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ist "aid" to underdeveloped countries, the various
“aid" programmes and the aims they pursue. Proceed-
ing from the latest facts, the author shows how
very much this "aid” retards the industrial and agri-
cultural development of the newly-independent coun-
tries and multiplies their financisl and foreign frade
difficulties. By pumping out profits from these coun-
tries, the imperialists undermine their economic foun-
dations, deprive them of sources of accumulation and
perpetuate their backwardnass.
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On the Way to Economic Independence

The sweeping national liberation struggle waged by the
peoples has brought about the collapse of imperialism’s
colonial system. Since the Second World War some.fifty
new sovereign states have come into existence in Asia,
Africa and Central America.

The unbearable regime of colonial enslavement, plunder
and violence had put them in a bad plight. Despite their
natural wealth and vast manpower resources these coun-
tries became extremely backward economically, socially and
culturally. The colonialists ruthlessly oppressed and ex-
ploited the nations they had enslaved, forcibly expropriat-
ed their national wealth, and systematically robbed them.
Hunger, poverty and disease were the lot of most people
in these countries.

One of the countries to have badly suffered from the
rapacious policy of the British imperialists was India. On
the eve of the Second World War her per capita steel out-
put came to only 2.7 kilogrammes as against Britain’s 222;
the figures for cement were 1.8 and 103.7 kilogrammes,
respectively. In 1948, after the proclamation of her inde-
pendence, India’s share of world capitalist industrial pro-
duction was only 0.8 per cent, while Britain—with a
population almost one-tenth that of her former colony—
accounted for 10.2 per cent.

Not a single industrial enterprise was built in Nepal in
the 100-odd years of the pro-British regime there. The
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population of this mountainous country suffered from pov-
erty, illiteracy and disease. .

“For us,” President Sukarno of Indonesia ONce said,
“colonialism is not something remote or abstract. We have
known it in all its savagery. We have seen the incalculable
human sacrifices it claims and the poverty it breeds, and
while the irreversible march of history removes 1t from
the world arena we continue to feel its aftermaths.

Acquisition of state sovereignty paves the way for the
Afro-Asian peoples’ all-round economic and social progress.
They are now in a position to make a more effective use
of their national resources and to take more resolute meas-
ures to restrict and nationalise private foreign asse-ts. What
is more, they now have the opportunity to restrnqt more
drastically and even abolish the system of semi-feudal
landownership and usury in the countryside.

The peoples and governments of the young national states
know from their own experience that the independence
they have won in bitter struggle cannot be consolidated
unless they achieve economic independence, develop their
productive forces to a point where they produce the basic
implements of production indispensable for building up all
the branches of the national economy, put an end to their
dependence on foreign monopolies. More and more people
in the underdeveloped countries are beginning to realise
that these problems cannot be solved effectively in capi-
talist conditions.

Most of the young sovereign states have set out to in-
dustrialise themselves, to develop their agriculture and
transport, and train skilled workers and specialists. These
countries are interested in rapid industrialisation, partic-
ularly in the development of the manufacturing industry
and the production of means of production with the simul-
taneous expansion of the mining industry and agriculture.
They have a sufficient raw-material base and manpower
resources for all-round economic development. Their gov-
ernments have already undertaken the first steps to survey
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natural riches and these have led to the discovery of sub-
stantial deposits of iron ore, coal, oil, copper, zinc, lead,
nickel, cobalt, platinum, gold, mica, graphite and other
minerals.

Economic development plans providing for the establish-
ment of national industry, expansion of agriculture, in-
creased employment and improved living standards have
been drawn up and are being implemented in more than
forty young sovereign countries with an aggregate popula-
tion close to two-thirds of the globe’s total. There is a
great variety in the degree of planning and in the plans
themselves. India is now in the midst of her third five-
year plan (1961-66). Indonesia has an eight-year plan of
national development (1961-69). Burma is working on her
second four-year plan (1961-65) and Ceylon on a ten-year
plan (1959-68), etc. The young states have already scored
initial successes in their economic development.

