
for A narchism

*

MID-APRIL, 1942 TwopenceVol. 3 No. 10

For International Solidarity

I/.
I

A
 WEEK ago the Christian Churches 

celebrated Easter. If there are any 
adherents left of the dwindling sect 

of genuine Christians, they must have 
been appalled at the mockery of lip-service to 
Christian Ethics that was made by the lead­

ers of Christendom, whether the national 
Churches of Britain and Germany, blessing 
the arms of their respective nations, or by 
the dexterous Pope who blesses both sides 
equally. Preaching the Nazarene Gospel of 
brotherly love and peace, and at the same 
time preaching the practical gospel* of 
modern power politics, international Chris­
tianity presents a sorry spectacle.

Can anything better be said of inter­
national socialism? In a few weeks time 
the workers will be celebrating May Day. 
The class-conscious workers of a few gener­
ations ago proclaimed May 1st a day of 
international solidarity, a simple test to show 
that the workers of all lands were standing 
side by side with them in the common fight 
against the ruling class everywhere. The 
simple test succeeded—but a sterner test 
failed! The Great War of 1914 to 1918 
(‘great’ has been its common appendage, 
but nothing baser than that fratricidal 
bloodbath was ever seen—before 1939), the 
Great War disproved the fact that the 
workers were internationally united, and 
Showed that patriotic sentiment could 
triumph over international common sense. 
But while the war swayed the many, it did' 
not completely conquer. Everywhere there 
remained the faithful band of inter­
nationalists who refused to hearken to the 
varying cries of nationalism.

It would be invidious to mention the names 
that history will single out, when we recall 

the many unknown who struggled against 
the last war. Revolutionary socialists and 
anarchists raised their voices against the 
course into which the working-class were led, 
and in which they were persuaded to stay by 
the social-democrat and trade union poli­
ticians. They did not raise their voices in 
vain. While their efforts did. not cause the 
war to finish, or world revolution to break 
out , their efforts accelerated and helped to 
direct the outbreak of revolutionary feeling 
that heralded the end of the war, and rose to 
a crescendo in the Russian revolution and 
elsewhere in the world.

The rise to power in Russia of the Bolshe­
vik leadership ended the chances of world 
revolution. The politicians who rose to 
power (from Lenin to Stalin) broke down the
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The result is

The rise to power in Russia of the j

The politicians who rose to
I 

workers’ control that had arisen, and erected 
instead a State machinery.
that today a dictatorial State in Russia 
masks itself under the guise of a socialist 
republic.

There are other states that masquerade 
themselves. France, in her last days under 
the Daladier regime, still clung to the tat­
tered gown that announced liberty, equality 
and fraternity. Today Vichy proclaims her 
inglorious co-operation to’ be a glorious 
revolution. The plutocratic United States 
does not trouble to repeal the Declaration 
of Liberty—it was good enough when 
coloured men were still slaves—it need not 
be altered to suit capitalist conditions. Just 
as in England we preserve the ancient titles 
of a bygone aristocracy, and in our legal, 
judicial and ministerial systems pretend that 
we have maintained intact the mediaeval 
constitution, so in Italy Signor Mussolini 
clings to the fiction of a new Caesarism, and 
Hitler has unearthed the bones of a mythical



past- civilisation of Aryanism for German 
consumption. Russia likewise clings to the 
flags of the revolution that is dead.

And on May Day especially—but not only 
then—we find the pretences of the inter­
national solidarity that existed in the first 
days of the workers’ movement, that was 
quenched but flared up during the 1914-18 
war; that was damped by the Russian 
failure, and might have been re-lit oy the 
Spanish revolution had it succeeded. But 
we assert most definitely that the claims of 
international solidarity uttered oy the 
Comintern, kept mistress of the Kremlin, and 
the feeble utterances of the labour leaders 
elsewhere, are simply humbug. They are 
serving nationalist causes—nationalism is of 
course a cloak for the ruling systems—and 
any words of theirs on international soli­
darity are words of hypocrisy.

