement of the mate-
rial position of the masses, the development of the agrarian
revolution, the struggle against disguising the class struggle
under the colours of a united national revolutionary front, — all
this is a necessary premise of the utilisation of the national-
revolutionary movement in the interests of the mass of the
workers and peasants.

The Chinese Revolution is also instructive in regard to the
mutual relations of the working class and the peasantry. The
Chinese Communist Party, as represented by its Central Com-
mittee, looked upon the peasant movement, for a considerable
period, as an impediment to the development of the national
revolution. The Central Committee picked up the - theory of
excesses circulated by the bourgeoisie and, instead of placing
itselt at the head of the peasant insurrections, impeded and sup-
pressed them together with the Kuomintang. Has this negative
experience an international importance? Most decidedly so. All
Parties in colonial and semi-colonial countries must be told that
only in a bloc with the peasantry will the working class be
able to solve the bourgeois democratic tasks confronting any
given country. Agreement with the national bourgeoisie under
‘definite circumstances and on definite conditions, with simul-
taneous indefatiguable work for the consolidation of our own
ranks, is admissible, an agreement with the peasantry is
obligatory. The former is temporary, episodical, the latter is
continuous, and under no circumstances whatever can and
must the proletariat sacrifice the interests of the peasantry —

as this was the case in China —in favour of a united national-

revolutionary front.

We must lay special stress for all colonial countries on the
neccesity of feverish organisational work for the consolidation
of the Party and the labour and peasant organisations. This
feverish constructive work must follow the line of promotion
from below, from the thick of the mass movement, of new
leaders and of purging all organisations from bourgeois ele-
ments, even if they be national-revolutionary elements. Estab-
lishment of their own organisations, their own proletarian
leadership, — this is what we must impress the colonial Parties
with. In this respect the Chinese experience is very instructive.
The Communist Party and trade unions of China were almost
entirely in the hands of intellectuals, representatives of petty-
bourgeois circles. The more critical the situation, the more
unstable became the leadership. More working class elements in
all the links of the Party organisation, more manual workers in
the Party Executive, more peasants in the leading posts of the
peasant organisations! — such must be our slogans. It seems
to me that it would be useful to take into account the experience
of the Chinese Revolution also in this respect.

Conclusion.

Comrades, from all I have said here I will make the follo-
wing conclusion: I think that the theses laid before the Congress
have very much that is valuable and deserve to be adopted by
the Communist International. But to enable the international
Communist movement to make use of the theses adopted by us,
to be able to spread them everywhere, to make them a prac-
tical guide for our work in all countries, they must not be
abstract. Abstractness and a schematic form hinder a proper
understanding of the theses. Thus, if we supplement the theses
by a whole series of questions which I brought forward here,
if we define correctly the relation of the Indian proletariat to
its bourgeoisie, if we pay more attention to the description of
the labour movement in the various colonial countries, to its
trade union organisations and if we explain a whole series of
points which, owing to their abstract character, even I found
difficult to understand, — these theses will become what they
should be. The international Communist movement stands in
need of fully elaborated instructions re our tactic in the colonial
countries. This is necessary for colonial workers as well as
the workers in capitalist countries, because only on the basis
of the correct tactic will it be possible to establish a closer
union between the workers of capitalist and colonial countries. -

It is of the utmost importance to emphasise in these theses
in separate paragraphs the necessity of creating and organising
labour organisations independent of the national bourgeoisie.
This is mentioned casually in a whole series of paragraphs,
but a question of this kind must be a central question. The
premise for correct leadership in the revolution of colonial
countries are proletarian and peasant organisations which do
not depend on the bourgeoisie, and indefatigable struggle
against imperialism, feudalism and the counter-revolutionary
bourgeoisie. (Applause). g

Comrade NEUMANN (Germany):

Comrades, we correctly take as the basis for the discussion
of the colonial question at this Congress, the theses of the Se-
cond World Congress of the Comintern. In the eight years which
have gone by since then, we have acquired a tremendous amount
of practical material, we have collected a great deal of ex-
perience, above all the experience of the Chinese Revolution,
which in all its basic features, and one can almost say without
exception in all details, confirms the correctness of these theses.
The Chinese events have proved in their chief lessons, above
all those basic view points of Lenin’s theses, which say that
the colonial revolution is an immediate part not only of the
general democratic world movement, but also an immediate part
of the proletarian world revolution. And more' than that. They
are not only a simple quantitative part, but they also act as an
independent force for the furthering of the revolution in the
great capitalist ruling countries, they have played the part of
an accelerating factor, the driving force. In this connection a
passage from an article written by Marx about China, which
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was recently published by Comrade Riazanov, is very interest-
ing. When in 1853 the Chinese revolutionary movement began
for the first time against foreign capital, when already then
slogans of Socialism appeared in confused form — a remarkable
fact, about which a German pastor, a missionary wrote at that
time — Marx made the interesting comment:

“Chinese Socialism may be compared to European, as

Chinese philosophy compares with the Hegelian.”

He was undoubtedly correct in this point of view. He put
the question as to what action the Chinese Revolution would
have upon England, and through England upon Europe. And
he answered with the well-known sentence:

“that the Chinese Revolution throws a spark into the
powder barrel of the present industrial system and will
cause the eruption of the general crisis which has been
preparing itself for a long time, which will spread abroad,
and be accompanied by political revolutions on the con-
tinent in the immediate future.”

Marx writes directly, that “China carries the uprising into
the Western world”. And the lessons of the Chinese Revolution
now in the new revolutionary world situation confirm a thousand
times this prediction. The colonial revolution is not only a
part of the proletarian world revolution, it is at the same time
an accelerating factor, it carries the uprising into the capital-
ist countries, just as inversely the proletarian revolution in the
great ruling countries leads to a rising of the colonial peoples.

I want to put another question which needs much more
light in the theses. That is a question which Lenin in his theses
worked out especially, the question of non-capitalist develop-
ment, I believe that the experiences of the past two years in the
colonial revolutions oblige us to move this question of the pos-
sibility of non-capitalist development to the foreground in our
theses, to take it as the point of departure in working out our
common strategy for all colonial revolutions, Lenin said at the
Second World Congress that it is incorrect {0 assume that the
stage of capitalist development is unavoidable in the colonies.
But at the same time he put before the Communist Parties a
task. He said:

“In all colonial and backward countries we must not
only build up independent cadres of fighters, Party organi-
sations, we must not only make propaganda for the organi-
sation of peasant soviets, and thereafter strive to suit them
to the pre-capitalistic conditions, but the Communist Inter-
national must also put forward the theses, and found it
theoretically, that the backward countries can go over to
the Soviet regime with the aid of the proletariat of the most

advanced countries, and — at a certain stage of develop-
ment — to Communism, avoiding the capitalist stage of
development.”

This sentence is so much clearer than the most quoted
senténce about the possibility of going around the capitalist
stage, in that it speaks directly ol the transition to Communism.

I believe this is a point which ranks among the keenest
thoughts Lenin ever expressed. It is the one in which Lenin
refers to Marx, where he adds something new to certain ideas
of Marx about the possibility of non-capitalist development.

But it is not only this theoretical significance which spe-
cially obligates us to carry through these teachings of Lenin,
but also a practical question. If put into the foreground the
Socialist path of development, not in the vulgar sense of jumping
over this or that stage of the bourgeois-revolution, but in the
sense of a world historical perspective, in “the sense of the
programmatic notation of the path of development of all coloniai
revolutions, then we have a much stronger guarantee than
in the period just past against the merging of the Communist
Parties in the colonial countries with all sorts of petty-bour-
geois ideologies, against making. them fit all sorts of mish-
mashes, such as Sun Yat-senism, Gandhi-ism, etc. We must say
clearly: The Communist International considers the colonial
peoples not only as allies, as coloured auxiliary troops against
imperialism, but it regards them as a part of the population of
the whole world, which we are leading to Socialism; not as
colonial troops which help us, but as the world village, as the
world periphery which we are leading to Socialism  just as
we are leading the proletariat of the great ruling countries to
Socialism. - :

Another reference to this point is given us in a letter from
Marx to Engels written in 1858. There Marx puts the important
question as to whether victorious Socialism can maintain itself
in Europe alone. This sentence was also opportunely cited in
the last Russian Party discussion. Marx said in 1858:

“The difficult question for us is: The revolution is
imminent upon the Continent and will at once assume a
Socialist character. Wiil it not of necessity be smashed in
this little corner since the bourgeois society is still develop-
ing on the upgrade upon a much greater terrain.”

The Leninist perspective about the development of the co-
lonial couniries, no matter how backward these may be, to So-
cialism, gives the answer to this question, Through it the world
revolution in a small corner, in which it was -already imminent
70 years ago, will be carried over to the entire earth, and
thereby the danger of the throttling of the European and Ame-
rican Socialism by the gigantic masses of the backward coun-
tries disappears.