India has created a number of industries and, what is
especially important, laid the foundation of her engineer-
ing industry. The state sector, which plays a big role in
economic development, has grown considerably. Capital
outlays in this sector in the first and second five-year-plan
periods come to about 52,000 million rupees, exceeding
private investments. According to estimates, the state
sector’s share of the fixed assets in India’s industry rose
from 6.1 per cent at the beginning of the first five-year-
plan period to 30.6 per cent at the end of the second. In-
dia’s current third five-year plan envisages a 30 per cent
increase in the national income and a 17 per cent increase
in the per capita income. The country will have the food-
stuffs it needs, and to that end it is planned to raise agri-
cultural output by 30 per cent and grain harvests by 32. In-
dustrial output will rise 70 per cent. The plan provides for
a substantial expansion of the ferrous metal, engineering,
fuel, power engineering and chemical industries, and that
will enable the country ta produce most of the machinery
and equipment it needs within the next ten years.
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Indonesia’s eight-year plan covers the “tr ansition
period”. In the first three years Indonesia plans t0 become
self-sufficient in foodstuffs and stop importing them as
she does now. In the garment industry, the plan 1Is .tO
increase output in the first five years to supply the entire
population with clothes made in Indonesia out of Indone-
sian fabrics. In industry in general, it is planned to spend
the first three to five years laying the groundwork_ for
enterprises which are to be commissioned during the eight-
year-plan period. Indonesia intends to spend 240,000 mil-
lion rupees to implement the plan and of this 108,000 mil-
lion rupees will go for agricultural and industrial develop-
ment, 60,000 million for transport and communications,
and more than 17,000 million for education and communal
services. By the end of the plan period Indonesia will
produce 100,000 tons of steel a year, increase coal out-
put from 540,000 tons to 1,500,000 and cement from
400,000 tons to 1,700,000. Power output will be increased
more than 2.5 times. There will be an elementary school
in every village, illiteracy will be wiped out and every
district will have two or three out-patient clinics.

The sovereign Afro-Asian countries have in recent years
revealed a great capacity for accumulating funds and this
enables them—as testified by U.N. statistics—to increase
the output of the means of production much faster than
that of commodities. In South and Southeast Asia the vol-
ume of industrial production between 1953 and 1960 in-
creased as follows: by 228 per cent in the metalworking in-
dustry, 124 per cent in the iron and steel industry, 144 per
cent in the textile industry, and 54 per cent in the food
industry. And in countries like the United States and Can-
ada the output of the metalworking industry increased in
this same period by only 9 per cent, that of the iron and
steel industry was below the 1953 level, textile output rose
9 per cent and food 21.

The trend of the industrial development of the newly-
independent countries is quite clear. The task is to encour-
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age it. There are still no few obstacles to their economic
development: the exploiting activities of foreign capital,
usury, parasitical consumption by the local comprador
bourgeoisie, and feudal and semi-feudal relationships in the
countryside.

The economic and social progress of the underdeveloped
sovereign countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America is
vastly influenced by the economic policy of their govern-
ments. The measures taken to build up their own state
industry and transport, increase agricultural output, restrict
or oust foreign capital from vital branches of the econ-
omy, and other steps to develop themselves economically
and socially create favourable conditions for the imple-
mentation of democratic reforms and consolidation of eco-
nomic independence. The guiding role played by the state
in the economic life of these countries beneficially in-
fluences their internal development and allows their gov-
ernments to concentrate ever greater funds under their
control and use them to promote industrialisation.

The underdeveloped countries’ desire to achieve eco-
nomic independence is well expressed in the economic co-
operation resolution adopted in May 1963 by the Summit
Conference of Independent African States in Addis Ababa.

The resolution points out that the young sovereign states
are bent on consolidating their economic independence
as fast as possible and carrying out agrarian reforms and
industrial measures which would make it possible to raise
living standards and eradicate the adverse effect of colo-
nial domination. The conference decided on a number of
measures to promote African economic co-operation. The
participants advocated the establishment of the African De-
velopment Bank and the Institute of Economic Development
and Planning, and approved the convocation of the World
Conference on Trade and Development in 1964. Separately,
African countries could not prevent neo-colonialism from
infiltrating their economies, President Kwame Nkrumah of
Ghana declared. United, the Africans could prevent that,
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Despite certain progress in some of the branches of
production (notably industry), the economy of most under-
developed countries is expanding exceedingly slowly and
their economic situation is still very grave. In many, the
economy retains the basic traits which had formed in the
colonial days. The reason for their plight lies primarily in
their great dependence on the imperialist powers and for-
eign monopolies.

