PART IiI

SOCIALISM UNITES—IMPERIALISM DIVIDES

. CHAPTER EIGHT
SELF-DETERMINATION OR SUBJECTION?

In the preceding sections we have surveyed the rise and fall
of the Czarist Empire and described the transformation of
that vast imperial structute into a new kind of State—a Multi-
National Federated Socialist Commonwealth based on the
common ownership of the means of production and distribu-
tion and a C};égt\nned economy. We have in the course of our
survey tra the tremendous political, economic and social
changes which have taken place in the territories -which, just
over a quarter of a century ago, formed the Asiatic colonies
of the now defunct Czarist Empire. There is no doubt that
the peoples of those erstwhile colonies have undergone the
most radical transformation recorded by history in such a
short space of time. - ;

There is oniy one other political aggregate in the world
today which includes such a heterogeneous multitude of
peoples as the Soviet Union. That is the British Empire,
which is made up of the white Dominions, forming, together
with the United Kingdom, the British Commonwealth of
Nations; and the dependent coloured Empire, composed of
India, Burma, Africa, and a number of territories scattered
throughout the world, variously described as Crown Colonies,
Protectorates, Mandates, Condominiums. The white popu-
lation is 70,000,000, and the coloured over 500,000,000.

In the light of the experiences attanding the war we may
well profit from a comparative examination of the attitude of
the non-European or coloured peoples of the U.SSR., and
those of the British Colonial and Indian Empires. 'This com-
parison provides the most definite illustration of the funda-
mental difference between the non-Imperialist Soviet anfl the
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#4 Imperialist British systems. Here we are not concerned with
. the white self-governing Dominions of the Commonwealth,!
ut with those parts. of the dependent Empire—India, Burma,
Malaya, Africa, et¢.—inhabited largely by coloured races.
®‘For the acid test of the stability of,any mwlti-racial and
multi-national political structure is the spontaneous loyalty
and enthusiasm demonstrated by the diverse ethnic elements
onstituting that political system in times of crisis, What
oes the application of this test reveal? )
It reveals, on the one hand, the USSR, a union of
‘peoples at varying stages of social and cultural development,
f many races and colours, forming a monolithic phalanx
before the enemy, inspired by an enthusiastic fanaticism
tiwhich evoked the admiration of friend and foe alike. These
igomrades-in-arms, these Buropean Slavs--Great Russians,
RByelorussians and Ukrainians—and Asiatics—Georgjans and
‘Averbaijans, Turkmans and Tajiks, Kazaks and Kalmuks,
Pashkirs and Tartars, Buriat-Mongols, and other descendants
bf Jenghis Khan’s hordes, have fought tenaciously to preserve
hat way of life which, despite many shortcomings, gives
em so much hope of a happy future.
% The German-Fascists stupidly expected that the Soviet
ion would fall apart at the first onslaught,” writes a leading
Soviet authority on the National Question. “Not a single
oviet Republic withdrew from the Union, not one of them
o much as thought of taking advantage of its right freely to
{gecede from the Union. Far from it—in the years of war
fthe moral and political unity of the Soviet people has become
Yi¥8o firm that the Supreme Soviet of the US.S.R., in its session
of February, 1944, found it possible to extend the sovereign
hts of the Union Republics, and to grant them the right .
‘have their own military formations, and enter into direct
Yelations with foreign States.”2
i It was not the German-Fascists alone who expected the
| tiBoviet State structure to disintegrate under the impact of war.
{I’here was' a large section of opinion in Britain which held
" 3 Acgording to the Governmient of Eire External Relations Act,

PBlre is a sovereign independent State, associated for certain purposes
‘with the British Commonwezlth of Nations.

Y Soviet War News, June 28, 1944, Article entitled ** Force and
Vitality of Soviet National Policy,’* by V. Karpinsky.
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this same view, and its standpoint was given expression by
the leading Right-wing: publicist, Frederick A. Voigt. editor
of the influential journal, The Nineteenth Century and After,
who predicted uprisings from among the Ukrainians and
Georgians, who ‘*“have suffered under the Muscovite
degpotism.™

How chagrined these reactionary anti-Sovist elements
must have felt to witness how solidly the Soviet Union held
together as against the contrasting development. in East Asia,
where events have graphically exposed the inherent weakness
of the Colonial structures--British, Dutch, French, ete.
According to the Singapore Correspondent of that venerable
organ of British Tmperialist, The Times, ** After nearly 120
years of British rule the vast majority of the Asiatics were not
sufficiently interested in the continuance of this rule: to take
any steps fo ensure its continuance™ What a damning
indictment of British Colonial administration!

Why is It that these Asiatic peoples—Malayans and
Burmese—after enjoying more than a centuty: of British rule,
with its culture, * trusteeship,” and the rest, display such
ingratitude for the gifts which the British imperialists have
brought them that they desert their “frustess * and
+benefactors’ just at the time when they are most in need
of support? The answer to this guestion is to be found in
the economic and Social conditions prevailing in those
Colonial countries at the time of the Japanese invasion, which
it will do no harm: to Teview.

I Mdaya.

Malaya represented the wealthiest unit of the British
Empire. With 50 per cent of the world’s tin and 70 per cent
of the world’s rubber, it was a veritable Eldorado for pre-
datory capitalism; it was the dream of the City of London
come true, The alien conquerer came into this rich land. and
took ‘possession of most of the wealth after “a long, &
harassing, and -expensive war which was only brought to a
conclusion by humix};g the rebels out of Pahang, and even

Y The Nineteenth Century and After, August 1941.

* This sentence Wwas omiftted from the dispatch as published in The
Times, but was printed in The Manchester ‘Guardian (18 2.1942), for

hich paper the same Correspondent raported.
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ffollowing them into the independent neighbouring states.'™
$KI he congueror did not even give the: Malayans the Bible in
urn for their lands, for they remained Mohammedans.
o nabobs, having taken possession of the best areas of the
untry, turned to India, whence they brought indentured
our into Malaya to develop their lands and mines. This
ey did because foreign coolie labour was even cheaper than
¢ indigenous kind, the Malayans having showed 0o desire
work for the Europeans at the prevailing wages paid for
boilr in the tin mines and on the rubber plantations. Those
ople who believe that Imperialism is 2 philanthropic
stitution creating jobs for backward races need. not look
her than Malaya to:see how wrong they are.

The pukka sahibs were in Malaya to line their pockets.
se *birds of passage® were feathering their nests as fast

ey duly admired at a great
licy operated in the Sovict Union,
r Japanese interim control.

they left things in order
They ook forward to & speedy
urn and a renewal of the “good old times.” And when

- time -comes, ““we must regard our imperial heritage as
responsibility in the investment of out surplus cash,™
\ i exhorts the old gang.
shilling to 1s. 6d. a day for
et and cightpence to faingpence for women. These were .
¢ ruling rates in factories, mines and on plantations, and
‘ al maximum working day was fixed at nine hours.
werkers on an estate of the Dunlop
i and went on
rike when they were. refused. Three strikers were shot and
hers wounded whien military forces were called in to quell
workers. At Selangor during May 1941, seven thousand
orkers went on strike, and five of them were: killed in the
ashes. with the police which followed.
" These labour disturbances were ascribed to “ subversive
‘opaganda,” questions in Parliament drawing the reply that
1 British Malgya, by Governor Swettenham; p. 271,
% Singapore Sequel, by Capt. L. D, Gammaps, Sigapost Booklets.
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there was no ecofiomic justification for them. Members of
Parliament may, of course, consider one shilling to 1s. 6d. a
day sufficient wages for colonials. At amy rate, these were
the wages which caused the strikes, and the fact that the trade
uhion law forbade peaceful picketing gave an excuse for
the official attacks upon the workers. At theé same time
extremely handsome profits wers being pocketed by the
ritbber: companies.

Not even. the semblance of political or industrial demo-
cracy was enjoyed by the indigenous people. * The Societies
Ordinance makes political organisations illegal, and prior to
1940 also made trade unions illegal. Now, as the result of
tremendous labour unrest, trade unions are. legalised under
the Trade Union Enactment in the Straits Settlements but
this enactment seeks merely to bring the unions under the
control of the Governor, and it makes all trade wunion
activities—strikes, political activities, etc., illegal. The
Official Secrets Enactment and the Sedition Ordinance give
the Governap tremendously wide and vague powers. Under
these ordinandes persons can be convicted not only for actions
but for *seditious tendencies > and ‘ purposes detrimental to
the interests of the British Empire.’ _

*The freedom of the press, of publication, of the importa-
tion of books, of the showing of films, of micetings, etc., are
ail severely restricted. In all the Malay States freedom of
conscience is nfringed by the power of the sultans to compe!
attendanee at the mosques and to declare  false doctrines ’
illegal. Everywhere police services are highly developed,
particularly political police. Judges are usually colonial
service officials. Deportation without trial is very frequent.’™

One of the moral justifications of Imperialism, used
particularly by the British, is that European occupation of
~ backward territories will abolish slavery and kindred practices

incompatible with modern standards of civilisation. Child
. slavery, however, flourished in Hong Kong and the Malay
States. Known as Mui Tsai, it fed on the grinding poverty of
the people, who were only too glad to receive a fei dollars
in exchange for the children they could not afford to feed
and clothe, The girls, from the very youngest age (oven

1 Clvil Edberty—Jourpal of ths National Council for-Civil Liberties:
March, 1941,
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it had decided to take steps to. prevent the traffic,

SOCIALISM UNITES—IMPERIALISM DIVIDES 141

under three years), were ag a rule sold into domestic glavery
d very often passed over into brothels. Boys were bought
o work in faciories and for other kinds of labour.