It is clear that to-day there is absolutely no longer any
doubt as to the possibility of a Chinese Socialist revolution,
and of Chinese Socialism. To-day, we no longer have the
Hegelian philosophy, to-day we no longer have the Chinese
philosophy, but the philosophy of Marxism and Leninism, which
applies to Europe and America as well as to the colonies. And
looking “at it from this great point of view of world development,
which is not only of theoretical but also practical significance
for the working out of the independence ot the Communists, of
the Communist Parties, of the independence of the proletarian
classes of the colonies, — from this great point of view we
must let our Party step forward, in the programme of our co-
lonial work, in the initial phase of the bourgeois-democratic
slage of the revolution, as that Party which will fight towards
Socialism as its final aim in the colonies, in India, China, etc.
Only so will our Parties be able to find their way in the dif-
ficult question of the growing over from the bourgeois-demo-
cratic, to the Socialist, the proletarian revolution, in which
many Party leaderships have already been wrecked. Of course,
it would be a quite vulgar conception to assume that the Le-
ninist perspective means that to-day there stands upon the order
of business the task of the direct transition to Socialism; of
course it would be a Trotzkyist point of view, to say to-day
that the bourgeois-democratic possibilities of the revolution in
China are exhausted, that the bourgeois democratic phases of
the revolution have already been passed through. In the analysis
here there are possibilities of mistakes of a Trotzkyist type,
but there are also possibilities of mistakes which the Resolution
of the Comintern at the VII, Plenum of the E.C.C.1. charac-
terised as follows, It said:

“It would be an error to limit the tasks of the Chinese
Revolution to: 1. The destruction of imperialism; 2. the
liquidation of the feudal remnants upon the plea that the re-
volution has a petty-bourgeois character in its initial stage.
The Chinese revolution cannot destroy imperialism, without
growing out beyond the limits of bourgeois democracy.”

In the theses of Comrade Kuusinen there are various places
which require a basic re-working, but on this question para-
graph 16 of the theses states quite clearly and plainly:

“The phase of the bourgeois-democratic Revolution,
about which we are talking when we refer to countries of
the first and second types (the reference is to China and
India — H. N.) is the phase of the transition to the So-
cialist Revolution. The historical sense of this phase con-
sists just in the preparation of the pre-conditions of the
proletarian dictatorship and of the Socialist Revolution.”

I believe that this characterisation of the present phase of
the bourgeois-democratic revolution is correct and is the only
one which will make it possible for our Parties to fulfil their
tasks. We still have the bourgeois-democratic revolution, not.
yet the Socialist-proletarian revolution, but none of the chief
tasks of the bourgeois-democratic revolution has yet been solved.
But we no longer have the simple, naked — if one may say
so — Dbourgeois-democratic revolution, as one could speak
of this stage of the revolution in the period of the Northern
Expedition up to the Wuhan Government; to-day we have the
obligation to differentiate, to work out the differnce between
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the earlier period of the bourgeois-democratic revolution and the
present- one, to-day after Canton, after the betrayal of the bour-
geoisie. If we do got do that, then we lose every concrete cha-
racteristic for differentiating between the various stages, and for
judging the bloody turning point we have lived through, which
was achieved by the revolutionary workers and peasants with
such enormous sacrifices.

To-day we have, as the theses of the Oth Plenum stated, the
Soviet phase. The Soviet phase is only a political form. But
that which makes up the basic content of this political form, is
the phase of the transition to the Socialist Revolution, whiqh
smashes the limits, the restrictions of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution, even though this bourgeois-democratic revolution is
still before us. Therein consists the process of growing over.

In this question of growing over there are two mistakes.
The first is the Trotzkyist mistake, that which sees only the So-
cialist Revolution, and overlooks the bourgeois-democratic re-
volution; the other error consisis in seeing only the bourgeois-
democratic revolution, but only going beyond the limits of this
revolution, and forgetting the Socialist Revolution, This point of
view is in contradiction to the Leninist theory of the growing
over of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into the Socialist
one. It is known that Lenin already in 1905 said in “The Position
of the Social Democrats to the Peasant Movement”:

“We must at once begin to go over from the Democratic
Revolution to the Socialist Revolution, of course to the ex-
tent to which our strength, the strength of the conscious and
organised proletariat, permits us. We are for the permanent
reveolution.”

Of course not in the Trotzkyist sense, but in the Marxist
sense: -
“We shall not remain standing at a hali-way station...
We shall help to make the democratic revolution with all
the strength of the whole peasantry, so that we, the Party
of the proletariat, will be more easily able to go over quickly
to a new and higher task, to the Socialist Revolution.” (Lenin,
Vol VI, p. 449.)

Whoever does not undersiand that, whoever only speaks of
having a bourgeois-democratic revolution in China, whoever does
not want to recognise that we are in the midst of the transition
to the Socialist Revolution, he is making a mistake. Lenin wrote
about this in 1921 at the fourth anniversary of the October Re-
volution as follows: '

“The Kautskys, etc. ... could not understand the relation
between the bourgeois-democratic and the proletarian-Social-
ist revolution. The first grows over to the second. The
second solves in passing the questions of the first, the second
strengthens the work of the first. The fight and only the fight,
decides how far the second succeeds in growing out over
the first.” (Lenin, Vol. XVIII, I, p. 365.)

And this sentence is undoubtedly the most decisive. How far
will it be possible for the second, for the Socialist Revolution,
to grow out over the first, the bourgeois-democratic revolution.
I believe it is also necessary to refer to the fact of how we
understand this conception of “growing over”; many comrades,
also in the colonial parties, undersiand this word growing over
in a miuch too schematic sense. When Lenin speaks of it, he has
not in mind, that from the imminent laws of economy, from the
natural laws of revolution, there results this growing out to
Socialism, automatically without activity on the part of the
fighting classes. He says that it is just the fight, and only the
fight which decides, and therein “growing over” with Lenin
means undoubtedly also the conscious, the active leading over of
the Revolution to a higher stage. It does not grow like a tree,
it does not grow biologically, it is pushed, lifted forwards, driven
by the driving, moving force, — the proletariat. Of course not of
its own accord, but on the basis of the existing conditions, of a
given relation of class-forces. But on the basis of these forces
the proletariat decides, the fight decides and only the tight, about

. the transition to a higher phase of the revolution.

And here arises the further question: what function has
finance capital in the colonies in general in the present stage of
imperialism?

Lenin worked out this question only in its first essentials.
He had in mind first of all the epoch of finance-capital in the
great capitalist countries. But he gives us extraordinarly im-
portant hints as to the function of finance-capital in the periphery

of the capitalist world, in the colonies. Hilferding in his “Finance
Capital’, which as the discussion on the programme question
stressed correctly, contains much that is ortnodox Marxism, dis-

(cussed the role of capital export in the colonies. 1 see such a

tendency in the debate on India, which says that capital export
in the colonies of necessity creates industry, that the profits of
this industry are used for the good of the country itself. Hil-
ferding refers, however, to just the difference between capital
transfer which is used for the good of the dependent country,
and capital export which serves exclusively the interests of the
exporting country. That is the specific characteristic of capitalist
export, Hilferding refers to the fact that capital export, even in
the form of industrial capital, does not serve to industrialise the
country, or — as he expresses it — to develop the country in-
dustrially — a comparison with other countries shows this. Why
does not capital export in the dependent countries of Europe,
such as in the Pyranien Peninsula, in Sweden, where there is
every pre-requisite for industrialisation (iron-ore, raw materials,
capital in its most expansive form, labour power) — why does
it not there create a machine industry, production of the means
of production? Why do we have there only raw material indu-
stries? Hilferding refers to the fact that this is based upon the
laws of capital export. He refers to such a type of development,
where capital export first of all begins (and the Indian expe-
rience confirmis this fully) as capital export for the purpose of
investment in the {ransportation system, then goes over to in-
dustry producing the means of consumption, and then in its
latest phase goes over to the sphere of raw materials, The co-
lonies are purveyors of raw materials to the mother countries.
Undoubtedly this does not mean industrialisation, such as has
been presented somewhat unclearly. We must confirm just what
industrialisation means. Does it mean the industrial develop-
ment of the country? I believe not. It means, undoubtedly under
capitalist relations, that industrial capital becomes the dominant
form of economy, it subordinates all other spheres of economy
to itself. Such an industrialisation presupposes the smashing
of the feudal remnants on the land. It means carrying through
the agrarian revolution.

Is that the function which finance capital fulfils in the co-
lonies? No. This assertion is a mistake, which Rosa Luxemburg
already made. Rosa Luxemburg wrote in her “Accumulation of
Capital” much that was valuable and correct about the colonies.
But she presented the process in too primitive a way. She
put the question in such a way that capitalism not only destroys
the natural economy and the simple commodity economy there,
but fully conquers for itself absolute domination. The “third
persons” disappear completely and thus there arises “pure ca-
pitalism”, from which the theory of collapse results. We have
criticised the theory of Rosa Luxemburg from various points of
view, But what is decisive for the colonies? Wherein is Rosa
Luxemburg incorrect? In that she presupposes the complete ex-
termination of pre-capitalist elements by capitalism, What does
practice show us? Practice shows just the opposite. It shows
that finance capital penetrates, that it does not conquer the non-
capitalist forms, but develops them. It does not change the non-
capitalist forms into capitalist ones, but it lives alongside of
them, it undermines them, but it does not create a higher form
of production. When one puts this question correctly on prin-
ciple, one must reject the assertion of the industrialisation of
China. But also for another reason. If the theory which Comrade
Bennett here represented is correct, that does not mean the decay
of capitalism, but its ascendancy. And then comes the question
which Marx put: While the movement of capitalist society is still
on the ascendancy, then there is really the danger that the pro-
letarian world revolution becomes isolated and squeezed into a
little corner, the danger that the revolution will be smashed. But
this danger is not present, and therefore, I believe that the point
of view of Comrade Bennett and of the English comrades is in
contradiction to the teachings of Lenin about the colonies. Of
course, these theories alone are not decisive, the facts decide.