Take Argentina, for example. A sovereign state for 150
years, she is the second biggest country in South America
in territory and population, and one of the most industrial-
ised. Her iron and steel, oil, chemical and automobile in-
dustries have developed relatively well in recent years. Her
traditional industries—meat, leather and sugar—are ex-
panding. Nevertheless, her economy, which specialises in
the production and export of grain and animal produce,
is tangibly dependent on foreign markets and capital. This
engenders serious economic difficulties. Argentina’s indus-
try has been developing at a snail’'s pace since the sharp
recession of 1959-61 and has so far barely reached the 1958
level. Agricultural output has dropped considerably. Ar-
gentine exports meet with obstacles and bans on the world
markets, particularly in the United States and Western
Europe. The difficulties Argentina encounters in selling ag-

ricultural produce in the Common Market countries evoke
widespread alarm. The economic “stabilisation” plan im-
posed on her by the United States has done nothing to
eliminate her economic difficulties: her foreign trade bal-
ance is unfavourable, her gold reserves have dwindled
sharply, commodity prices and living costs are soaring, and
the number of bankruptcies is multiplying. U.S. economic
expansion in Argentina, under the guise of ‘“aid”, has in-
creased her foreign debt to $2,621 million. This figure does
not include the $200 million in foreign debts contracted by
private firms. What renders the situation more difficult is
that about 60 per cent of this debt has to be repaid before

1965.
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One of the biggest snags in the implementation of the
underdeveloped countries’ development plans is money.
The problem of financing them is at present still difficult
to solve. The slow rate of accumulation is due to .both
internal and external causes. Because of the unfavourable
economic conditions (limited home market, growing com-
petition from foreign goods, etc.) finances are often used
unproductively.

The only stable source capable of financing develop-
ment plans at present is the income of the state sector.
However, its role in the economy of these countries is still
too small. Even in a country like India its share of capital
outlays came to about 10 per cent at the end of 1960 and
12 per cent at the end of 1962.

The acute shortage of internal finance resources and
the difficulty of mobilising them compel the governments
of underdeveloped countries to seek the necessary finances
outside. It is with this money that India plans to cover
30 per cent of her expenses on the third five-year plan,
Indonesia 20 per cent of her eight-year plan, Thailand 32
per cent of her six-year plan, and Pakistan 40 per cent of
her second five-year plan. This considerable share of for-
eign capital in the economy of the underdeveloped coun-
tries badly hampers them in the achievement of genuine in-
dependence.

The economic development of the young states would
undoubtedly go faster and more successfully if the West-
ern imperialists did not seek to hinder their regeneration
in defiance of the objective march of events.

The socialist countries’ huge economic, technological,
cultural and military achievements have undermined the
international position of imperialism and sharply impaired
its capacity to dictate its will to other nations.

The newly-independent states occupy a special place in
the struggle between the two world systems. What does
this “special place” imply? Firstly, these states are still
being exploited by the imperialists; secondly, they are try-
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ing to rid themselves of this exploitation once and for all,
put an end to their age-old backwardness and the colonial
structure of their economy, create a modern society with
a developed economy and achieve equality. On their way
to progress, more and more people in these countries raise
their voices against capitalism. ;

Addressing the South African Parliament, British ex-
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan said: “The great issue in
this second half of the twentieth century is whether the un-
committed peoples of Asia and Africa will swing to the
East or to the West.... What is now on trial is much
more than our military strength or our diplomatic and ad-
ministrative skill. It is our way of life.” One could discern
similar notes in the statements of the late President John
F. Kennedy of the United States, President Heinrich Liibke
of the Federal Republic of Germany, and other Western
leaders.