When he was Secretary of State for Colonies in 1922, Mr.
inston Churchill told Parliament ‘that he desired * to make
clear that both the Governor (of Hong Keng, the dis-

ibuting centre) and I are determined to éffect ilie abolition
‘of the system at the earliest practicable date, and I bhave
indicated to the Governor that I expect the change to be
icarried out within a year.” ) o
That expectation was too optimistic, for Lady Simon.
w_ritin§ in 1929, told that the system still flourished in Hong
iKong,! and on May 29, 1941, Mr. Creech Jones, MLP., asked
ithie Under-Secretary of State for Colonies “ whether steps.are
ibeing taken by legislative acijon in the Straits Settlements to
Imrohibit the traffic in boys, who are sold for employment in
hactories and industries: outside the territories, for domestic
rvice and for training in circuses and theatres? 2 Replying
to this question, Labout’s representative, Mr. George Hall,
then Colonial Under-Secretary, completely evaded it and
talked some drivel about there being a traffic of some extent
boys from China ports to Malaya since the extension of
Thostilities in the Sino-Japanese conflict. L
" The Secretary of the Anti-Slavery and Aborigines Pro-
fon Society, which for some time had concerned its_.el‘f‘
with this question of M Tsai, addressed a commrtnication
to the Colonial Office on June 17, 1941, in which attention
iwas invited “to the statement, in the report of the Governor
of the Straits Settlements on the Mui Fsai System for the
cond half of 1939 (Ref. S:.C.A. 1003 1939), that there is no
gislation in the Straits Scttlements to prevent the traffic in
iBoys. The fact is recorded without comment, without any
sugpestion of its being a hitherto undiscovered omission. in
the law of the Colony, and without any indication of any
intention to remgdy the law.™ T
According to 'Mr. Hall’s reply: to Mr Creech Jones, of
thia 20th May, 1941, the Governor of the Straits Settlements
but unfor-

1 Lady Simon: S!ave_r)_:, gzé pp. 96-114.

* Hansard, May 29, 1941,
* gngi-Slavery Repore, Cetabier, 1941,
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tunately for thé viclims history does not wait upon the
Ieisurely reforms of pro-consuls. For over a hundred years
Britain had been in Malaya and she had failed to eradicate
the evil which has been one ¢f her avowed reasons. for taking
up the burden of imperial rule. Now the Japanese have
taken the situation into their hands, and it is too much to
hope that these perpetrators of horrible outrages n Hong
Kong will play the role of social reformers in Malaya.

2. Singapore.

And what was it like in Singapore? Al the Singapore
headquarters of the British administration, the Governor, the
representative of the mperial Power, combined in his person
the office of High Commissioner, with control over the
sultans of the Federated and Unfederated States, who
governed the native subjects in those territories. The system
of Indirect Ruje was the only contact between the imperial
“trustees © andl “their native “wards” Unfortunately the
‘wards * did not recognise any benefits from the * trustees.”

The Legislative Council of Singapaore, the Crown Colony
area, was composed of 13 officials, heads. of the various. civil
and military departments, and 11 members hand-picked by
the Governor. Only twe wembers were élected, and they
repiesented the European Chambers of Commerce of Singa-
pore and Penang, The Singapore natives. like those of the
mainland, had no voice in their own affairs. Surely it i3 not
really surprising that when the crisis canme the Governor,
Sir Shenton Thomas, was unable to mobilise the common
people—Malayans, Chinese, Indians—to withstand the Japan-
ese onslaught? How ecould a people whose éxisterice: had been
entirely ignored, presumably because they were considered
unfit to participate in the government of the country, suddenly
resuscitate themselves as it were and assume responsibility
in defence of the system which had until then failed to

recognise their existence?

These Colonial people, exploited, oppressed, victims of
colout bar practices and theocracy, subjected to the racial
arrogance of the ruling Herrenvolk, racognised only the enemy

! The best detailed study on the subject is. CHilF Slavery In Hong
Ilggg, by Lisut. Comdr. and Mrs. H. L. Haslewood. The Sheldon
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Biready entrenched in their land. For while Colonial intel-
actuals and Sccialists have no illusions about Japanese Im-
alism, which, despite its demagogic appeal .of * Asia for
o Asiatics,’ is equally as predatory and brutal as Western
pperialism, it cannot be expected that illiterate native masses
onld be able to make this differentiation. They have a
ling of omni ignatuni pro maghifico: the untried ‘master 1
The word * Briton * to the native Colonial peoples,
ord *Russian® to the fornter subject peoples of .

“The British had no roots in the people,” asserted the
iines Correspondent. But why, we dsk, did they have no
ots in the people after a- hundred years? Because an
aperialist Power can have no roots in a subject people
cept thie roots of bayonets. The vety nature of Imperialism
negation of fraternal relations between peoples. Tts only
lationship with the subject peoples can be that of the rider
‘the horse: the one on the back of the other.” And he who
ics the White Man's Burden has to have a strong back.
Describing the status of the white overlords in Malaya, a
stinguished authority on the Far East says: © The functions
} the white man in a colony are limited to rul,mg, OWRIng
Vind managing. Any other form of occupation is degrading
nd damaging to the white prestige on which the whole
stem rests . . . Evefl natiorial lines, so bitterly held at home,
¢ a way of softening down as against the overwhelming
umbers of the coloured races; all who are of the white race
e Europeans and stand potentially together in the face of
he enemy, who is being ruled and exploited.™
Tited of carrying this burden, the masses of the coloured
nlation of Singapore showed no enthusiasm when the
anese attacked the island fortress. * With the exception
f certain scctions of the ‘Chinese community--some inspired
v Free China’s struggle for survival, others by Soviet precept:
Bhand .example—the bulk of the Asiatic population remained
'Widnectators from start to. finish. Their inclination was to get
8 far as possible from the scene of hostilities, In Singapore
s cansed acute difficulties in the field of labour. . . . There
fwas no native labour at the docks. Soldiers had to be taken
saway from military duties to load and unload ships.™
Y The Tiines, February 1B, 1942,
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Being politically educated, the people of Britain may
argue and debate the ideological character of the war:
Whether it is an inter-imperialist conflict; whether i is a
struggle between Fascism and Democracy, or just Good

- against Evil. To the natives of Malaya—whom. their British

rulers describe as “backward® and, therefore, as unfit to
_enjoy the benefits of democracy—it was simply a fight
between two bands of marauders who were overrunining their

- country; a fight in which they were not goncerned except .

the prize. Their attitude was ‘a plague on both camps.’
And when all is said and done, what example did the
20,000 Europeans set for théem? ‘While the fate of their

Enipire was bemg decided on the Malayan peninsula, the:

pukka sahibs in Singapore were having a good time, declared
Lady Brooke-Popham, wife of the Commander-in-Chief, on
her return to England.. * The majority of the civilians,” she
asserted, “were immersed in a long round of tennis and
dancing. I fPied to wake them up, but it was hopeless
They were too busy with their social engagements.” They
were so obsessed with white prestige and their own impori-
ance that even (Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek’s offer to send
crack Chinese forces to Singapore to help defend the fortress
was declined. The Japanese overran the whole peninsula in
nine weeks!

Ia a handbook pubhshed about the time of the fall of
Singapore, inspired by the Colonial Office and entitled The
British Colorial Empire, the author assured us that ““The
wealth of Malaya . . . is laid on secure foundations, and its
future, under British administration and protection, is egually
secure, . . . Malaya is today a contented and peaceful country,
angd. one of the most successful examples of British colonial
administration.” How thes¢ official apoiogists misled the
British people, and ‘how history has given them the lic!

But taking evervthing as a whole, the pukka sahibs have
no: lepitirdate reason for complaint. For over a century

they had been living on the fat of the land., Three British

tin mining companies, Tronoh Mines, Southern Tronoh Mines

1 The British Colonlal Empire, p. 125. By 'W. E. Simnett, a former
ggor of ‘Crown Colonist, official organ of the Crown Agents for the
oiiss,.
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pd Sungei Besi Mines published . profits in 1942 of
henomenal size.
“I'ronob, with a capital of £300,000, made a net profit
t taxation, etc., of ££69,196, and paid a dividend of 55 per
nt, the profits being well over half of the capital. Southern
yonoh, with a capital of £200,000, made profits on the samé
Bsis of £69,762 and paid 30 per cent. Sungei Besi, with a
ital of only £144,000, made no less than £95,731 and
d 58.1/3 per cent dividend, the profits. being iwo-thirds of
v pit The eclossal proﬁts from -these and similar
ertakings will now be flowing into Japanese coffers instead
it bacl»:1 to: London. Those are the stakes for which Britain
!1’
The pukka sahibs would not even pay taxes for the
fence of their properiies. A war-time bill re-introducing
omie taxt-which had ceased in 1922—was passed in
wbruary 1941. The tax ranged from 2 per cent up to a
ximum of § per cent on incomes over £3,400. The re-
atroduction of this War GHICTEEncy (ax almost caused u
olution among the ‘pattiots”  Assuredly, Sir Shenton
omas could -have had no easy nme thh thoge * whlsky
rinking rubber planters and tin miners.’
Tt was the Chinese and Malayans. who paid for the upkecp
ingapore, from revenue derived largely from the Govern-
t opiim monopely. Out of the taxes squeezed from: the
falayan peasants the sultans comtribuied over £20,000,000
bward imperial defence between the two werld - wars®
And when the enemy struck the natives: were left defenceless.

muated with their families.