The third question: What is the bourgeoisie in the colonies?
It is not only the industrial bourgeoisie, but to a great extent
also the commercial bourgeoisie, commercial and usurers’ capital.
But does commercial, usurers’ capital, which arithmetically as
well as from the point of view of its significance is much stronger
than the industrial bourgeoisie, represent the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution? No, in its decisive strata it opposes it. It is
not the bearer of the bourgeois democratic transformation. We
can find in Marx a mass of quotations bearing this out. Usurous
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capital lives in the pores of the old society, creates no new
society, ruins the old one; usurous capital signifies just the ab-
sence of modern capitalistic relations, In this connection it is
only necessary to cite the well known sentence:

“The independent development of merchant capital is
in an inverse relationship to the general economic develop-
ment of society.”

That is true of all colonial bourgeoisies, and that is the
basis of their special weakness as a revolutionary force, of their
reformism, and of the weakness of the industrial bourgeoisie
within the whole bourgeoisie.

And finally, the last matter, the question which was touched
upon by Marx in his “Theory of Surplus Value”, the question of
the so-called “territorialisation”, That is the fact that the bour-
geoisie in the colonies is narrowly developed just because of the
pre-capitalistic kind of capital, usurous capital, because of the
role of commercial capital, which is grown together with feudal
remnanis, because the industrial bourgeoisie is partly tied
together with usurous capital in the village, with the feudal
remnants on the land.

What are the conclusions that follow from this? Capitalism
is not the dominating economic form, but on the other hand it
posseses all its strategical positions. That seems to be a para-
dox. On the question of feudalism there were various opinions.
There are comrades, who are not followers of Trotzky and the
opposition, who contest thelfact that inChina feudalism is thel ruling
economic form at the moment. Because of lack of time and be-
cause of the complicated character of the question, I will not
go into the question of Asiatic types of production. I will only
say that such a student of Marx as Lenin says that we have
feudalism in China. He says:

“The objective conditions in China, a backward agri-
cultural half-feudal country, put upon the order of the day
for the life of a people of almost half a milliard quite a de-
finite historical peculiar form of oppression and exploitation,
namely, feudalism. Feudalism is based upon the domination
of agriculture and of national economy; the source of feudal
exploitation of the Chinese peasants was the fact that they
were chained to the land in one or another form. The po-
litical representative of this exploitation was feudalism.”
And what follows from this?

“The need for the smashing of feudalism in all its
varieties and forms.”

From this we have very definite conclusions as to the cha-
racter of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in general and as
to the role of the bourgeoisie in particular.

In the weakness of the bourgeoisie, as bearer of a certain
economy, lies one of the chief causes for the possibility of going
around the capitalist form and for a socialist development. The
revolutionary role of the bourgeoisie can only be an exception.
It could be that in China for a time. The whole Chinese bour-
geoisie, however, transformed itseli into a reactionary force,
before it solved a single one of its tasks. This we did not have
in France, etc. And I put the question: Do we have reason to
assume that this Chinese bourgeoisie can by itself solve the tasks
of the revolution in the fight against imperialism and feudalism,
even if it be in a compromising-reformist way? We have no
reason to assume this. We must not fall info revolutionary
fatalism. But when we start with an analysis of the economic
situation, with a sober estimation of class forces, we must see
that there are two ways. Either the completely imperialistic one,
the division of the country and then in a round about way a
long torturous capitalist overturn; or the transition from the
bourgeois-democratic revolution to the socialist one, to the final
victory of Socialism. »

One can put the question: if the bourgeoisie is so weak,
why has it played a revolutionary role, why could it play a
revolutionary role for a time? This question must be answered.
It could play a revolutionary role because the pressure of im-
perialism was so iremendous that it had to make some steps
forward. And at the moment when it made its first forward step,
on the 30th May, the masses of the proletariat and peasantry
began to move. In his excellent speech, Comrade Strakhov men-
tioned an absolutely correct Chinese proverb: there is no ma-
gician who creates for himself a demon, where the demon does
not tear himself free and kill the magician. That is the relation

of forces, of colonial forces to the industrial bourgeoisie, which
unfetters them., .

How long has the revolutionary breathing spell of the co-
lonial revolutionary bourgeoisie in China lasted? When one takes
their appearance as a- revolutionary factor, it lasted from the
30th May 1925 to the 14th April 1927. And when one considers
the acute stage of the fight against feudalism, the offensive to
the North, the revolutionary breathing spell of the bourgeoisie
lasted from July 26, 1926 to April 14, 1927. Just ten months did
this revolutionary breathing spell of the national bourgeoisie last.
Then they became bloody hangmen, using the most reactionary
mediaeval methods.

What lessons do we learn from this? I firmly. believe, the
lesson that the national bourgeoisie in India cannot play a re-
volutionary role for a long, and not even for a short period.
On this question it is my opinion that it would be useful {o
make changes in the theses, with whose basic line I am other-
wise in agreement. We must strike out some things in it, because
they have been struck by the course of development in China.

We should not prevent our Indian comrades from saying
even now: the Indian bourgeoisie will betray you, it is the party
of betrayal. The worst, the greatest error that we made in China
was that we did not tell the Party this. We must shout from the
house-tops, the Communist Party must spread this as its most
important teaching: the national bourgeoisie will absolutely
betray you even at the beginning of the revolutionary movement.

A few words as to future perspectives, What is now the
situation in China after all the experiences we have had? We
carried through the tactic of the united front with the nationalist
movement in a certain stage. We must put the question: who
has benefited by this tactic?” Who has cheated whom with it, has
the bourgeoisie really cheated us, because we supported them
for a time, because we used them for ten months? What is the
balance for us, for the bourgeoisie? The four basic tasks of the
bourgeoisie are at least these: first, removal of the imperialist
yoke; second, liquidation of feudalism; third, national unification
and the creation of a domestic market; and not last, the con-
quest of political power.

What has the bourgeoisie accomplished? None of its tasks
was achieved, What have we accomplished? We have accom-
plished a peasant organisation numbering 4 millions; we have
above all achieved one thing; the independent fight of the working
and peasant masses, the independent movement of the working
and peasant population, the leading role of the proletariat. Was
the tactic correct? Does the defeat signify that this tactic was
false? In no way. In 1905 the Bolsheviks also suffered a defeat
with a correct tactic. 1917. The same perspectives are now
present there.

What is the present situation in China? Taken from a purely
economic point of view there is a deep economic crisis. Foreign
trade in 1927 did not reach the level of 1926. A financial crisis,
a heavy industrial crisis. Heavy industry is at a standstill. The
coal mines are not working throughout a great part of the
country. The silk industry is completely shaken to pieces. The
agrarian crisis becomes ever sharper.

In the last number of the Russian journal “Novy Vostok”
(New East) there is a polemic against’ Lominadze, an article
in which Lominadze refers to these symptoms of crisis. It is
stated there that Comrade Lominadze’s mistake consists in that
he only considers signs of conjucture. We must put the question
as to whether we have at the present time symptoms of a
crisis, evidence of conjuncture. The Chinese agrarian crisis is
one in which not only the product is becoming destroyed, not
only the means of production, but even the conditions of pro-
duction themselves, where the peasant is not only freed of his
means of production, of his product, but in growing masses
is even being freed of his life, as a result of the militarist war,
famine, etc.

And this crisis, which has lasted decades, which has
reached its highest point, the highest ever reached in the modern
history of China, is this a crisis of conjucture or a structural
phenomenon? It is a structural crisis. And another fact is of
significance: we have in China, as all comrades know, no
national market as yet. But the market which we have there is
already closely connected with the world market. It is a quite
peculiar phenomenon, that many parts of Chinese agriculture
are being economically smashed, rooted out by the competition
of the world market. The two classical, most important branches
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of Chinese agriculture, tea and silk production, are being
destroyed littie by little. These are facts which result from
the international division of labour on the world market.