One of the most important problems confronting the
imperialist powers is partially to preserve and renovate
the system of colonial exploitation. Today, when the move-
ment for independence has swept all the colonies and the
imperialists can no longer maintain their dominant posi-
tion by old methods, they are gradually giving up the
discredited forms of colonial policy and resorting to more
flexible methods of colonial expansion. Therein lies the
essence of the so-called neo-colonialism, and one of its
forms is economic “aid” destined to secure the influence
and the interests of the imperialist powers in the under-
developed countries. Neo-colonialism modifies considerably
the forms and methods of colonial policy. Its aim is to
establish indirect control over these countries.

Most of the bourgeois economists seek to distort the true
causes of the economic backwardness of the newly-inde-
pendent countries and advocate a form of development
which would not impair the existing international capital-
ist division of labour. All of them, overtly or covertly,
proceed from the premise that the young national states
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will develop along the capitalist path, which conflicts with
the interests of these nations.

The materials of the Twenty-Second Congress of the
C.P.S.U. stress that the underdeveloped countries may
make use of the achievements of the world socialist system
to build up an independent economy and improve living
standards. One of the most important tasks facing the So-
viet Union in the sphere of international relations, says
the C.P.S.U. Programme, is to promote fraternal friendship
and close co-operation with the Asian, African and Latin
American countries fighting to achieve and consolidate
their national independence, with all peoples and states
standing for peace.

The Soviet Union’s assistance to the underdeveloped
countries is a decisive factor in their struggle to preserve
political independence and achieve economic independence.
The significance of this factor will increase with each pass-
ing day and will exert a profound influence on the entire
structure of world economic ties, on the whole system of
relations between the industrial and the economically un-
derdeveloped countries. The Soviet Union, being vitally in-
terested in seeing the former colonies and dependent coun-
tries eliminate their economic backwardness, has concluded
agreements on economic and technical co-operation in the
construction of numerous projects with India, Indonesia,
the United Arab Republic, Guinea, Ghana, Mali and many
other countries. The other socialist countries are also help-
ing the young states.

The socialist countries do everything to strengthen their
trade and economic ties with the underdeveloped countries.
They share with them their experience in planning and
help them with materials and funds, without attaching any
political, economic or military strings to their assistance.
Broader economic ties between the socialist system and
the newly-independent states will really help the latter
build up their national economy and consolidate their in-
dependence.



goviet economic assistance to the underdeveloped coun-
tries has done away with the imperialist powers’ monopoly
on deliveries of industrial equipment, granting of loans and
credits, and rendering technical assistance to other coun-
tries.

«The assistance given by the U.S.S.R. and the other so-
cialist states to countries which have won their way to
independence,” Premier Khrushchov says, “pursues just
one aim: to help these countries reinforce their positions
in the struggle against imperialism, promote their nation-
al economy and improve their peoples’ living conditions. . .

«“The Soviet Union has always been a sincere friend of
the colonial nations and upheld their rights, interests and
aspirations to independence. We shall continue to promote
and extend our economic and cultural co-operation with
the countries which have embarked on the path of indep-
endent development.”

.- -~ New Forims of Imperialist Interference

The Western Powers and their monopolies are doing
everything to save the system of colonial oppression. But
they can no longer employ the old methods of imperial-
ist pressure against the underdeveloped countries which
have won independence. Whether they like it or not, the
imperialists have to reckon with the fact that the old colo-
nial system is no more. So they now hope to exploit the
underdeveloped countries with the aid of new, more flex-
ible methods of economic policy. One of the main tasks
before the imperialist powers is to save, if only partially,
the system of colonial exploitation.

Let us see why the United States, Britain, France, the
Federal Republic of Germany and Japan have of late been
harping so much on aid to the underdeveloped countries.

Didn’t the Afro-Asian and Latin American countries need
assistance in the past? Didn’t they experience hunger, pov-
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erty and epidemics? Didn’t they suffer from lack of in-
dustry and developed agriculture and shortage of literate
people and skilled specialists? Weren’t their vast mineral
resources. known? Didn’t their peoples dream of a happy
life? Was the United States or Britain too poor to help
them?

The underdeveloped countries have been needing assist-
ance since the day they fell victim to colonialism, and the
United States has long been the richest capitalist power
in the world. But it is not fortuitous that it is only now
that U.S. Big Business has started talking about helping
the underdeveloped countries, now that there exists a
world socialist system to which they can appeal for sincere,
selfless assistance.