- Burma.
i Even before the war in the Pacific broke out, the Burmese
te ‘made their ‘attitude to Britain plainly known through
Saw, at the time Prime Minister of the Colony. His claim
* Dominion status for the 17-million natives of Burma was
orically rejected by Mr. Churchill and Mr. Amery,
tary of State for India and Burma, when U Saw visited

Dan Bateman, The New Leader, January 31, 1942,
9 See !Ghn Gunther © Inside Asta, Ch. 19, in_which he described
the trade in opium helped to pay for Smgacporeﬁ defencc

fost of the European planters and mine owners were
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The Burmese, the first Asiatic people 1o be ‘libérated,
have discovered that the Japanese are just as imperialistic
as the whites, despite their slogan: “Asia for the Asiatics’.
And that they will have to depend upon themselves in the
future if real freedom is to be achieved. :

* Thej nationalism 8 intense ™, observes The Times
Special Correspondent i} Rangoon, * Their aim,” bie asserts,
“is simple—fuil indel%ence for Burma. It is this aim
which has dictated theif‘actions during thc past four years.
Dominion status, it may be frankly said, makes little appeal
for. them, although many realise the advantages of member-
ship of the Commonwealth, they do not realise that Dominion
status would give them freedom to decide for themselves
whether to remain in the Commonwealth, and freedom also
to conduct their foreign affairs and conclude alliances if
desirable with their neighbours, India, China and Sjam.™

" K is obvioys that the Tories are preparing to resolve
this fundamefital conflict between the political aspirations of
the Burmese people and die-hard Imperlalism by force of
armg, Not without reason, Mr. W, G. Cove, M.P,, declared
‘that “we are prolonging British dictatorship in Burma,”
during the debate on the second reading of the Bill vesting
antocratic powers in the Governer. However, Mr. Cove
advised the Tories to learn from their Russian ally. “The
only country in the world that i3 solving the problem of
nationality is Russia,” he asserted. “She has the means
and a policy whereby she can meet the aspirations of these
people. The old die-hard Imperialist Tory outlook will not
fit in with the modern. world."?

5. India. .
There is little need to dilate upon the problem of this
“jewel in the Crown of the British Raj.” The causes of the
present deadlock are too well known. Indiz has for some
tiime been the rynning sore in the imperial body politic.
Only a major pelitical -operation can now save: the sitnation.
But this is impossible within the framework of imperialist-
colonial relations. It is.possible by means of the Leninist
method alone. It must be fully understood that the Indian
! The Fimes=May. 31, ** Natiopalism in. Burma "
* Hansard—June 1, 1945,
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hroblem is fundamentally economic and social, and while
political hegemony remains with British Imperialism the
roblem ean never be solved. A culturally backward India
5 essential to British Imperialism, and that is why we say
it is quite incapable of solving the Indian question. India,
Wl all the Imperial possessions, provides the greatest tribute
¢ the ruling <lass. :
. VI Ching means much in the life of every Britisher, India -
i - mch mere,” declared Upton. Close in 1927, “ Trade
with this possession still totals more then that with any of
#xthe White Dominions. It oversteps every national item of
S Pritish commerce save that of the United States. No milway
rosses the six-thousand-mile-long British border between
parsin and Indo-China, but 119 million .dollars” worth of
ade passes. over it yearly on the backs of men and animals,
ie products carried between Bhamo, Burma, and Yunnanfu
n China are worth annually cight million dollars. Can
Great Britain keéep this trade in her hands and yet stand out
pgainst the native nationalist aspirations? V!
- Mr. Winston Churchill himself answered this question in
1930, when he addressed the Indian Empire Society. “ We
lave no intention of casting away that most truly bright and
id precious jewel in the Crown of the King, which more
tan ail our other Domiinions and dependencies constitutes
lory and strength of the British Empire,”? he prociaimed.
ince that time Mr. Churchill has not changed his view.
¢ has unequivocally asserted that he has not become the
King's first minister in order to preside over the liquidation
¢ British Empire. This position, however, is cleagly
understandable. The continwance of British Imperialism 15
vital necessity for the British ruling class, What is deplor-
lle is the attitude of certain so-cailed Socialists like Sir
tafford Cripps, who allow themselves to be used as the
servants of British Imperialism. There was a time when Sir
Stafford Cripps was outspoken in his condemnation of
imperialist rule and posed as an aggressive sapporter of self-
terniination for India and -other Colonial countries.? Tt
1 Upton Clase: The Revolt of Asta, pp. 186-187.
¥ December 12, 1930.
2 8peech delivered dat: the Conference on Peace and Empire under
%%&%m}ig%m of Jawaha¥lel MNehru at Friends Howse, London,

;
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seems, however, that quite a number of people on the Left
become ardent patriots as soon as the “ rmother ” country goés
to war and, like Sir -Stafford Cripps, undefgo a s¢a-change in
political outlook. There are a number of people on the Left
who support some kind -of Indian self-governmient which they
would make dependent upon that country's support of
Britain’s ‘war sffort. These péople are prepared to support
any scheme for the * liguidation ™ of Tmpetialism: prcwiging
that it is put off for an indefinite period, while meantime the
Indian people can be utilised, in return for a few precarious
concesstons, a8 adjuncts: to the struggle against rival
Imperialisms. :

-These Social-Imperialists do not see the claims of the
subject peoples to Self-Determination as a fundamental right
of att peoples,-regardless of their stage of social development,
bul as a bargaining weapon in the game of power politics.
Indians, Africans, Céylonese, Burmese, West Indians, Arabs
—all Colonisl peoples, no less than Buropeans—have #n
inalicnable right to their freedom without being under any
obligation to help their* Imperialist masters pull their
chestnuts out of the fire. The principle of Self-Determination
admits of no equivocation. People have a right to be free—
today and not tomortow. And those Socialists who assume
the pontificlal right of determining who will be free today
and who tomorrow are reflecting the typical arrogance of thé
British ruling class towards the coloured peoples of the
Empire. ‘ )

There is also a widely held view that the populations of
Colonial territories do not generally wish to be rid of British
rule, and that claims for independence are. largely instigated
by disgruntled agitators, pursuing selfish aims. Quite a large
section of the so-called Left also shares this view, by which
they give support to the Imperialists who use it as ‘a pretext

for continuing their domination. * We hear it said of India,"

of Treland, of the Negro, of the proletariat that they would be
perfectly contented if it were not for agitators who work up
the people to,demand a freedom of which they are incapable
and which they do not teally want. The peculiar fact is the
recurrence of this phenomenon in every cate where there is
repression. It is not true, as is alleged, that the. agitators are
merely psychological or moral perverts who are évacuated
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y self-interest. Their type is much the same in whichever
{the groups they are found. They are symbols of the
peychosis of the group, and are the stufl of which martyrs
gre ‘made. Sometimes they are personally normal and
minent, and sometimes they are excitable and fanatical, but
.either case they are the product of the condition under
hich they develop. They discover that, as members of the

“hationality or class to which they belong, there are limitations

laced upon them: of which they cabnot help becoming
snscious, and they react to that consciousness on behalf of
. whole group. When the movement has gained some
omentum, the leadeis become identified with it in a peculiar
y, 50 that the mass feels that any attack on the leader or
dtator, according to the point of view, is an attack upon
mselves. It is a customary procedure to &y to suppress
o leaders, and invariably the result is an increase in the
darity of the group behind them, which it is the reel
Biect to suppress.’™

tght of Seif-Determination is Indivisible. _
Al these arguments are subterfuges disguising the refusal
rscognise the right of all peoples to Seli-Determination.
d this right carries. with it the privilege of the people-
cerned to decide themselves whether of not they want to
t in any particular war. The acid test of national freedom
right of peoples to decide their own foreign policy. It
nceivable i the concrete situation today that if the
ian peoples enjoyed - national - freedom they would

“Vpluntarily give their wholehearted support to the war, not

‘British Tmperialism, but to defend their newly won free-
against Japanese aggression. ' It is not for any of us 1o
inie the future policy of a free India. That is a matter
the Indians to decide. o
A subject people may be dragged into imperialist stn_.t-gglei
oligh open nor disguised coarcion, but such *co-operation ”
o3 no enthusiasm and in the nature of modern warfare
more’ or less worthless. A people can only give ‘of its
8t when it feels it has something to fight for. The
let. peoples, and the Chinese—the most civilised and
1 Herbeart A, Miller: Racer, Nations akd Classes, pp. 1201, Quoted
"Mans Kohi in Imperialisot-and Nationalism, pp. 64-63.
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peaceful of people—bave démonstrated to the world what a
tremendous and heroic self-sacrifice a people can exhibit once
it is inspired by some ideal in whose achievement it feels it
will have a part. . .

The peoples of the Soviet East, Moslem races, former
subjects of an Empire even more. oppressive than the British,
achiéved just over a quarter of & century agonot only national
freadom but social emancipation: thanks to Lenin's policy.
Today, the Russian people, having disencumbered themselves
of their Irnperialist baggage, have found among these millions
of the Soviet East enthusiastic friends and ailies, whoe flew to
arms at once in the common cause. The Asiatic peoples of
the Soviet Union: are not fighting for the Russian psople, but
with the Russians and othsr peoples of the USSR. in
defente of a comimon heritage. This point, frequently
stressed by Soviet leaders, is. for reasons which will be quite

_obvious, conveniently ignored by Anglo-American com-
mentators. »I.-Hlusttative of the present attitude of the former
Colonial peoples of the Czarist Empire is that of the Uzbeks,
ay expressed i a collective letter to their song at the front,
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carrying 2,412,000 signatures. In this they * compare the.