Is the crisis resulting from the international division of
production on the world market of a structural nature? Yes.
Are prospects for the elimination of this crisis at hand? No,
for the elimination of the crisis presupposes the, fulfilment of
the tasks of the revolution. :

The Chinese Party has today been attacked here. I will
not here go into the whole speech made by Comrade Pepper.
Comrade Pepper attempted to bring forward again, without
any need, without any basis, decisions of the Comintern which
were long ago settled, and disputed questions which have been
closed. Nobody touched upon these questions which were
already settled at the IX. Plenum. He tried to tie up these
questions, I believe, in an unprincipled manner with questions
which were discussed under the first point on the order of
business. I do not consider it necessary to go further into these
matters here. But he attacked the Chinese Party and reproached
it with errors of Sun Yat-senism in the first period of the
revolution, and with errors of Trotzkyism in the second period.
What then remains correct in the Party’s tactics? Such an esti-
mation is- false. The Party has corrected the great mistakes it
has made, it has developed through all mistakes upon the path
of Bolshevism. It deposits in the arsenal of the Comintern as
a contribution for the coming fights in colonial countries, a
rich treasure of lessons, which it has gained by practical
experience. Let us take such matters as the question of the
independent organisation of the working and peasant masses,
their independent revolutionary uprising under the leadership
of the Communist Party, which was carried through in China,
the question of the element of double-power in case of a
transition from the bourgeois-democratic revolution to the
social revolution, in the form of delegates in Shanghai, and
also in various forms during the Wuhan period, the question
of the tactic and technique of the peasant uprisings, which will
also play a colossal role for the movement in India, further, the
fact that a Soviet system existed inside a counter-revolutionary
environment.

Our Party was reproached with having a membership
consisting of 90% peasants.

~ (Comrade Pepper: Did I say that?)

1 do not speak of Comrade Pepper, who in this question
is no decisive revolutionary force, but I speak of another
comrade who made this reproach. And this reproach was made
correctly, but this fact also shows that today in China where
the peasants are rising, and, under the influence of the pro-
letariat. are also coming to consider the Communist Party as
their Party. Also the backward peasants are taking up the
slogans of the Communists, and that is an evidence of the
fact that our Communist Party in China is playing an im-
portant role on the land and has become a revolutionary force.

Let us take the mistakes of the Rights in the Chinese
party. In. what do these mistakes consist? They have accepted
obligatory arbitration in hindrance of workers’ struggles, they
have issued numerous documents against “excesses” of the
peasants. The instruction of the C. C. at that time wrote against
these excesses, against the indevendent uprisings of the
peasantry, against the agrarian revolution:

“We must keep firmly in our minds the fact that the
Party must in its peasant policy pursue strictly the line of
supnressing the excesses directed against the petty bour-
geois landowners and against the military.”

The suppression of excesses — that was the Right error,
which was on the point of a transition to the counter-revolution.
A decree of the Communist Minister for Agriculture says:

“It is necessary to correct all infantile sicknesses of
the peasantry, especially must we exclude all elements who
run off the correct path, and harm a great part of the
peasantry. So far as the fight with the counter-revolutionary
elements” is concerned, the punishing of the Tuchow and
Gentry, one must be directed by the instructions issued
by the Government and the Party, namely: ‘to give them
over to the government organs, and not act arbitrarily’.”
And finally the last document, a decision of the C. C.:

“The workers’ troops in Wuhan must be disbanded or
attached to the army, for the purpose of avoiding any

.. misunderstandings.”

That was the line of the old leadership. The new leadership
which then took over the direction of the Party, made putschist
errors, exercised too much patience as against putschist errors.
The lack of understanding of trade umion work, the putschist
conceptions, these are the errors which must be criticised ruth-
lessly. To hush up these errors, to exercise patience or for-
bearance towards them would be false. But one thing we must
see: the effects of these putschist errors are the same as the
opportunistic ones, but their sources are different, and Comrade
Strakhov is quite correct when he says that these errors are
not symptoms of degeneration, but must be considered as in-
fantile sicknesses. But on the other hand, there is a false con-
ception present, that is the going over to the bourgeoisie, the
throttling of the forces of the proletariat, and the new leader-
ship has eradicated this putschist error. :

I will not speak about Canton. It has today become a
banality that the Canton uprising is no putsch. But the positive
side is, and this the Communist International must keep in
mind in the future: The Canton insurrection is of tremendous
significance for colonial uprisings. It signifies the erection of
the Soviet power for the first time in such a country.

Since the Canton uprising the Chinese peasant knows that
he can receive land, peace and freedom only from the hands
of the workers, from the Soviet power. Every coming step of
the Communist uprising in China will begin exactly there where
the Canton uprising stopped, namely, with the slogan of the
Soviet power.

I cannot close without referring with a word to the unheard
of difficulty of the conditions under which our Chinese Party
works. Comrade Strakhov said in his first speech, that in the
Russian language there are no words to describe the conditions
under which the Party works. We have no expressions in our
language for the methods of white terror used against our Party.
When we here consider the work of our Chinese brother Party,
it isk our duty to recognise that they have done a tremendous
work.

Our Party must become a closed front. The leadership of
the Communist Party must never again fall into the hands of
the representatives of an opportunistic policy. When recently the
representative of an imperialist power came to Canton, Li Ti-sin
had yellow sand strewn upon the chief streets of the city, in
order to greet him — an honour which previously was offered
only to emperors and kings. He had this sand strewn upon the
same streefs upon which only a few months before the corpses
of the Red guard lay literarily mountain-high. But despite the
present difficulties there are already symptoms of a new uprising.
On the same streets of Canton, and not only of Canton but also
of Shanghai, will the Chinese workers’ and peasants’ revolution
be successfully carried through under the banner of the Com-
munist International, of the Soviet power, of the Chinese Com-
munist Party.

Comrade ARNOT (Great Britain):

Comrades, I speak here on behalf of the British delegation
who have instructed me to move an amendment to the thesis on
the colonial question. First of all, I must comment on the very
nature of the debate which we have had the last two days. It
has been really a singular debate, particularly in the fact that
so large a number of speakers did not know what was the
question at issue. A number of speakers jumped to the com-
clusion that the British Delegation was unaware that India is
an agrarian country and that, moreover, the British Delegation
imagined that there must be an extremely high development of
Industry in India before a revolution would be possible there.
On the basis of this, various speakers spoke about the English
Delegation, stating that they were “revisionists”, “non-Marxists”,
“non-Leninists”, and guilty of “adulterated Menshevism”, “ultra-
Leftism of the worst type”, etc., etc. Comrade Murphy, who was
alone in the Fnglish® Delegation, in having another point of
view, had a particularly choice supply of epithets.

Secondly, many comrades who have spoken in order to
combat the supposed delusions of the British Delegation have
taken great pains to inform themselves of certain facts of an
elementary character about India, which facts they have then
huried at the heads of the British.

Comrade Remmele, having as he told us, gone to the Infor-
mation Department, was especially voluminous with his figures.
If T did not mis-hear him he gave us a great number of figures
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including some showing that the consumption of coal per head
in India was extremely small. This is what he told the British
Delegation. Thank you very much.

In return I will give you a piece of information, Comrade
Remmele, I will tell you that if the consumption of coal per
head in India is very small, well, then you must remember,
Comrade Remmele, that India is rather a warm country; and
they don’t need fires as much as we do here. Moreover, if you had
asked for a little more information from the Inform. Depart-
ment, you would have learned that in India there is no domestic
consumption of coal whatever, that the fuel of the peasants is
not coal, but dried cow-dung.

-1 will give you some figures about coal which will give you
‘a much truer picture than these rubbishy “per head” figures
you have been given. I am quoting from the ‘“Economist” of
July 28th of this year, which gives the production of coal in
India for the last months as well as the last years. Here are
the figures for the first four months of this alone: “Production
of coal in India in metric tons: 1,923,000 tons, January; 2,341,000,
February; 2,185,000 March; 1,804,000 April. That is to say
roughly at the rate of production of 24 million tons per annum.
When you compare that with other countries, you discover that
it is only a few hundred thousand tons less than the production
of Japan, that it is half the production of France, that it is
twice the production of Canada, and is of course considerably
larger than Czechoslovakia and other countries. This gives a
zomewhat more correct picture of the true figures of coal pro-
uction. '

This controversy which has been carried on here the last
iwo days began some months ago. Some months ago, towards
the end of last year, Comrade Rathbone, a member of the British
Party, compiled a study of “Industrial India” in which he gave
the results of some very good research into what had been
happening in the development of industry in India. This book
was not a theoretical pamphlet, it was simply preliminary
material towards the preparation of a theory. Comrade Varga,
a little later, partly using these materials of Comrade Rathbone,
wrote in the Inprecorr referring to India as “the focus of the
British Empire”; and therein Comrade Varga did take up a very
definite theoretical standpoint. This theoretical standnoint was
contested at meetings of the Indian Commission which sat in
March and April. It was contested first of all by the Indian
comrades on that Commission and by the British comrades on
that Commission. Comrade Varga was further answered in an
article which appeared in the British journal “The Labour
Monthly” where Comrade R. Palme Dutt replied to the theore-
tical standpoint taken by Comrade Varga. So the question stood
as a controversy that had gone on for some months before the
Congress began. It is a pity that this material was not made
available for the delegates in view of the fact that Comrade
Kuusinen devoted so much of his time in his opening speech to
this important controversy.