The imperialists would never help the underdeveloped
countries of their own free will, and much less grant them
subsidies, were they not forced to do so by the new era
ushered in for the oppressed nations by the October Rev-
olution. The aid problem appeared only with the emer-
gence of the world’s first socialist state, which has been as-
sisting the oppressed nations for more than 46 years now.

The steady growth and consolidation of the world so-
cialist system, the increasing influence it exerts on interna-
tional economic intercourse, and the collapse of colonial-
ism create exceptionally favourable conditions for radical
socio-economic transformations in the less developed
countries. Socialism’s successes attract the underdeveloped
countries and prompt them to seek for democratic solu-
tions to many important issues, to eradicate the old rela-
ti;mships and to democratise their entire socio-political
life.

The national liberation movement has rendered it impos-
sible to employ only the old methods of exporting capital
to the countries which have cast off the colonial chains.
Investments effected under the guise of “aid” are largely
motivated by politics. Capital investments no longer pursue
the direct aim of appropriating maximum profit.
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Imperialist policy is more often than not determined not
so much by immediate economic advantages as by a desire
to prevent at any cost the former colonies from achieving
progress in their development and to keep them within the
capitalist system. The imperialists realise that the national
liberation movement and the competition of the two sys-
tems ultimately lead to the solution of one of the funda-
mental issues of today: what path will the young sovereign
states take in their development?

In this battle for the “underdeveloped world” the im-
perialist states have been compelled temporarily to waive
their interests and to assist these countries financially.
On the other hand, they ruthlessly exploit the underde-
veloped countries whenever an opportunity offers itself. The
explanation of this contradiction in and duality of the
Western policy towards the less developed countries lies
in their ultimate expansionist aims. This policy, for in-
stance, helps the Western monopolies seize markets, miti-
gate the crisis caused by the overproduction of industrial
goods and enhance their competitive power. In other
words, this contradiction and duality are due to the in-
terconnection of many economic, political, military and
ideological aims which the neo-colonialists seek to achieve
by establishing indirect control over the newly-independent
countries,

The imperialist “aid” programmes are a very impor-
tant factor of present-day strategy. Under the guise of this
so-called “aid” the Western Powers hope not only to con-
tinue to exploit the underdeveloped countries, but also to
drag them into military blocs, impose military-dictatorial
regimes on them, and establish military bases on their ter-
ritory. To give a true picture of the “aid” given the under-
developed countries let us analyse the basic programmes
drawn up by the Western Powers.

Let us first take the U.S. “aid” programme. According
tO. 'fhe Mutual Security Act, foreign “aid” is divided into
military, economic, technical and special. On March 22,
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1961 President Kennedy proclaimed a new programme of
“aid” to the underdeveloped countries. This programme
lays the main stress on credits and loans as well as on
private American investments. Both types of this “aid”
extend to the independent countries of Africa, Southeast
Asia, the Middle East and Latin America. In his message to
Congress, the President said the United States should help
the economically underdeveloped countries build the in-
dustrial and agricultural basis ensuring higher living stand-
ards. But where is the guarantee that his words will not
be at variance with the deeds? There is no such guarantee.
In words, the United States recognises the right of the
underdeveloped nations to a better life; in deeds, it con-
tinues with the old colonialist policy of retarding their in-
dustrial development.

Despite its large variety of forms and methods U.S.
“aid” to the underdeveloped countries remains exploitive
and aggressive in essence. In the final count, the greater
part of the funds earmarked for “aid” is spent on U.S. im-
perialism’s aggressive military purposes.

Official statistics reveal that between 1956 and 1962 the
United States allocated $32,000 million for foreign “aid”,
of which more than $15,000 million went for direct
military needs. If one bears in mind that the “economic
aid” column includes part of the expenses on armaments,
one will see that the amount spent for military purposes
comes to about three-quarters of total “aid”. The program-
me in question revealed that there would be no change in
that.