~Soviet Union to a fortress in which sixteen brothers live in
friendship and together defend it against enemies from
without.” They address their warrior children in these words:
“Free sons and daughters of the Uzbek people!  The German

robber has broken info the home of your elder brother,

Russia, into the homes of your elder brothers, the Byelo-

russians and Ukrainians. He brings a brown plagus, the

gallows, the knout, hunger and death. But the home of the
Russian is also our home, the home of the Byelorussian and

Ukrainian is out home. For the: Sovist Union is a courtyard.

and the economy is onc and indivisible, . . . Be among the
best sons of your family, and among the best fighters of the
Soviet peoples.” 1 '

Can anyone imagine such a manifesto being written-by

eoloured races of any part of the far-flung Indian and British
Colonfal Empires? Even so-called British Socialists do not

seemt to be able to recognise the fundamental distinction

between fighting “for* and fighting *with”. For instance,
in their support of Indid’s right to Self-Deterntination for is
+Quoted in Seviet War News, June 28, 1944,
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4t Doininion status?) they approach the problem like peity
ghopkeepers. To them it is not a question of India's

viclable right to independence, regardless of the attitude of

the Indian peoples to Britain’s war, Theirs is a purely
opportunistic tactic: if India is prepared to support British
impérialists against their Japanese rivals, then, and ooly then,
gre they prepared to recognise India’s claim to Self-

DPetermination, With Lenin how different. He and his

party demanded and fought for the right of Self-Determin-

ation of the subject peoples of the Czarist Empire gven to the
point of secession; that is, regardless of whether they wanted

n come within the Soviets and help to fight the enemies of

the Revolution. Hence the contrasiing picture today of

pnitsd Soviet peoples opposing in fraternal solidarity the
sommon enemy, and disgruntled Colonial peoples of the

British Empire, many of whom, as in Malaya and Burma,

actively supported Japan. o
‘The facts which we have recited are historically incontro-

vertibls, and ate largely admitted even by Imiperialist com-

mentators, We have emphasised them in an attempt to make
gonvincing the reasons for the different attitudes of: the Asiatic

‘Eleoples' of the: Soviet Union and those of the British Empire
- Asia, The Soviet Union is far from being an earthly

paradise, but the Qctober Revolution wag not used simply to

secure the social emancipation of the Great Russians and
other Slav peoples only. It was used to break the yoke of

Caarist Imperialism which bhad for so many centuries been

bearing down the non-Russian peoples of the Empire.

-~ As equal citizens, the coloured races of the Soviet East

Iook: forward ‘o the future with hope. but those subject

i peoples bound to Western European Imperialism have no

reason to hope. Hay not Mr. Churchill declared that they

Are not included within the scope of the Atlantic Charter?

While the democratic principles for which Britain ptofesses

to'stand may bs operative to a greater or lusser degree among

ithe white peoples of her Empire, they are consistently denied

16 her coloured subjects. British demiocracy is fundamentally

& democracy of colour; a minority of less than 70 million

‘Whites enjoy rights denied to 500 million coloured people.

Civil and political disabilities do exist in the Soviet Union,

but they exist for all—Europeans and Asiatics, Russians and




154 SOCIALISM UNITES—IMPERIALISM DIVIDES

non-Russians alike. Stalin does not use pigmentalion as a
screen. for the denial of popular rights. And this is the
reason, alf the criticism mnotwithstanding,” for the greater
admiration among the coloured races of Asia and Africa. for
the Soviet system than for Anglo-Saxon democracy.
Political democracy, as we know it, 1 circumscribed at the
present time in the USSR, but this shortcoming is not
inherent in a socialised economic system. On the contrary,
one of the basic postulates of Socialist ideology and one
fuch stressed by Lenin is the broader popular democratic
base which such a Soviet system provides. The restrictions
which have been the msin target of British Left-Wing and
Liberal critics of the Soviet Union Tiving comfortably in the
metropolis of the Empire and enjoying directly or indirectly
the spoils of Imperialism, can be traced immediatély to the
isolation in. which the failure of the Socialist Revolution in the
West left the USSR, T those same Left-wing critics had
been as diligent in exposing the inequalities of Tmperialist
exploitation ih~which they shared and in eradicating that
system of racial inequality which exists within their Empire,
they would have contributed excessively to the liberalising of
political democracy and the widening of civil liberties in the
Soviet Union. It is a pity that those who deprecate. .the
shortcomings of the Soviet system refuse to recognise the
greater lack of political, economic and ethnic demoecracy
cbtaining in their Colonial Emipire. Sutrounded by hostile.
capitalist and Imperialist States, attempting in the face of
tremendous difficulties and obstacles to build up an industrial
structure in an overwhelmingly agrarian country, forced to
establish, maintain and expand an army against the constant
threat of external intervention, the Soviet lédders are not
altogether to blame for impoging a curtailment of democracy.
To & very large extent this curtailment of political democracy
was the result of clrcumstances, and now that the: stability
of the State has proved itself in the course of the war steps
will undoubtedly be taken to widen its scope, For once the
economic: power of the capitalists has been broken, the
groundwork has been laid for political and racial democracy-
The signs all point to a progressive increase in democratic
rights in the Soviet Union. And the coloured peoples of the:
Soviet Fast will share these equally with the rest of the
population. -
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Race, Politics and War. _ _

" Ethnic democracy in ‘ plural’ or multi-racial societies is
‘a8 important as political democracy. The whole question of
trace® has been made one of the principal ideological

4/ instruments of aggressive Imperialism. Hitler has used it in

Burope to promote his ‘New Order] and the Japanese

4 Imperialists are using it in Asia to advance Japan’s * East

"Agia Co-Prosperity  policy. Projected as this guestion of

.ce has been into the forefront of power politics, it urgently

js solution. A decisive solution, however, 1s

jmpossible within the framework of the present system of

Capitalism-Imperialism, since the problem of ‘race’ is but

‘one of the sharper facets of the crisis in which, the whole

system now finds itself, and has direct connéetion with the

olonial Question and the present World War. * Every

.war,” maintained Lenin, “ is inseparably connected with the

\political system which gives rise to it. The politics which a

rtain country, a certain.class in that country, ‘pursued for a
ong period before ‘the wat dre irivariably pursued by that
\very :EIG’I}‘IE class during the war; it merely changes its form of
tion."

Examined on the basis of this determining principle, the
war has fallen into three main and distinst categories:

- 1. The purely inter-Imperialist conflict between Angio-

American capitalism on the one hand, and Axis

« capitalisms and their satellites on the other.

2. The defensive war of the Soyiet Union—a collectivistic
state—against predatory German Imperialism. The
principal consideration of the 11.8.5.R. iy security
against hostile capitalist intervention. This can best

be achieved by the socielist revolution in Western
Europe, bui failing “this the Soviet leaders are forced
to rely upon military and diplomatic methods.

3. The Sinc-Japanese conflict, in which we have a semi-
colonial country (China) defending itself against
Imperialist aggression and annexation.

These three wars, therefore, have had distinctive and

separate political objectives. As @ result, however, of Axis

‘fiction they have been merged militarily on a global scale, The

War and the Workers, pp. 67, Little Lenin Libraty,
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resultant combined anti-Fascist front is being exploited by
certain sections of the Left in Britain to justify support for
British Imperialism and Tery foreign policy.

Germany and Japan embarked on aggression, attempting
to redistribute the world to their advantage. On the other side,
Britain and America are opposed to any such redivision,
since it can only be made at their expense, as the acquisition
of territories by Japan in the Pacific and Far East has shown.
These coloniss, offering sources of raw materials and markets,
are the spoils for which Germany and Japan went fo war
against the Anglo-American and Dutch Imperialists who
controlled them: For Japan it was a comparatively easy
matter to wrest the Pacific Islands and the territories bringing
her on to the Indian frontier, sirice they are, so to speak, on
her doorstep. Germany, however, in order to reach out to
the fich colonial territories of Asig and Africa had first to
attemipt the conquest of Europe. In the course of her march
on the road of Imperial aggrandisement, Germany widened
her productive resources by the acquisition of the output of
the European tountties she had conquered. Such zcquisition
added to her arsénals of war. Her geographical position,
however; dictated these preliminary conquests, which in no
gise aftected the ukimate objective of a ‘world-wide Colonial

‘mpire. :

“The fundamental fact about these wars,” observed an |
organ of American-monopoly-capitalism, “is that they are |

being waged to decide who is going to control business in
the future, and how it is going to be done. That is - why we
have gent a force of American soldiers to_protect the bauxite
deposits of Dutch Guiana, and why American warships guard

the sen [anes to the Orient. . . . The'trade which now flows

acress national frontiers is essential to the maintenance of an
industrial economy. All the nations of the world are deciding
how that ‘cconomy will operate in future years’™
business is well aware of the aims of the war; knows that the
struggle botween the Axis and the *democratic’ Powers
constitutes an Imperialist conflict.

Modern war, by its very nature and because of ifts
stiatégy, cannot be confined to any particular geographical
area or national groupings. Hence, after nearly two years of:

L:Cleveland Trust Company Busirieas Bulletin, December 15; 1941,

Big:
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.trmed conflict, Germany, .in pursuit of her imperialistic
bjective and to replenish her larder and stocks of wheat
y from the Ukraine and oil from the Caucasus before attempt-
ing a direct chailenge to Britain and America, drew the Soviet
Union into the general macistrom,
Although forced against its will into the primarily im-
rialist conflict, the' Soviet Union, unlike the Axis and their
democratic® adversaries; has no imperialist aims, ifs sole
objective being 1o defend and secure its frontiers and the
collective achievements of the workers, peasants and intel-
fectuals. Having abandoned the capitalist system of private
I gwnership of ihe means of production and distribution, there
ate no monopoly capitalist pressurs groups using ‘the
State to promote and. defend the selfish interests of * free
. snterprise.’ Consequently, the Soviet. Union seeks no markets,
gources of raw materials or spheres for the investment of
| & Bnance-capital abroad. It therefore cannot have imperialist
{% . aims. Bureaucracy ior no bureaucracy, the Soviet Union 1s
defending a higher socio-cconomic form of society than
predatory capitalism, and therefore is waging & socially pro-
fgressive. war, even though its leaders are waging it in alliance
‘with Fmperialist Powers. : _
" Similarly, China, even headed by the anti-Socialist, anti-
Communist Kuomintang,! is fighting s progressive wat of
national liberation, even though it fights on the same side
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i with Britain, the enslaver of China’s neighbours—India and
Burma. Weak peoples fighting for self-preservation cannot
afford to pick and choose their allies. The Chinese people
are defending themselves against Japariese Imperialism, which
. #eeks 16 deprive them of their national soversignty, reduce
1 % them to the Colonial status of Africans and Indidns, and
v exploit their Jabour and natural resources in the interests
" of Japanese capitalism. This distinguishes China's struggle,
~ for instance, from that of the Dutch, who, having been
"/ “Iiberated by Anglo-American arms from the Germans, are
< fighting not for the emancipation of the 60 million coloured
Eeopla of the Nethetfands Indies, but rather to continue to
old them in subjection. China’s struggle is an inspiration
w 1Sge China Struggles for Unirty, by J. M. D, Pringle (Peani_n)- for
= w good factual account of the Creneralissimo’s counter-revolutionary
.. tecord prior to the Sino-Japanese war, .