Now, -Comrade Kuusinen in his speech devoted himself
mainly to India in dealing with the colonial thesis, and there,
in the portion dealing with India, he dealt with two words:
“decclonisation” and “industrialisation”. He used them in a cer-
tain sense and endeavoured to show that in the sense that he
ascribed to them, they were wrong. Meantime, the British
Delegation received the colonial thesis and found in it certain
errors and confusions and they indicated this by means of their
speakers, Comrades Bennett, Rothstein and Cox. )

Since then the British Delegation have been assailed as
villains of the deepest dye, as “revisionists”, “non-Marxists”,
and so on and so on; and there has been ascribed to them in
particular that they are in favour of this bogey, “decolonisation”.

‘Now with regard to “decolonisation”, the British delegation
are not partisans of it. So far from that, we have never men-
tioned it in any speech except to say it was a bogey. We have
never supported it, not a single one of our speakers has sup-
ported it, and in our amendment which 1 have to put to the
colonial thesis, we expressly disclaim it. So that the whole of
the speeches which ascribe a belief. in decolonisation to the

British delegation, were completely wasted wind. With that I°

think we may let that flea stick to the wall.

With regard to the theoretical difference we say that the
colonial thesis is wrong. With regard to the question of mixed
fact and theory, which I am taking separately, we say (in
relation especially to India) that the wrong formulations of the
theory have led to an eclectical seizure of facts and a misinter-
pretation of facts. These are the two points upon which I wish

to speak. In addition, 1 will deal at the end with various smaller
points and certain tactical questions.

Let us take the Kuusinen thesis, Comrade Kuusinen, after
stating his conception of imperialist policy, says in the second
paragraph, second sentence:

. “It may be taken practically as the general principle of
imperialist economic policy of the colonies in their relation
to the so-called Motherlands, they always transform into an
agrarian hinterland”;

in the 7th paragraph, Comrade Kuusinen goes on to say:

“in practice there may be also certain deviations from the
general anti-industrialisation trend of imperialist colonial
policy due to the interest of financial capital in exporting
capital, especially if the machine-building industries of the
metropolis feel acutely the restriction of their export markets
when there is a rival demand in their colonies.”

Now comrades, the contention of the British Delegation is
that this formulation, so far from being correct, actually stands
the correct Leninist theory on its head. Instead of beginning
with imperialism, instead of beginning with the export of capital,
this thesis as it stands here, begins with the classical stage of
the development of capitalism, and I will proceed to show you
it never goes out of that stage. Naturally, therefore, it regards
the later development as a deviation; whereas what they call
the deviation from the general line should be the cardinal feature
of any present-day analysis of finance capital.

Now there are two processes which can be fairly clearly
seen. There is the classical process by which the capitalist
country exports its goods to the colony, destroys incidentally
the native industries in the colony, forces the population back
to the soil, causes a pressure on the soil which results in
pauperisation of the peasantry and which finslly puts on the
order of the day the agrarian revolution. This is the process
that begins with the first export of manufactured goods into
a colonial couniry by capital. But as capitalism develops and
reaches the imperialist stage, export of capiial becomes of
increasing importance compared to the export of goods; and
colonies hitherto only a market for goods become a market for
capital also. These two processes are. to an extent, contra-
dictory. Nevertheless, they have certain joint results. And
that joint result is the growth of industry in the colony. I-
say a joint result because the industry rises both from  the
measures taken by classical capitalism to create a market, the
building of railways, etc., etc., and also from the export of
capital itself.

From this comes a somewhat complicated series of contra-
dictions. Comrades, the question of present-day imperialism in
relation to the colonies is a question in which there is a very
great deal of contradictions and not merely the simple contra-
diction of the early 19th century, which is the contradiction
that you get set out in this thesis. Involuntarily, capitalism,
which is not in any way desirous to stimulate the productive
forces in the colony, nevertheless must stimulate the creation
of its future rival.

Thus the export of capital which was to solve the contra-
dictions at home, enlarges the coniradictions in the world
sphere. This is a general law of capitalist development, and
this law should have been set out in this thesis. This is the
contention of the British Delegation. It is necessary, of course.
to show how relatively small is the scale of this growth of
industry, arising from these two processes. But the first thing
tc do, and the thing which the thesis does not do, is to set
forth perfectly clearly the general law of capitalist development.
This must come first, and unless it dces, we say this thesis -
will be unclear and incorrect in itself, and extremely confusing
for any worker who tries to understand it.

Next, the British Delegation says that imperialism .can
accelerate or can retard the operation of this general law of
capitalist development. And- it will accelerate or retard according
to the pressure exerted on the capitalists by their search for
profit. For profit is the goal they are after; and on the basis
of profit, and the conditions on which they can get it, so
will their policy alter. Now, comrades, one can undoubtedly
say that the general law of development was retarded by
capitalism. There was a retardation, in the classic period of
capitalism. But Comrade Kuusinen gives this as a general
picture of development. Mark you, this retardation is a process
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which does not cease at the present time, but goes on. But there
comes in a contradictory process, a second new tendency comes
which works against the retardation. The reason is clear; that
in the era of finance capital, export of capital develops more
and more, bursts into the colonies, and has inevitable reactions
there. The inevitable process of the growth of industry is
no longer retarded, or rather, the balance between the tendency
towards retarding and the tendency towards accelerating,
becomes increasingly more and more towards acceleration.
When that stage is reached, you find that the imperialists, faced
with a development which is inevitable, decide to control the
development of industry in order the more effectively to keep
the colony in subjugation for ever and ever.

In saying this, of course, I leave out certain pictures of
class relations, etc. But this gives the general picture.

Now beyond that statement which we suggesi as our
amendment to the theses, we say that it is not easy for Comrade
Kuusinen to give any general law of development beyond what
we suggest; but that in each case the problems of each country
must be approached separately, and the class relations dis-
covered. Only in this way is it possible to make an approach
towards a generalisation which will cover all cases. In every
colony — let this be clear — whatever happens to class

relations, imperialism to the last moment clings fo the colony.

like a leach clings to the body of its victim.

Now we come to the second point, the question of mixed
fact and theory. And here we come to this word “industriali-
sation”. It is a pity, comrades, but I think to a certain extent
there has been a misunderstanding about words. What is indu-
strialisation? Does it mean that India would become a pre-
dominantly industrial country? No, nothing of the sort. But
Comrade Pepper insisted on this absurd meaning, and so became
another of the kindly instructors of the British Party this
afternoon. I always like to hear Comrade Pepper, because he is
a comrade who has a great aptitude for mastering the ins and
outs of any question, or any art and craft, in a very short space
of time. But I suggest to him that this afternoon he was mainiy
engaged in mastering the ins and outs of an ancient craft that
we possess in Britain, the craft of teaching your grandmother
to suck eggs.

What is the meaning of the sense in which we have used
industrialisation? The simple plain meaning which we must
attach to the word industrialisation is — the growth of capitalist
-industry. Now, comrades, with regard to the growth of indu-
strialisation, meaning the growth of capitalist industry, does
this exist in India? Yes, it does exist. Comrade Kuusinen in his
speech admitted this.

Does this industrialisation, this growth of industry bring
a new problem and an acceleration of contradictions? Yes it
does. Now let me put the question this way. Is the policy of
British imperialism nowadays the same policy as it was in the
epoch of industrial capitalism? Well, if the comrades supporting
the thesis answer no, that is the main part of our case. Ii
they' say yes, then it is up to those who wrote the thesis
to explain away the facts of industrial development in India
and further they must explain away the statements of the
British Government with regard to the new policy.

What are those statements? They are perfectly definite and
clear. The statement is made first of all by the British Govern-
ment in the Legislative Assembly in 1923. Without any di-
vision at all, but by unanimous vote a resolution was carried
as follows:

“that this Legislative Assembly recommends to the Go-
vernor in Council that we accept in principle the policy
of the Government of India which may be legitimately re-
directed towards the development of the industries in
India”

and a rider was added to the effect that a tariff board would
be set up. What are the further facts as regards Government
policy? There was first of all an Industrial Commission set up
in 1916. The report of this Commission envisaged a steady
. growth of industry in India and in that connection they pro-
© posed or recommended that a series of other problems should
be examined and reports given in connection with the growth of
industry. These reports were supplied year after year by various
commissions, the last of which was this year. There was the Fiscal
Commission, the Export of Capital Committee, the Currency
Commission and there was the Agrarian Commission which
has reported only last month. Comrade Murphy is wool
gathering when he thinks that it is the Baldwin Government

that is responsible for this Commission, because the lines of
this commission were drawn out already in 1916, 12 years ago
and before the Baldwin Government was in power. Furthermore,
there is no distinction on the question of India between the
Baldwin and the MacDonald Governments.

I know it is said that those resolutions, the declared
policy of the Government of India, are all eye-wash, with no
meaning whatever. This is an answer which does not fit the
facts. To me. the thousand million pounds Sterling of British
capital invested in India demands something as its Gosplan;
and this ten-year long series commissions is the Gosplan of
that thousand million pounds of exported capital.

Now why has this industrialisation question arisen? It is
because, whereas there was a continued rapidly growing export
of British capital in India, particularly just after the war, in
the last four years there has been a cafastrophic drop in the
export of capital. Now it is necessary to explain here why
there has been that export of capital. Furthermore it is a fact
that 8 million pounds have been subscribed in the last five
months for export to India (twenty times more than that sub-
scribed in the same period last year) which shows the possi-
bility, at any rate, that this lean period as regards export of
capital is coming to an end.