Nor do we like any better those calls to 
internationalism that are slightly more ex­
clusive—that embrace the British, American, 
Chinese, Russian workers—so long as they 
obey their masters—and omit to mention the 
workers of all lands, irrespective of what 
their masters tell them to do.

A true call to internationalism is to all the 
workers, in all lands, to unite against the in­
ternational ruling class. This has always 
been our appeal. We know that the circle 
we reach is, will always (perhaps) be small. 
Whether the message reaches them or not 
they know it is there, our comrades who, 
with the same faith and determination, may 
be in prison or in factory carrying on the 
struggle all over the world. The road to 
freedom has been long and difficult, but we 
have to go on.

WAR COMMENTARY

WHO WILL
EVEN with the Japanese knife at their throats 

the Imperialist ruling-class in this country 
could not bring themselves to promise inde­

pendence to India, or even immediate Dominion 
Status. All they could offer was Dominion Status 
after the war. Just like the promise of last time. 
The British Government obviously relied on the 
immediate menace of Japanese invasion to enforce 
approval of its plan. But the Congress leaders have 
shown themselves to be rather unenthusiastic about 
accepting the proposals even in the present situation, 
though they have also been indefinite about rejecting 
them outright.

The main point of disagreement, seems to come 
over the question of the control of Indian Defence, 
which the British Government insists on retaining 
in their own hands; disagreement in fact, on a war 
issue. But the Working Committee of the Indian 
National Congress declared in February 1940:

“ The recent pronouncement made on behalf of 
the British Government regarding India demon­
strates that Britain is fighting for fundamentally 
imperialist ends and the preservation and strength­
ening of the Empire which is based upon the ex­
ploitation of the Indian people and other Asiatic 
and African people. Hence it is clear that Congress 
cannot in any way, directly or indirectly, par­
ticipate in such a war which means the perpetuation 
of exploitation.” - ‘ -

The Congress leaders made it quite clear at the 
time that they were not forgetting the Fascist 
menace, but that British Imperialism was just as 
dangerous. Thus Maulana Abul Kalam Azad, pre­
siding over the session of the Congress in March 
1940, said:

“ While we were considering the dangers arising 
from Fascism and Naziism it was impossible for us 
to forget the older danger which has been proved 
to be infinitely more fatal to the peace and freedom 
of nations than these new dangers, and which has 
in fact supplied the basis for this reaction. I refer 
to British Imperialism.”-

Is international solidarity dead in May 
1942? Maybe—but it is a formidable spectre 

. to the ruling-classes everywhere. Our de­
termination is to let it haunt the govern­
ments of the world till they relax their grip. 
One day the masses will give it flesh and 
blood again. The workers everywhere have 
the same interests, and that day may not be 
far distant.

¥

4

%

The method is International revolutionary 
solidarity—ANARCHISM IS THE GOAL.
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MAKE MAY 1st A DAY OF 
INTERNATIONAL 

WORKERS’ SOLIDARITY 
Come to our Hyde Park Rally and Conway 
Hall Meeting—for details see page 16

The Congress leaders are now apparently prepared 
—though reluctantly—to ally themselves with British 
Imperialism. It is difficult to justify such a change 
on logical grounds. If British Imperialism supplied 
the basis for Fascist reaction 2 years ago, it does so 
now also. Why then should the Indian leaders 
change their attitude towards British Imperialism 
now?

The reason, of course, is that they do not want to 
rely on their own people. They represent the bour­
geoisie, the Indian intelligentsia, the people who 
aspire to rule over the Indian workers and peasants 
if the British were out of India. Defeating the 
Japanese is much more important to them than to 
the masses of starving Indians, of whom (according 
to the Daily Express correspondent) 75 per cent have 
never even heard of Hitler. While the Indian masses 
have nothing to lose in a quite literal sense, these 
others have to maintain their present positions and 
to defend their hopes for the future. But since these 
hopes are not the aspirations of the Indian workers 
and peasants, they cannot place their defence in the 
hands of the workers, but must instead turn towards