,l..
"il.;‘,j_‘/ -
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to all oppressed peoples in Asia and Africa. Should China
succeed in throwing off the Japanese yoke, it will blaze a
path to the liberation of the East from all forms of
Imperialism—* democratic * or totalitarian. The Chinese
struggle, therefore, is histarically progressive.

. 'The fact that the Soviet Union and Chiha happen to be
linked up in the same military alignment with the Western
‘demoeracies * in ne way invalidates or alters our analysis
of the multi<character of the present war. Nor doesy it
change ene whit the criginal Imperialist nature of the conflict
between the Axis and Anglo-American capitalism, That the
Soviet Union and China are allied with Britain and the
U.S.A. js simply a matter of military expediency; it does not
imply that the character of Anglo-American monopoly
capitalism has experienced & fundamental change and that
the interests of the four Great Powets have sudderily hecome
inextricably intertwined. ,

Events at_the San Francisco Conférence have only served
to underline the political differénceés which exist, even between
the: Anglo-Americans. After five years of comradeship in
arms, their diplomatists squabbled over the methods of
sharing out the colonies to be annexed from the defeated
Powers on the one hand, while they united to opposs the
Soviet and :Chinese demand. for colonial independerice, on
the other. - '

It was just over & decade ago, at the time of the attack
on Manchutria, that Sir John Simen pleaded Japar's case at
Geneva even better than the Japanese repreventativds, while
“the report of the Lytton Commission (August 1932) said
many sévere things about China, and stated Japan's case
with sympathy and consideration.” No action was taken
by the Western democracies to check Japan's wanton attack
upon China, which Mr. Leopold Amery, Secretary for Tndia.
Justified on the grounds that Japan was carrying out her
civilising mission in the Far Bast. * Japan has got a very
-powerful case based upon fundamental’ realities,” he said in
1933, “.. . When you look at the fact that Japan neceds
markets and that it is imperativé for her in the world in
which she lives that there should be some sort of peace and

ESir John Prati: Japon and the Modern World, p. 15 (Oxford
Pamphlet).
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order, ther who is there amongst us to cast the first stone:
und to say that Japan ought not to have acted with the
bject of creating peace and order in Manchuria and defend-
“ing herself apainst the continual aggression of Chinese
pationialism? Our ‘whole policy in India, our whele policy
Egypt, stands condemned if: we condemn Japan,” ,
China was not embraced as Britain’s ally during all the
tifne {44 yearsy that Japan was bombing her defenceless
.millions, Almost up to the very eéntry of Japan upon the
goenie of the present war against the ‘democracies,’” British
olicy had sustained Japanese action in ‘China, and it was
only,just prior t6 Nippon’s bombardment of Pearl Harbour
o that this policy gyrated somewhat, as though not quite sure
whether appeasement were really succeeding or mot. The
British Government oscillated between closing the Burma
Road or keeping it open, and finally closed it, thus cutting
off China’s life line. Only with the threat to the Far Eastern
olonies was China accepted as Britain's ally, and then really
‘Because the Chinese Army offered the sols me#s of operat-
‘jtig on the Asiatic mainland. There is no fundamental com-
‘munity of interest between China and Britain; there is only
temporary mutual military necessity, It would be folly to
' maintain that there is a community of interest in view of the
act that Britain, stéipped of Hong Kong, has refused to
“gurrender her claims to its recovery.
* Japan only became an ' Imperialist aggressor” when she
‘divectly challenged Anglo-American interests in the Far East,
where Her military achievements, great though they have
sean, are due more to the inepiiiude of her opponents’ politics
than to anything else. She is able to exploit the * Asia for
the Asiatics ' propaganda, because she knows that the only
-'way to counter- this form of demagogy is for Britain to
‘eoncede the right of Self-Determination to India, Burma and
e British Colonies occupied by Japan. The present
sltoation jn Burma and India demonstrates most palpably
‘that military warfare is governed by politics. This is
HBecause war is a continuation of pohcy by other means.
“There are wars and wars,” wrote Lenin. “We must
pxamine the historical conditions which give rise to each
\pgrticular war, the class which conducts it. and for what
jects.” :




CHAPTER NINE

TORY BLUE-PRINT OF POST-WAR EMPIRE

WHaT are the objects of the British Imperialist class which
is directing this “sacred war against Fascism?” For some
time past these political objectives have beern made the sub-
ject of detailed plang. The design of the post-war world in
relation to the Colonies was worked out by the Fories long
befcre the military issue in Europe had been determined and
the enemy defeated. For example, the directors of the
London Tin Corporation, a company which has large
interests in Far East mines, especially in Malaya, are calling
for an international consultative body for the industry to
take the place of the pre-war International Tin Restriction
Committee, which was run by the producers. The Corpor-
ation ** has supplied the necessary information for resuming
production to the Secretary of State for the Colonies on the
broad basis of the group of companies as a whole,” says the
chairman, Mr. J. Ivan Spens.! So much for the industrial
aspect of colonial development.

What might be termed the Tory political blue-print of
post-war Colonial Impertalism has been put forward by
Field Marshal Smuts, who was the strategist of the Mandates
System of Colonial redistribution at the 1918 peace? It was
he who was mainly responsible for drafting the clauses which
made it possible for South Africa to annex the mandate of
South West Africa, and for other British Dominions to put in
a claim for nearby Colonies formerly in the possession of
defeated enemies. The Mandates System was a screen
which, in the words .of the noted historian, H. A. L. Fisher,
draped the crudity of conquest in the veil of morality. It

3 The Times: October 20, 1944,

*In formulating the Mandates System, Smuts was aided by Lord
Lothian then Mr. Philip Kerr, Lloyd George's Private Secretary.
‘Parker 'T. Moon, Imperialism and Word Politics.
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% was a complete blind, which managed to hoodwink quite a
large section of popular opinion, evea British Socialists. As
#1. Marshal Smuts put it himself so very recently, ** The man-
R datory system was introduced to solve the difficult question
. of annexation, The Senate will remember that after the last
war thére was a strong feeling against the annexation of-
‘territories, and to overcome this difficulty the mandatory
-system was introduced. There is a feeling in many quarters
¥ that the mandatory system has outlived its time, and that
b another arrangement must be made that will have to be
¢ decided in the future. As far as South Africa is concerned,
e there is a mandate in South West Afiica, and I have been
asked whether the Government intended to incorporate that
erritory and whether there is any obiection to that course.
‘Personally I do not believe that there is any constitutional
-difficulty, even under existing mandate conditions.”
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Smuts on Regionalism.

But to safeguard against any such difficulty, Marshal .
Smuts’s newly formulated Imperialism bases itself upon a
-kind of condominium, which will supersede mandates.
;Briefly, his plan is to group British Colonial, regions into
ifederal units according to their geographical position. For
" example, the Caribbean territories, including British Guiana
‘gnd British Honduras, will be united into a kind of West
Indian Federation under a L{'Ioint Anglo-American Commis-
sion, in which Canada will also participate. The West
:African Colonies of Gambia, Sicrra Leone, the Gold Coast
and Nigeria, together with adjoining French regions, will be
brought into a West African federation. Here again America
will be offered certain interests in view of the proximity of
points like Dakar and Bathurst, Freetown and Monrovia, to
- the South American countries (Brazil in particular). Tn East
- Africa, a_similar group will comprise’ Kenya, Tanganyika,
Uganda, British, French and Italian Somaliland and part of
the Abyssinian, Somali and Ogaden provinces, under South
j.African and British control.” The native territories of.
iy Basutcland, Swaziland and Bechuanaland, now British
i " protectorates, will be incorporated into the Union of South
i Africa; and the two Rhodesias and Nyasaland, with the
b 1 Address to the South African Senate, April 3, 1944.
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demanding, although others, in particular the late Wendell
Willkie, look wupon any reiention of political Empire as
standing in the way of Yankee interests. Mr: Wiltkie: repre-
senied that point of view which believes that if Colonial
territories are free from the political control of European
Governmedts, especially Britain, the native capitalists are
more likely to turn to Wall Street than to the City of London
for the capital machinery and financia] agsistapce that they
will require to establish some kind of modern industry in
their new sovereign States. This is the motive of Mr, Willkie's
advocacy of Colonial independence, which ‘is a very clever
Tangeuvre.