Now, comrades, once the game is afoot of thinking that
this recent drop in the export of capital means that there has
been no change in the policy of imperialism, those who adopt
this point of view at once begin to start another hare. They
go on to deny any growth of heavy indusiry in India. They
deny that capital export goes into industry, Decause they say,
it goes into State loans, harbour works, efc. Let me deal wifh
this point. Ninety per cent., it is said, goes into State loans and
only ten per cent. into industry. The comrades who bring
forward this particular line of argument, if they wish to make
it convincing as regards India, must go to every other colonial
country and show that India is a special case and that the
situation  is different from that of other colonial countries.
They must prove that before the argument has any validity as
regards India. They have not done that. I cannot because I
have not the material here to give the figures, but I will say
from memory that some five years ago when Comrade Rathbone
and 1 were both engaged on working out what proportion of
British and American capital was invested in Brazil, we dis-
covered that the amount of British capital that had been
invested in about 40 or 50 days in Brazil was in the regiom
of two hundred million pounds. That is my recollection, and
if you look at the share quotations of the British Stock Exchange
you will see if only from the titles of the Brazilian stocks that
the money there also goes into State loans, into State and
provincial loans, or into railways and harbours and means of
transport. ’

This particular argument that its export of capital is not
export ol capital pure and simple, but must always be split
up into 90% State Loans and only 10% industrial invesiments
has therefore no special validity for India. But in any case in
our arguments here it is necessary simply to take the term
“export of capital” in the sense in which Lenin used it in
“Imperialism” instead of misusing it. While on this question
of State Loans, one would find, I think, that this is the only
way in which capital is exported to colonial countries in the
main. Beyond that, suppose we take this 90% of all capital
exports which, they say, goes into State loans in India. What
happens to that 90%? The Government of India subscribes
for a loan of 10 million pounds. What does the Government
of India do with it? You don’t suggest that they buy cham-
pagne with it and drink it at Simla! Not at all! That 10 millio:
pounds goes into the Indian economy and by the laws of its
own development, it keeps growing and growing.

The next point used is, that you only find the growth of
industry in textiles, and that the growth of industry does not
take place in every industry, nor in the production of means
of production, nor in machine-shop industries. Of course, no
one would deny it! This industrialisation is a process. What
countries - have machine shops? What countries have means of
production? A very small list of countries. We do not speak
of industrialisation of Britain in 1928: nor Germany, nor even
France. We use it and speak of the industrialisation of Russia,
of India, of other countries less developed than Britain, aqd
it is a process which goes on first in light industry, then in
heavy, then into the industry of means of production such as
machine shops, etc. .
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Steel is heavy industry. If that is developing it is a sign
of the growth of industry in a real sense. I quote from a
paper by Richard Mather who is a metallurgical inspector to
India, a paper read to the Royal Society of Arts, last year.
In this paper there are given facts in regard to the iron and
steel industry in India. The figures show that the pre-war
yearly average of steel imports into India was 995,000 tons;
and that Indian production was only 30,000 tons. The average
of the three years 1924-25-26, for steel imports is a little less
than pre-war, namely, 939,000 tons. But the Indian produc-
tion has risen from 30,000 tons to 303,000 tons, an increase of
no less than ten times, bringing it right up to the /; of the
total import of steel. This is a figure which cannot be argued
away. We may place it against some of the statements made
by Comrade Kuusinen who said “in recent years almost all
metal works founded aiter the war have gone into liquidation”.

So the conclusion of the matter is this: that there is a
growth in industry, admittedly; there is a declared new po-
licy of British imperialism, admittedly; and it is for those
who hold that the policy of imperialism viz-a-viz the colonies
is the same as it was in the period of free competition, it is
for them to explain away these facts.

Comrade Remmele asked a number of questions. He asked
the question: is imperialism a progressive force in the colo-
nies? A very curious question fo ask. From certain points of
view, capitalism is progressive, for example, when looked at
from a feudal standpoint. Again, from the point of view that
it is nearer to Socialism, it might be said that, imperialism is
progressive. But the fact is one cannot formulate the question
in this simple way. The thing is much more complicated. As
imperialism develops, as the decay of imperialism sets in, as
there comes a growth of the rentier class, etc,, etc,, so the
symptoms of stagnation and parasitism steadly accumulate.
But that growing stagnation is not the only factor. At the
same time there still remains within imperialism a power of
advancing production forces in spite of the incoming stag-
nancy. So thus the contradictions become stronger and stronger
and clash more and more violently till the point is reached
when imperialism is burst asunder.” With this process in mind
it is impossible to ask or answer with a yes or no the simple
quesiions of Comrade Remmele. But Comrade Remmele ans-
wered his own question. He said that capitalism was entirely
destructive and he referred to its destroying of native industry;
and of course this is also the standpoint of the thesis. I should
like io quote from the article written by Marx in 1853 in the
New York Tribune, in answer to Comrade Remmele, when he
speaks of capitalism as being only destructive and in reference
also to the thesis.

Karl Marx, dealing with the “British (economic) inva-
sion” of India which “shattered the hand-loom and smashed
the spinning wheal to pieces” writes:

“It is true that England in setting into motion this
social revolution in Hindustan was actuated solely by the
lowest interests and proceeded stupidly in its endeavour
to bring it about. But this is not the matter at issue. Rather
the question is: can mankind fulfil its mission without a
fundamental social revolution in Asia? If it cannot, then
England, whatever the crimes she may have committed,
has in the carrying through of this revolution acted only
as the unconscious instrument of history.”

In our analysis we must be scientific and must not make
a picture of classic capitalism without remembering these words
of Marx. :

I will omit other points which Comrade Kuusinen gives
in his speech, because of the shortness of time, and I will
merely read the amendment of the British Delegation to this
theses; this of course is only a draft amendment but it gives
the British Delegation’s point of view. Instead of the theory
as put forward in Chapter 2, we suggest the following:

“For countries where the capitalist mode of production
prevails colonies represent at once a source of raw ma-
terials and the market for manufactures. The inflow of
machine products destroys the handicrafts and other pre-
capitalist forms of native industry. From this cqmes an
over-pressure of population on the soil, which in turn
leads to a pauperisation of the peasantry. This pauperisa-
tion proceeds at an ever-increasing rate with repeated
struggles until at length history puts the question of agra-
rian revolution upon the order of the day.

At the same time as industrial capitalism develops
into monopoly capitalism, the export of capital becomes
of increasing importance compared to the export of goods.
In the era of imperialism, which is characterised by the
growing together of all forms of capital under the domi-
nance of finance capital, colonial countries, hitherto a mar-
ket for goods only, begin to be a market for capital in its
unresting hunt for profit.

The inflow of capital arising from this latter process
at once gives a new impetus to the rise of capitalist indu-
stry already begun in the era of classic capitalism as a
result of the first process: for in the very process of fin-
ding a market for goods, capitalism has been forced to
create the conditions (railways, means of transport, for-
mation of a proletariat, etc.), for the development of the
capitalist mode of production within the colonies. Invo-
luntarily, capitalism thus stimulates in the colonies the crea-
tion of its future rival; and the export of capital which
was to solve the inner contradictions in the home country
becomes the source of new contradictions in the world
market. This is a general law of capitalist development.
This is the process of industrialisation.

This process can be accelerated or retarded by the
policy of imperialism. Where a single imperialist country
has the monopoly of exploitation of the colonial country,
there the policy of retarding industrialisation has been pos-
sible. Only when the need for capital markets has reached
the stage that causes violent contradictions within capi-
talism, will the imperialists be compelled to acknowledge that
industrialisation in the colonial countries cannot be pre-
vented and to bow to the inevitable. In such a case, where
the policy of retardation seems about to pass over into
its exact opposite, monopoly capitalism is driven to accept
industrialisation, but only on condition that in this accep-
tance it will also control and subjugate in its own interests
a process which it can no longer hope effectively to retard.

When this stage has been reached the question of fur-
ther developments in the relation of the “home” country
and the colonies can no longer be answered on the basis
of the laws of development of classical capitalism. Only
by taking into account the relation of class forces in each
country and their relations to world economy can the lines
of development be found. }

‘Meantime, the process of peasant pauperisation brings
agrarian revolution nearer and nearer while though on a
smaller scale (there is an island of industrialisation in a
sea of pauperisation), the latter but parallel process of in-
dustrialisation brings the growth of a native bourgeoisie
and of a native proletariat. This proletariat has as its even-
tual role, in conjunction with the pauperised peasantry,
the carrying through of the bourgeois democratic revolu-
tion and the preparation for its passing over into the So-
cialist Revolution. In the process of resisting the liberation
movement, the imperialist bourgeoisie, which from the be-
ginning is allied with the feudal and semi-feudal strata in
their exploitation of the peasantry, will endeavour to buy
over a section of the native bourgeoisie by “concessions”.
But such concessions only represent an attempt to find a
new social and political basis of support in the rising
bourgeoisie by developing a common exploitation of the
masses. No matter what words are used, it never can
mean a process of withdrawal, of automatic “decolonisa-
tion”, of “peaceful liberation”, etc. The leach does not with-
draw its suckers till it is torn from the body of the victim.”
An amendment to add after paragraph 21.

“In India the bourgeois revolution has already reached
the stage when it is no longer possible for the Indian
bourgeoisie to enter the national-revolutionary camp. The
historic betrayal of the national revolution in 1922, summed
up in the decisions taken by the leaders of the National
Congress at Bardoli, signalised with the utmost clarity the
decisive class alliance of the Indian bourgeoisie with the

‘landlords and with British imperialism in opposition to the

proletariat and the peasant masses. Since then, the Indian
bourgeoisie have played the part of a national reformist
opposition to imperialism. Although the conflict between
this opposition and British imperialism may have played
a certain objective revolutionary role in the development
of the conditions for mass revolutionary action, and al-
though the Indian bourgeoisie have made use of revolutio-
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nary phrases in order to keep the petty-bourgeois masses
behind them, they have always retreated at the first sign
of a revolutionary movement, and must be regarded as a
camp of counter-revolution. The Communist Party of India
leading the proletarian masses and the toilers has there-
fore to fight on two fronts, on the one hand against the
camp of British imperialism, and on the other, the camp
of the national bourgeoisie.”

Comrade DE VRIES (Holland):

I am going to speak mainly on the question of the Anti-
Imperialist League. The Dutch Communist Party and its leader-
ship were never . in favour of winding up the League, nor in

favour of winding up the Dutch Section of the League. On the

contrary, they were always in favour of strengthening the
League and its Dutch section, and they are still so to-day. It
is entirely wrong to assert that the Dutch Party had handed
over the leadership of the League to a Social-Democrat. Quite
a different thing happened. That Left wing-Social Democrat
Schmidt hat attended the Brussels Congress of the League and
had played a certain role at the Congress. In full agreement
with the international leadership of the League, it was pro-
posed by the Dutch Communists in the League that Schmidt
should be invited to be on the leadership. I believe there was
nothing wrong in that. We must not refrain from cooperating
with Leit-wing Social Democrats, providing that they really
support the aims and objects of the League. Surely no one
should be reproached for this. However, Schmidt has since
betrayed the League. The Social Democrats ordered him to
give up his position in the League, and after some wavering
and hesitation, he gave in. Our Party comrades, as well as
the non-Party people in the League who are under the influence
of our comrades, have sharply condemned this Social Demo-
cratic treachery. I believe no reproach can be made to the
‘Dutch Party on this account, Comrade Ercoli has quoted ano-
ther Social-Democrat, namely, Fimmen, who had expressed him-
-~} against the slogan of the separation of Indonesia from
Holland. Well, as far as we know, Fimmen is still a member
and one of the pillars of the League, nevertheless the League
still holds to the standpoint of the absolute independence of the
colonies, including Indonesia, of course. This standpoint was
also endorsed by the Dutch Section of the League. We believe,
however, that our comrades in the League should ask him to
clear up his position on this point.

I have already said that we are not for the liquidation of
the League, but rather for strengthening its Duich section. Par-
ticularly the Dutch section will have to carry out an important
task in regard to Indonesia, for it ought to be borne in mind

that the nationalist parties in Indonesia, since the time of the

crushing of their insurrection, have lately recovered to a certain
extent and resumed their agitation. Neither can it be asserted
that these parties have completely made their peace with Duich
imperialism. There are considerable differences between these
parties and the Dutch imperialists. We therefore believe that
an organisation like the League has a vast field of activity in
contact with these parties and groups, of which there are a
good many in Indonesia. It will therefore be the task of the
Party to support in every way the activity of the League. We
believe, however, that in the future the activity of the League
should be increased rather in depth than in breadth. In regard
to the activity of the League it would be desirable in iuture
to have less talk and spouting, less advertising, but more
serious and earnest work. We thought it necessary to state
this in opposition to the erroneaus view entertained by Com-
rade Katayama. This is the standpoint of the Dutch Party as
regards the League and its tasks.

Comrade DUTT (India):

I want to touch on three questions of particular importance
to India which are in connection with industrialisation, the
role of the Indian bourgeoisie and the question of the Workers
and Peasants Party.

With regard to industrialisation, I wish only to contest a
view which has been put forward in an extreme form, for
example, by Comrade Martynov, when he accused Comrade
Bennett of saying that industrialisation was going forward by
leaps and bounds in India. This gives the idea that there are two

sharply opposed views, that it is possible to say either that there
is no industrialisation in India, or that there is a large in-
dustrlallgatlon in India; or that either industrialisation as a
process is not going ahead at all in India, or that it is making

great headway; or, in regard to policy, that the policy of

British imperialism is to prevent the industrialisation of India,

or that the policy of British Imperialism is to permit the in--

dustrialisation of India. None of these formulations are correct.
While I do not support the simple view that British imperialism
put “impossible obstacles” in the way of the development of
Indian industry, I do not think either that the contrary is true,
that British imperialism makes every endeavour to develop the
productive forces of India, that all kinds of industry are
developed, or that there is an independent development of Indian
industry, or a development of Indian industry in the interests
of he Indian bourgeoisie as considered from their point of
view. None of these things would be correct.

India is not an industrial country. It is quite true to say
that British imperialism in certain directons, under certain
conditions, retards the development of Indian industry. Of
course, Indian industry under independence would develop at a
greater rate than under present conditions. But the question
around which I think the discussion has centred is, does in-
dustrialisation and its development present new problems with
which the British bourgeoisie are faced? In fact, is the situation
the same, and can it be described in the same terms as it could
be, let us say, at the beginning of the century. I think the only
correct formulation is to say that the development of capitalist
industry is inevitable and that British imperialism seeks to
control it in such a way as to receive the maximum benefit.

But it is necessary to say that there are different sides to
this question; also that it is not true that the only essential
feature in the situation in India at the present time is the
question of its industrial development. Nevertheless, the industriat
development is one problem which we have to take into account.
It is not sufficient, as Comrades Pepper and Remmele have done,
to take the aftitude that industrialisation is very small, and
that it need not be taken into account. But to stress the im-
portance of the problems presented to British imperialism by
the need to control industrial development in India does not
mean to hold an exaggerated view of the development of Indian
industry. We must emphasise that the development of industry
in India is a process full of contradictions. We have to remember
that under present conditions British imperialism is passing
through a very difficult period both at home and in India, and
it is faced with difficulties in a considerable degree in adapting
its tactics to the situations arising owing to those conditions.
Therefore, the difference must be taken account of.

Now I want to make one point with regard to the bourgeois
democratic revolution in India and the role of the Indian bour-
geoisie. | want to emphasise that, while the stage of bourgeois
democratic revolution in India is such that it is now impossible
for the Indian bourgeoisie to enter the national revolutionary
camp, this does not mean that we cannot make use of the national
reformist oppositional struggle of the Indian bourgeoisie against
imperialism. It is necessary to make this statement, because
various statemenis have been made that to hold this view of the
counter-revolutionary character of the Indian bourgeoisie, means
to put it into the same camp as British imperialism, and let us
say, the semindars and landlords of India. Both Comrades
Pepper and Murphy made this assertion, that Comrade Benett,
for instance, is lumping the counter-revoluticnary elements into
one single camp.

The question is, what is the stage of the present bourgeois
counter-revolutionary revolution in India. It is a stage in which
the first experience of a mass national revolutionary movement
has already been gone through. It ended with the historic
betrayal at Bardoli in 1922, when the Indian national bour-
geoisie, faced with an impending mass revolution, clearly and
definitely expressed their class position and took their stand
with the zemindars and British imperialism, and against the
proletarian and peasant masses. This betrayal revealed the class
position of the Indian bourgeoisie. It showed that their develop-
ment had gone so far under the conditions of British imperialist
rule in TIndia, that, there is no possibility after that for them
to play a revolutionary role.

After that the description of the possible vacillation of the
reformist section of the Indian native bourgeoisie which is
described in paragraph 21 of the theses does not apply. There
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is no question of their possible entry into the national revolu-
tionary camp or their affiliation, even temporary affiliation,
with the revolutionary mass movement. The Indian bourgeoisie
has shown itself throughout the last six years to be characterised
by a most extraordinarily developed class-consciousness. I need
to make this point because it has been suggested that in this
lumping together, of which we are accused, we put such a man
as for instance Subash Chandra Bose the Bengal Nationalist
Leader in the same counter-revolutionary camp as the British
imperialists. Comrade Murphy, who accuses the men, who take
the opposite view of this question as being in the camp of the
Second International, or words to that effect, yet puts his faith
in a man like S. C. Bose whose record is such that I can,
speaking for the delegation here, say that we all know that he
is in the counter-revolutionary camp as far as the revolutionary
movement of the workers and peasants is concerned.

(Benett: Murphy defends him here).