‘Because it is not unlikely that the ¢o-operation of America
in exploiting the natural resources of Africa and other parts
of the British Empire will t0 a véry great extent suit the
interests of Yankee capitalism: and British -colonisers, there is
a busy attempt to popularise the new idea of * Regionalism.’
It is accomig\janied by a new dictionary of euphemisms.
* Regionalism ™ig substituting * mandates > and * partnership ’
will oust * trusteeship.’ )

Association of natives on the Regional Couneil is one of
the proposals, behind which can be detected a very tricky
device to put off self-government of those territories which
are considersd to be almost “ripé’ for it at the present time,
while the need of independence of more backward countries
canniot possibly have any raison detre in a regionally’ con-
stituted world. The British Tories intend to meet the
national aspirations of the native peoples, which have been
stimulated and teinforced by the lofty ideals embodied in the
Adtlantic Charier and Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms, by offering
very minor representation through members of their intelli-
genisia on councils, conumissions and legislative bodies, and
a wider participation in local administrative services, hitherto
exclusively reserved for Britishers. In this way it is hoped
to placate public opinion both in Britain and the Colonies
themselves, but there should be no shadow of doubt that
administrative confrol will fiof be transférred to the Colonial
peoples, The Governor will always be there to exercise his
poweis of détermination and veto. Even where a wider
democracy is permitted thiough the Constitution (Jamaica
has been given universal suffrage) the ultimate result will be
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‘the same as it is in Ceylon, which has the most advanced
onstitution of all the British. Coloriies, The Govetnor’s veto
ecided affairs in the final resort, and in most instances the
ishes of the people come to nothing, S
Vicwed pragnratically, Marshal Smut’s scheme provides
OS?lbl‘lItles‘ for -meeting the. post-war needs of British
capitalism in the Colonial sphere, Even as the Mandates
ystem carried over British Imperialism between the First and
- Second World Wars, * Regionalism* will' contrive to ‘Carry
i over info the Third World War,
.. Almost fifty years ago, Cecil Rhodes, that greatest of
“Empire ‘builders, maintained that the Empire “is a question
[ the stomach. If you do not want civil war, you must
ecome tmperialists.” This attitude has been ‘re-stated very
tely by none other than the Dominions Secretary, Viscount
_Cl_'q.nbourn-e. Talking to the Scottish Unicnist ‘Association in
{(Edinburgh on October 22, 1943, he told the Tories that those
fiipeople who could nos look beyond their personal interests
“should remember that their employment and standard of
ng depended mainly on the existence of the Empite.
The vital trade with the Dominions and Colonies.” he said,
.amounts approximately to nearly half of the whole of
Iritain’s trade with the rest of the world, Without it there
would be. no futurs for Britain. We would degenerate into g
mall, insignificant over-populated island.” Tt is not acci-
ental that Lord Cranborne was the reprosentative of the
United Kingdom Government on the Colonial Committee at
San Francisco. The colonial interests of the Tories was
afc in his hands.
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- Labour and the Empire, :

Tory, thinking on Empire is realistic. Tis policy, there-
Or¢, 1s a quite definite ong.  The Labour Party, the organised
%pression of the British workers, on the other hand, has 1o
“Individual Colenial policy. Regarding its existence, as it
does, to be hound up with the continuation of Empire, it
pports the Imperialist policy of the Tories.  British
mperialism has had the support of the leaders of organised
labour by sharing with them some of the spoils of its
Co_lqmal exploitation, which makes Labour the defender of
Brglish' Imperial interests whenever thiey are threatened.

¥
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Engels commented upon this pro-iaperialist outlook of

British Labour as far back as 1882 in a letter to Kautsky, ||

- whent he wrote: * You ask me what the English workers think

of colonial policy? Exactly the same as they think about -
politics in general, the same as ‘what the bourgeoisie think, -
. There is no working class. party here, there are only Con- |

servatives and: Liberal-Radicals, and the workers merrily
devaur with them the fruits of the British colonial monopoly
and of the Pritish monopoly of the world market.” While
to Marx he ‘wrote even carlier (1858), “ The British working
class is actually becoming more and more bourgeois, so that
this most bourgeois of all nations is apparently aikming
ultimiately at the possession of a bourgeois aristocracy and a
bourgeois proletariat as well as a bourgeoisie. Of course,
this is to a certain extent justifiable for a nation which is
exploiting the ‘whole world.™

This prophecy of Engels’ has been fulfilled to the letter.
Today the British Labour Movement stands as the. expression
of a bourgeols proletariat. And particulatly on Imperial
and ‘Colonial questions it has no definite programme of its
own to set against that of the Right. Take, for example,
‘the recent debate on Burma. On June [, 1945, Mr. Amery
on behalf of the Tories came before the House of Commons
with a Bill in which he demanded dictatorial powers for the
Goversior during the transition years from military adminis-
tratioh to the restaration of the form of government the
country enjoyed before the Japanese invasion, The policy
envisaged under the Bill is definitely a reactionary onec
unlikely to find approval amdng even moderate Burmese
political leaders. After a number of Tory meémbers had
given their blessings to Mr. Amery for preserving their
imperial intérests in that part of the Empire, Mr. W. G. Cove.
& left-wing Labour member, had the courage to criticise
strongly the proposals outlined in the Bill, declaring that “ it
was a tragedy thaf at this jupcture in world affairs Mr.
Amery should be Secretaty of State, because he (Mr, Amery)
had said in 1931 that we could not object to Japanese
aggression in Manchuria because if we did we would cen-
demn. our control and government of India and Burma.”
At this stage of the debate, Mr. A. Créech Jones, the Labour

© *Lenin On Britain, p. 65. Marxist-Leninist Library, Vol, XYL,

ROCIALISM UNITES—IMPERIALISM DIVIDES 167

Yarty Colonial Affairs spokesman, intervened and dissociated
bimself from his colleague’s. remarks. He: informed the
Tories that he was instructed to emdorse Mr. Amery's Bill
on behalf of the Parliamentary Labour Party.
To understand properly this bankruptcy of the Labour
Party it is necessary to review briefly its historical back-
ound. Unlike the Liberal Party, which it superseded
after the last war as the official Opposition, the Labour Party
was originiatly conceived by its founders not simply as offering
an alternati-ve’(;.ovemment to run the capitalist system, but

implications. The Liberal Party, for instance, differed from
s Tory Party only as to the methods of running the
capitalist system; it never challenged the fundamental social
and economic structure of British society. On the other
hand, the Labour Party in its early days did at least pese a
theoretical challenge to the existing secial order, though .one
might disagree with the methods proposed for bringing about
the change. Unlike scientific Marxists, the Labour leaders of
the early period envisaged the change in the social system
‘through evolutionary constitutional means. That is to say,
they hoped that at some time the electorate would return to

office Labour Governmengs, which would, by legislative
% enactments, achieve Labout’s objective. This theoretical
prognosis was always disputed by revolutionary Socialists,
who maintained that even if Labour did ever secure a majority
#t Westminster the ruling class would resort to illegal
measures to prevent such a transition, But 'we are not here
i/concerned with the polemics of reformism versus revolution,

r history has already resolved this question as far as Britain
i concerned. How has this come about?

* Ag it developed into a wass organisation, the Labour
Party became more and more dependent upon the trade
unions for financial support and as vote gathering apparatus.
For this financial and political support it has been obliged to
Iipay a great price: it has been obliged to abandon its early
theoretical programme, Unlike these socialist idealists, the
trade union leaders have never really been converted to the
¥ “socialist objective, even though they have given lip service to
it. Their concern has been to guard and advance the trade
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union interests of their members, and they have used their
positions in the Labour Party to impose their aims, These
“aims have been to wring concessions from the ruling class,
and they have come progressively to the point of view that if
. the capitalist class is to be in a position to accede to their
economic demands, that class must have their support when-
evér its position Js threaténed. The result has been that
whenever British Capitalism-Imperialism has been faced with
& erisis, the Trade Union leaders have not utilised that crisis
to forward the Socialist aimg of the Labour Party, but rather
they have joined forces with the capitalist class to resolve
the crisis. An ideological union has come about between the
léaders of Labour and of Capital on the basis of Empire.
This tacit agreement between the Tories on the Right and the
Trade Union leaders on the Left constitutes the historic basis
of Reformism in the British Labour Movement.

The Empire is conceived as a world wide trading concern
owrned by the British capitalist class and operated primarily
in the intersits of that class. And since the reforms desired
by the Labour feaders for-the working class in the metropolis
derive from. the spoils of Empire, these leaders have, willy
nilly, been forced into the role of junior partners in the
Tmperialist concern, They conclude that without tribyte
from. the Empire they will be unable to obtain these con-
cessions, except they are prepared to challenge openly the
whole fundamental basis of British Tinperialism. But this
position they have not taken up, as they are unwilling to-take
the risk. 8o they are now pursuing a conscious policy which.
is -the outcome of the conclusitn they have arrived at: that
the standard of living of the British workers can only be
mainitained and perhaps extended on the basis of Empire,

To further theit point of view they regard and use the
Labour Party,; quite without deference to its professed
socialist aitns ‘as a political apparatus which will look after
the interests of trade: unipnists at Westminster. The Trade
Union Congtess leaders meet the bosses on the industrial
sector, while the Trade Union M.Ps do so in the Parlia-
mentary arena. 1n this way both angles of the joust for better
working conditions are covered.}

t Gresting the 1944 Trade Union Congress at Blackpool on Behaif
of the Labour Party, Ellen Wilkinson chided the trade union bosses on
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One point we would like to stress in this dppraisat of the
and of the Trade Union officials, who, thanks to the
financial support of the Unions, dominate the Labour Party;

d that is that the Fabian-Imperialist course they are
+ipursuing is absolutely conscious. The conderst of the leaders
» now to try and persuade the rank and file membership to
abandon the vestiges of anti-imperialism still clinging to the
xparty and to support. in an ungualified manner the Colonial
:system. ‘There yet remaing in its ranks, however, a number
of idealists who wish 1o se¢ the worst [eatures of Colonial
‘rule abolished or amelforated, and 4s a sop tothis orientation
¢-on the problems of Empire, the Executive: from time to time
-fssues pious resolutions, statements and manifestos, giving
\ n‘--h}a serviee to the aspirations of the subject peoples in terms

y# Dominion status for India by and by, and the gradual
wolvement of the Colonies of the West Indies and Africa
owards self-government. This is nothing but demagogy
aimed at creating among the subject peoples the impression
that the Labour Party stands for & fpndamental change in
the s#atis quo. Nothing of the sort. While Mr, Bevin
draws lances with Mr Churchill on domestic issues, the ‘most

dical reform he offers the Indians is to clese down the
India Office and put them under the Dominions Office.
“* 'The basic .principles of Labour's Colonial thesis wete
evealed In all their glaring nakedness in a Parliamentary
debate on the future of Empirel And it was Jeft to Mr.
manuel Shinwell who, by his past record at Westminster,
ad earned for himself the reputstion of 4 genuine Leit
Socialist, to expose the bare ribs of Labour's pro-imperialist
panings. Mr: Shinwell, seemingly having repented of his
revious Left attitude, declared that *I have qecasionally
“Yound myself in disagresment with my right hon. Fricad the
- Prime Minister, but I am in hearty accord with the view he
xpregsed some time ago on the suggested liquidation of the
their attitude towards the Labour Party. *' Some of you are getting
into the habit of treating the Labour Party as a poor relation. We are:
wor and we aré a. relation, but yon need not treaf us as though the

Abour Party was a negligiblé quantity, because, if you do, the electors
will bolieve you,”” declared Miss. Wilkinson. She also asserted that

there is a prowing tendency to treat. M.P.s as union delegates rather
han ns représentatives of a nwciole constituency.*’
Y Hansard, April 20, 1944,
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Empire. Sir, we have no inténtion, any of us, of throwing the
British Commonwezlth of Nations overboard {0 satisfy a
section of the American Press, or indeed any one else”
Having thus shewn himself -a supporteff of the new Fabian-
Imperialism, Mr. Shinwell presented his case very logically.
“ 1 venfured to cross swords very humbly with General Smuts
who declared that after this war we should be a poor
country,” he said. * Of course we shall be 4 poor country,
of course our plight ‘will be precarious, of course we shall
have to reduce the standard of life of our pecple, and, of
course we shall become a second-rate of evén a third: or
fourth-rate Power unless we take appropriate steps to prevent
it.” And what aré the appropriate steps proposed by M.
Shinwell, spokesman of the Labour Party? * The Colonies,”
he muaintained, *are not being developed in an economic
sense as they ought to be . . . There should be an inguiry
info the possibilitics of expansion in all the Dominion
countrigs, im~iIndia particularly, and in our Colonial
possessions. . . . We ought o take accwmulated savings and
invest a great proportion of them in those Empire countries
who need them—-some of them do not need them, having
large sterling balancss—and particalarly in the Colonies.”

The Daly Herald, official organ of thz Labour Party.
observes in its editorial on Mr. Shinwell’s .speech, which
supported @ motion” to promote post-war co-operation
between the nafians of the British Commenwealth, that “ tha
motion was tabled in the names of Mr. Shinwell, a Socialist;
Lord Winterton. a Conservative; Sir Edward Grigg, a- die-
hard Conservative, .and Sir Herbert Willinns, an ultra-
Conservative.”? Clear evidence, this, of the close tie-up
between the Tories and Labour on the basis of Imperialism.
The Herald attempts to take Mr, Shinwell to task for his
views, but in doing so itself .exposes Labour’s attitude on
Empire. “He (Mr. Shinwelly was far too much concerned
with answering ‘ sneers at the British Empire’ and with giving
superflupus assurances that we have no intention of * throwing
the British Commonwealth overboard.” Who ever seriously
supposed we: had?” asks the Daily Herald. “ A Socialist
can afford to ignore the critics of the Bmpire and to toncen-
trate on the exposition of his Party’s aimas,”

3\ The Datly Herald, April 25, 1944,
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i Butsince Mr. Arthur Greenwood, then official spokesman
of the Labour Party in Parliament, fully endorsed Mt. Shin-
iwell’s views, we can only conclude that they also expressed
the party’s aims. Mr. Greenwood even went so far as to
;efcr to Field-Marshal Smugs as “ a man of great, vipe wisdom
gud a man whom we all honour,” that same Field-Marshal
 Smuts whose Dominion of South Africa is notoricus for its

freatment of its majority black population. Marshal Smuts
13 the author of the Regionalism scheme, the latest device for
8 joint Imperial _contrel by the United Kingdom Government
& and the Dominions. ‘This Regionalism has also received
ognition and acceptance by the Labour Party, as testified
n an: official report of the National Executive issued on April
4, 1944. The report declares that “In regions such as
rica, South-East Asia, and the South-West Pacific, where
ghbouring Colonies are administered by different Crover-
ments, we strongly recommend the early creation of Regional
Louncils to co-ordinate economic policy, Wwith 4 view to mak-
dng the interests of the Colonial peoples primary beyond all
goubt.”™ The Labour Party, judging from this document,
stands, then, on the same side as the Tory Party, even though

may give. lip service to the interests -of the Colonial people
being primary in any system of Imperial rule. In fact,
¢r since Colonel Oliver Stanley, the Secretary of State for
Colonies, adopted thé Colonial Development and Welfare
Plan, the Tories have appropriated more and*more from the
J ,;g:ogregm:ne of 't%e Fabi]%nsf Now there is hardly any differ-

ence between Tory ‘Democracy® and Fabian-Tmperiali
on Colonial aﬁairsfy ¢ ! Febian-tmperialism
Mr. A. Creech Jones,

. : who has so often championed
he Colonial peoples in Parliament and exposed their
grievances, while under no particular obligation to do so,
g since they did not elect him, feels that “ This country has
hn Empire it cannot shed,” although he assumes that *it
s our responsibility.” Mr. Creech Jones understands the
g role of Monopoly Capitalism jn the Colonies, and asks in an

,&t‘tmie on British Imperialism whether the Colonial territories
itire “.moving to political and economic freedom.” He tells
Wg that thefe are vested interests which must be removed,

. L Britich Ymperialism and the Colorlal Empire, by A. | h Jone
M.B., in The Left News, Aptil, 1944, 0 C7Pirés by A. Crecch Jones,
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‘Development and Welfare Fund, which was to devote

-£5,000.000 a year over a. period of ten ‘years towards thie

“well-being of the Colonial territories of the Empire (with a

populationt of over 60,000,000) by way of rehabilitation

-schemes. A noteworthy feature of the Fund is that any part
of the £5,000,000 not spent in any on¢ year may not be.
«cartied over to the following year. The total expenditure up.

10 the end of June 1943 out of the Fund was stated in

Parliament to be only £742.924. In the same period, the

Governors of the various Colomies contributed to the British

Treasury in ‘the rizme of the populations, in eash or interest- .
free loans between £40 and £50 millions, to assist Britain’s

war cffort. What a great hoax this Fund isH N

Yet the colonial theoreticians of the Labour Party fall

ack upen the Development and Welfare Act to correct the

. eeonornic and social ills of the Colonies. It is their Bible,

their rod and staff of Imperial progress. They use it to

camotiflage the. pro-imperialist iine. of much of the Left. The

Fabians have been delegated the role of anmsthen-sts,. to

administer the chloroform while the Trade Union officials

W “assist the Imperialists in the operation on the victims. Their

" camouflage has the purpose of blurring the sharp pro-

imperialist “orientetion of the T.U.C. with a pastel pink
" ¢colouring. Ameliorative measures form the main plank of

their platform, but the Parliamentary spokesmen of the Party

undermine them by coming out openly and blatantly for

what is now euphemistically termed ‘the * greater develop--
ment of the Empire.’ Literally translated, this means more

intensive exploitation of the matural resources and labour

power of the Colonial territories. . -

172 SOCIALISM UMITES—IMPERIALISM DIVIDES

and then demands: * But how is it to be done? That, of
course, is the questions which Colonials always ask. How is
it to be done? How are vested interests to be removed?
That was the burning question which faced Lenin, and we
have seen how he solved it: how he: removed the vested
interests of Crearist Imperialism by Superseding them entirely,
And Lenin wes faced also with the same problem of resolving
the inequities and oppressions. and disabilities suffered by the
widespread populations of the Russian Empire. This, too,
he did, as we have also. seen, but only after having superseded
the power which was exploiting them. Having achieved this
prerequisite, Lenin drew those people ifito association with
the former ruling nation, the Great Russians, by admitting
the right of Self-Determination for the Colonial peoples and
. mational minorities, by admitting them as free and equal
pariners into the Union of Soviet Sovialist Republics.

But when this question of how to achieve progress for the
Colonial peoples of the British Empire is posed by official
spokesmen of the Labour Party like Ms. Jones, a likely
Colonial Secretary; ali they propose is an extension of social
.welfare, more civil rights, greater trade union facilities. Al
these are very good suggestions, but it {s quite legitimate to
ask who is to allow all this, and how? For finally, of course,
the financial question is the root problem of the extension of
social well-being in-the Colonies, This was clearly brought
out in the case of the Sargent Plan for education in India,
- referred to in Chapter VI. This plan, drawn up by Mr. John
Sargent, Commissioner “of Education for India, was put on
one side to. wait * full realisation wntil India had increased
its. industrial and agricultural wealth to pay for it

It is quite illusory for Ldbour Party idealists to imagine
that wide schemes for improved education, extended social
services and better economic conditions will be provided by
the British ruling class in Colonial areas, when they have
hesitated to implement the Beveridge plan at home. Mariy
of these people fall back upon the Colonial Development and
Welfare Act of 1940, which was passed largely t6 placatg the
populations of the West Indies, who had demonstrated their
extreme dissatisfaction with British rule by a wave of militant
strikes.  Under the Act there was created the Coloniaf

Labour Colonial Bureaucrats.
Th fact, there is now a working tis-up between the Labour

tIn-October, 1944, the Colonial Office declared a profit of £3,676,253
Céutmulated from trans_su:tin:ms};1 in West ﬁfrlcattg c_ocoad in 193?-.‘113313.
Instéad of distributing the profit among the native producers or using
-t for promoting socigl Servilges among -the Aftricans, the Colonial Offics
will use the money to subsidise a Marketing Board set up a3 part of the
British Ministry of Food and for & Covoa Research organisation which
At proposes to establish after the war. {Rezport on Cogoa Control in West

rica, Crod, 6554.) .