The position of the Indian bourgeoisie is a factor of an-
tagonism in relation to imperialism, but is counter-revolutionary
in relation to the proletariat and peasantry. It is correct, there-
fore, to speak of two camps of enemies of the mass national
revolution in India. It does not mean that our tactics should be
the same in regard to both. It doeg not mean that the Indian
national reformist bourgeoisie, the Swarajist Party, is equivalent
to a counter-revolutionary organisation in India for the sup-
pression of the Indian masses, and that our tactics should be
only that of attack and onslaught all along the line. The Indian
bourgeoisie is a counter-revolutionary force, but that does not
mean that we cannot use even it in the development of the
mass revolution. We can make use of its oppositional role
in this way, this must not be lost sight of; but while it is our
primary task to expose and explain the counter-revolutionary
character of the nationalist reformist Indian bourgeoisie, in the
process of wresting from them the hegemony over the petty bour-
geoisie and revolutionary mass, one of the means that can be
used also for this purpose is that of making the fullest possible
use of their restricted quarrel with British imperialism. The
best example that we can give you of the actual putting of this
principle into practice has been in connection with the reformist
opposition of the Indian bourgeoisie to the Simon Commission.
In that connection the example given by the workers in Bombay
in making use of that agitation for developing an independent
class movement is of the greatest importance.

Finally, I would say, it is necessary for us to look forward
not merely to the immediate development of the bourgeois
democratic revolution in India but also to the next stage which
we have also to keep in mind where the bourgeois-democratic
revolution will be transformed into the Socialist revolution.

I want to make one point now with regard to workers and
peasants parties. The sentence in the Theses says:

“Special workers’ and Peasants’ parties, no matter how
revolutionary they may be, can all too easily be trans-
formed into ordinary petty bourgeois parties, therefore, the
organising of such parties is inadvisable.”

The point I want to make is that the question of the wor-
kers ’and peasants’ Party cannot be dismissed with a phrase
of this sort. I want to contrast the curt dismissal of the question
of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Parties, which in India alone
is a subject of the utmost importance, in a single sentence with
the careful and tender treatment of the national reformists which
is a camp to which we are essentially opposed. The charac-
teristic feature of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Parties in the
present stage of development in India is that they are forming
an important route through which the Communists are finding
their way to the masses.

But at the present time, when there is no strong organised
Communist Party, the question has to be very seriously raised
as to whether the Workers’ and Peasants’ Parties are not now
in danger of acting as a screen between the Communists and
the revolutionary mass movements. We have a position in India
now which in ‘some respects is akin to that of 1920. There
is a big ferment of mass strikes, there is an independent
development of the proletarian activity, both in the economic
and political fields.

It would be a great danger if in these circumstances Com-
munists did not go directly to the masses and develop their
leadership in the movement. We have in this comparison of
1919, a perspective of a new development of the national
revolution in more complicated conditions but giving the greatest
possible opportunities for the Communist Party; and the or-

ganisation and consolidation of the Communist Party is the
tirst essential. In this connection I say that it is essential to deal
with the relation of the Communist Party to the Workers’ and
Peasants’ Party but that this cannot be done in a single phrase.

Statement by Comrade BENNETT (Great Britain):

Comrades, in view of the many accusations made against
me today, 1 consider it my duty to present a short statement.

You all know, today, that I was only one of the comrades
who was defending a certain amendment to the thesis. Still,
too many attacks were directed against me and I want to make
just five remarks.

First, concerning misrepresentation. All I can say is this.
Those who heard, let us say, Pepper’s speech, I recommend
them to compare what he criticised with what I said. The con-
ciusions I will leave to you.

Second, on the question of democratic revolution. Murphy
was the man who made the strongest attack, accusing me and
my colleagues of being Amsterdam men, men of the II. Inter-
national. All the attacks made, were made for one reason.
Because I said and insisted that it is a crime today to speak
about a possible revolutionary role of the Indian bourgeoisie.
Now, comrades, I got my inspiration, not from Amsterdam,
but from the speech made by Lenin in presenting the thesis to
the Second Congress of the Communist International. Lenin said:

“A certain rapprochement has taken place between
the bourgeoisie of the exploiting and colonial countries,
with the result that very often even in the majority of
cases, the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries, although
supporting the national movements, simultaneously in a-
greement with the imperialist bourgeoisie, that means to-
gether with it — fights against the revolutionary move-
ments and the revolutionary classes.”

Now comrades, I leave it to you to judge about the wis-
dom of Comrades Pepper and Murphy when after eight years,
after Bardoli, after the Chinese revolution, they want to defend
a thesis which says that in an acute revolutionary situation
there is a possibility that the bourgeoisie will join the natio-
nalist revolutionary camp and thereby for a time play an ob-
jectively revolutionary role. I say this is impossible. If the
bourgeoisie join the national revolutionary movement, it is not
to play a revolutionary role but to mislead and betray the
movement.

Third, on the question of industrialisation. To be sharp
and to be clear, those who quote me as a man speaking about
the development of industrialisation by leaps and bounds, well,
to put it mildly, they were simply lying. All I said was
this: Marx formulated the following idea: “once machinery is
introduced into the communication system of a land possessing
coal and iron, it is impossible to hold it back from its own
development. The railway system in India is in fact the fore-
runner of modern industry”. And I want Comrade Pepper
and Comrade Murphy to show us how through a thesis this
law can be changed. To this I will add, as late as 1923,
Lenin wrote that the development of India along capitalist
lines is a definite fact.

Now, we are supposed to believe and accept that India is
a continent of villages, and if you dare to speak about indu-
strialisation there, then you are given a new explanation of
this word “industrialisation” by Remmele and a new theory
by Pepper. '

Fourth, on the question of decolonisation. Now, comrades,
you have already a statement of our delegation and that state-
ment says clearly:

“No matter what words are used, it never can mean
a process of a withdrawal, of automatic ‘“decolonisation”,
of peaceful liberation, etc. The leech does not withdraw
its suckers till it is torn from the body of the victim.”

If you take the stenogram of my speech, on page 77, you
will see: “the question is not about colonisation or decolonisa-
toin”. If you will take page 78, you will see: “Now one word
about the famous bogey ‘decolonisation’.” That is the way I
spoke of decolonisation.

Fifth, I was told, and I believe I was rightly told, that my
quotation, or more correct, my reference to Comrade Bukharin
could be misleading. For that reason an explanation and a
correction is necessary.

First the explanafion: Without ever trying to apologise, 1
said 1 was shocked when I read in the thesis the reference to
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some phrases used by many of our very good Indian comrades
which can be interpreted as a certain acknowledgment of decolo-
nisation in the sense of industrialisation, that such theories are
theories of lackeys of capitalism. I considered this as an uncalled-
for attack and I took exception to it, and said among those who
spoke about decolonisation was also Comrade Bukharin, who
did not describe those who speak about decolonisation as
lackeys of capitalism, although he met them face to face.

In order to avoid any misﬁnderstanding at all, I will quote
what Comrade Bukharin himself said:

“I must state here that in elaborating their theory of
the decolonisation of India, the Indian comrades sought
support in a statement I madé, in the course of which, while
I made no reference to the decolonisation of India, I never-
theless pointed to the large investments of foreign capital
to be observed to India. It is true that I made no reference
to the industrialisation in India in my report”.

Now I want you to listen very carefully:

“I may not have employed the term ‘industrialisation!’
But I spoke of big capital investments during the war and
post-war periods; is that not industrialisation?”

I would now ask Comrades Pepper and Remmele to give
a lecture to Comrade Bukharin that no one dares to use the
word “industrialisation” in such a way. He used it, many others
used it and I believe it was correctly used. (Interjections from
Congress).

I will read further:

“However, it is not a decisive factor in analysing the
present situation in India.”

Yes, comrades, not a decisive factor, but about which you
cannot keep silent. Further:

“A decisive element is the following: Has the policy of
British imperialism changed in regard to India or not? Is
there any change to be observed in the economic policy of
British imperialism? I think the flow of capital to India has
greatly diminished of late. We no longer observe the feverish
investments of capital. There is no longer an upward curve
of large investments such as we saw before. That is why
the surging process of economic development that was
observed some time ago is not observed now. Hence the
impoverishment and pauperisation now in progress which
is converting the peasants not into urban workers, but into
semi-beggars of the land robbed and enslaved on all sides.”

Comrades, I hope that Comrade Bukharin will not refuse to
give us himself his opinion; but if the very fact that he called
the investment of capital “industrialisation”, and Bukharin is a
Marxist and understands that capitalism once started cannot
stop, even if the flow of capital diminishes, then Bukharin will
say as we say in our amendment, that we have the process of
pauperisation and we have simultaneously the process of indu-
strialisation. This is the present situation. Those who want to
give only one side of the pigture are exactly as Comrade Murphy
who wanted to give us a wonderful example of a bourgeois
revolutionary and he found a man like Bose. My final word
is that if a comrade, before the thesis is accepted, before we
have come to any conclusions, could have made a speech like
Murphy’s speech today that we should not expose the betrayals
and counter-revolutionary role of the Indian bourgeoisie: I say
that if Murphy’s speech is the first consequence of the thesis,
then our efforts to improve the thesis have been justified.
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