4
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Party and the Colonial administration. For Transport House
i working in collaboration with the Colenial QOffice in
recommending trade union functionaries to go out 1o the
Colonies to act as Labour Advisers and subordinate officials
in the new Iabour dépariments which have begn set up since
the Imperial Government has recommended the extension of
trade unions. among Colonial workers. In the past, civil
servants attached to the Colonial administrative organs were
drawn exclusively from the middle classes: they were
upiversity men who used the Colonies as a career.  But since
the official recognition of trade unionismy in the Colonies in
1940, there has been a departure from the traditional policy
of appointiment and trade unionists are being placed in the
Colonial labour offices. These trade unionists, who wire
never Soctalists at home, will not: put themselves out to
propagate Socialist ideas ameong the native workers, The
Colonial Office’s enlistment of the active aid of the T.U.C. in
supervising twhour organisations in the.subject territories is
quite a brilliant “picce of strategy. In doing this, it will use
the British trade union appointees to put & curb upon the
militancy of the native workers; for the intensification in the
development of Colonial resources will bring forth the active
opposition of the Colonial masses to the intensified oppression
which it is bound o produce, The trade union: men, as the
servants .of the Colonial Office in the labour departments. of
thie Colonies, will havé the task of maititaining industrial
peace. among the coloured under-paid workers.

There is no doubt that the Colonies, especially India,
will be fiiilked to restore Britain's declining capitalism. Mr,
- Shinwell has, in fact, deone the ground work for the Tories,
and how much better that he, a supposed Socialist, should
have done it than they! He has filled out the framewotk of
Marshal Smut’s Regionalism, providing the economic con-
tent, dottitig thie i’ and crossing the t's of the South African
Premier's proposals. It is hoped to rally working class
sipport behind an expansionist production programme by
assuring the workers of Britain that this is the only way in
which they can hope to ensure decent conditions of living at
home, while the riling class will continue to play-its centuries-
old game of power politics in opposition to: the United States
and the: Soviet Union.
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No sooner had the war in Furope come to a victorious
rgoniclusion, thanks to the stability and niighty power of the
Soviet Stite, than the fundamental economic and political
conflicts between the British and Ameriean capitalists on the
one hand, and between the Western Powers and the Soviet
“Union on the other, broke ‘into the open at San Francisco.
[Temporarily blurred by the exigent imperative for forming
‘an anti-Hitler from, the essential differences between the
*United * Nations cannot be suppressed too leng, Marshal
Smuts’s scheme of Regionalism and Mr. Shinwell's detailed
-amplification of it are proposed as the modus operandi for

Lmeeting Atirerica’s world imperialist hegemeny.

It the British workinig class falls for these power-politics
pstrums—and they will if no political party emerges to
re-direct themi into the path of Socialism—they will® find
‘themselves drawn into greater and more destructive wars.
“The fundamental problems posed before Britain and the
‘world cannet. be solved in terms of “ultra-Imperialism,’ or
* supra-Imperialism,” but only in terms of Socialism. It is,
iof course, possible to effect temporary adjustments, to estab-
sh some sort of patchwork patfern such as has been
nvisaged by the American Agreement. Bul no permanent
golution of the problems of the British people is possible
ithin the fiamiework of the existing social system. More
intensive exploitation of India .and Africa must result in
. violent resistarice fromi those people. And. this resistance will
' teact npon the stability of the Imperial structure, which will
= not gain strength as is maintained by those putting: forward.
¥ plans to better it, but will be progressively weakened by the

_ ;.f;-_enje'rgetic struggles of the exploited masses of the Celonial

territories. It is well to remember that the British Enipire is
.’ not a cohesive entity of white people. It includes 500 million
 coloured peoble as against 70 million. whites. And even the

' % adherence of the white section of the Empire is not perman-

: ently guaranteed. The Dominions of Australia, New
“ Zealand and Canada are gravitating towards the United
- States, and the loyalty of the Union .of South Africa is -
. questionable. Marshal Smuts is holding it to ‘Great Britain
* at the moment, but when he is gone there will be a big drive
" from the Boer Nafionalists, headed by Dr. Malan, to sever

€
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, the Imperial connection by declaring South Africa a  Fascist
Christian National Republic.”t .
* Regionalism " or any other plan designed to secure the
more intensive sxploitation of the Colonial riasses ¢an only
destroy what remains of their traditional loyalty. In reality,

the Imperialists are digging their own grave. It js significant
that while: Mr. Shinwell recognised that there are 13 million
dissatisfied Negroes in Amierica, he was unable to make a
similar accusation against the Soviet Union, and it is quite
certain that he would have no hesitation in doing so were
Stalin vulperable in that regard. The most he ¢ould say was
that * even our friends of Soviet Russta, for sound and proper
purpeses, in order to safeguard themselves against possible
agpression in the future, have sought to exercise, I shall not
put it higher than this, a protectorate over other countries,”
Aggression from whom? Only from some Imperialist
Power or Powers., Obviously not Germany, now prostrate.
Which Power, or combination of Powers only history will
teveal, e ‘ : ‘

These people may have plans for Empire, but histery has
its own logic. This war and the part which the Soviet Union
in particular has played in it has dorie more to educate the
workers of Britain and of all lands, not excluding the subject
peoples. of the Empire, on the fundamental merits of
Socialism, even with- the limitations of the present Soviet
régitne, over the present decaying system of Capitalism-
Imperialism which reaction is making desperate attempts te
keep alive. History, in fact, hias done the job which the
Labonr Party was founded to do but rejected. But these
reactionary elements, though they may try to. cheat history
and spcceed in arresting temporarily the historical process,
cannot do so for ever: As Lenia said, * the Social Revolu-
tion may meect with defeats and temporary setbacks, bui only
Socialism can lead humanity out of the blind alley into which
it has now been dragged.”

Fascisie or Socialism?
. Only two alternatives are offered by the historical ¢ircuim-

'Sea Aleéxander Campbell’s: Smiits and Swastika (Gollancz)y and

The Garment Worker— official organ of the Garment Workers'
Union of South Africa: for May-June, 1944,

%
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tances of the present: Fascism or Secialism. The question
;of Socialism no longer remains an academic one. The con-
adictions and seething conflicts which exploded in the
resent war will not be solved by the war. Indeed, its coti-

¥ clusion can only deepen and sharpen them. Arising out of

the sufferings which the peoples of Europe have undergone

goiin the course of the holocaust will be an exaggerated
§i. natiopalism whose dimensions are already discernible. Dis.

-like it we miay, but ignore it we cannot. It is a factor which
‘we must face realistically. But like the nationalist struggle
{ the subject peoples of the: British and other Empires, it 1s
. just another aspect of the deep-rooted crisis of the social and
olitical system and is impossible of solution within the
apitalist social sttucture.  The Sevist form of mulii-national
tate gives thé only real answer. Within the framework
f such a State the pressing problems of frontiers, of monetary.
xchange, of tariff walls, of markets, of production and dis-
bution, are at ence capable of solution.

%y The political and economic differenices rampant under

. the present system of Capialism-Imperialism are, ‘within the
Soviet type of State, with its common ownership of productive
ameans, its socialised and planned basis, sublimated into a
broader and richer Cultural Nationalism which enhances the
social unity of gli the comipenents. * In the.old days, when
e Crzar, the capitalists, and the landlords were in power in
our country, it was the policy of the government to make one
people=-thé Russian people—the dominant peopls, and all
other peoples subjugated and oppressed peoples. That was
a bestial, a. wolfish policy. In Qctober, 1917, when the great
proletarian revolution begani in our country, when we over-
threw the Czar, the landlords and capitalists, the great. Lenin,
our teacher, our father and tutor, said that henceforth there
must be teither dominatd nor subjugated peoples, that the
peoples must be equal and free. In this way we buried the
old Czarist bourgeois policy and proclaimed a new policy, a
Bolshevik policy—a policy of friendship, a policy of brother- -
hood between the peoples of our country.
“§ince then eighteen years have élapsed. And now we

' dlready see the beneficial results of this policy. The présent

-eonference is a vivid proof of the fact that the former mis-
trust between the peoples of the U.S.SR. has long been laid
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to rest, that the miistrust has been replaced by complete and

mutual trust, that the friendship between the peoples of the
D.S.S.R. is growing and gaining in strength.  That; cotnrades,
is the most precious thing that the Bolshevik national policy
has given us, _ o

* And friendship among the peoples of the USSR. is a
great and important achievement, For as long as this friend-
ship cxists, the peoples of our country will be free and
invincible. Nothing can daunt us, neither enemies at home
nor encmies abroad, as long as this friendship lives and
flourishes. You need bave no doubt of that, comrades,”™

The medns by which the Soviet Unign solved its Colonial
and Nationial Problems inherited from Czarist Imperialism,
and united the world’s most hetérogeneous ethnic society
into a powerful State whose divers peoples are culturally
individual, but whose entity is economically and politically
united, provides the finest guide to the solution of similar
problems on a. world-wide. scale. Only when the snbject
peoples of Asia and Africa, and the national minorities of
Eirope are uhited within a Soviet form of mulfi-natioral
State will the racial, religious and sectional frictions, and
the conflicting interests which Tmperialism breeds and exploits
and which lead to constant wars, be at peace and. live in

s

harmony. For Imperialism divides: Socialism, unijtes.

> Address by J. Stalin at Conoference of Collective Parmers from
the Asiatic-republics. of Tutkmenisten and Tazikistan—1ec, 4, 1935,
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