The “aid” given the underdeveloped countries by Britain
pursues imperialist aims too. The allocations provided
through various government channels and private capital
are all spearheaded at retaining the sources of profit in
the underdeveloped and dependent countries under the
guise of “aid”. Colonialist aims are also pursued by the
“aid” extended by France, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Belgium, the Netherlands and Portugal. In fact, the imperial-
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ist “aid” programmes are all directed against the inter-
ests of the underdeveloped countries.

Take, for instance, the terms on which France aids un-
derdeveloped countries in Africa. This old colonial power
has been compelled officially to recognise the independence
of its former African possessions. But its ruling element
have badly curtailed their sovereignty by imposing onerous
conditions for ‘“co-operation’ and ‘“‘aid”, the latter being
granted only to the countries which have close treaty
ties with France—Madagascar, Senegal, the countries of
former French Equatorial Africa (Gabon, the Congo Re-
public with the capital at Brazzaville, Chad, the Central
African Republic), the Cameroons, the Ivory Coast, Niger,
Dahomey, Upper Volta and Mauretania. “Co-operation” is
made conditional on the African countries’ adherence to
the “franc zone” and the European Economic Communi-
ty. Both are weapons of colonial policy, in which promises
prevail over deeds.

It is not difficult to see that in the final analysis this
“aid” is based on the system of economic relations em-
ployed by the imperialists in exploiting and oppressing the
peoples.

Imperialist propagandists seek to persuade world public
opinion that the Western Powers’ “grants” and credits to
the underdeveloped countries pursue the sole aim of
strengthening the latters’ economy and improving their
living standards. In reality, their ruling element, and that is
especially true of the United States, utilise “aid” as an in-
strument of pressure on the governments and peoples of
the newly-independent countries. The loans granted by the
imperialist governments and private interest, direct invest-
ments and other forms of “aid” serve primarily as a weap-
on of enslavement, military subordination and economic
subjection of the underdeveloped countries. The “aid”
money is spent only under the supervision of the imperial-
1st powers and with their consent.

There are numerous facts to show that the “aid” given
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by the leading imperialist powers is made a means of sub-
verting the recipient countries’ productive forces and ul-
timately aims at their economic and political enslavement.
It retards their industrial development, particularly in the
engineering field, leads to a decline in agriculture, worsens
the food situation, and exerts a pernicious effect on their
domestic and foreign trade, currency and finances.

It offers the imperialists a relatively cheap but effective
method of interfering into the domestic affairs of the un-
derdeveloped countries through their numerous advisers
and experts. Many of them have wiggled their way into
key positions in the home and foreign trade, finance, edu-
cational and public health agencies.

To implement their neo-colonialist plans the imperialist
powers have set up ‘“‘public corporations” and “administra-
tive agencies”, which may serve as a graphic illustration
of monopoly-state coalescence. The progressive British
economist John Eaton writes: ‘“The much-boosted schemes
for the development of the backward areas, insofar as
they had more than a paper existence, were projects
sponsored by public authorities and financed mainly with
public funds. But these projects followed lines suggested
by, and were largely administered by, the most interested
monopolies. When they failed—the ground-nuts scheme is
an example—they cost the monopolies nothing. When they
succeeded, the monopolies reaped the benefits.”

A huge part of Western “aid” goes for the maintenance
of companies, experts and agents, for the elaboration of
plans, advertising, etc. There is a vast variety of organisa-
tional forms and channels of imperialist economic expan-
sion with the United States leading the field: its “aid” ap-
paratus is the most ramified in the capitalist world.

The U.S. “aid” personnel has grown enormously in the
past few years. The well-informed American author
R. Strother writes in the Reader’s Digest that the number
of foreign “aid” officials in the U.S. State Department has
increased from 850 in 1948 to 42,000. “In the last dozen
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years, U.S. aid programmes have grown into the largest
military, engineering and banking business the world has
ever known.” With the aid of this apparatus the United
States is pumping money out of 77 countries. The U.S.
ruling element nevertheless think that there are not enough
American employees in the underdeveloped countries.

On March 1, 1961, President Kennedy addressed a special
message to Congress on the establishment of the so-called
Peace Corps. The aim is to send a large number of special-
ists to the Afro-Asian and Latin- American countries to
pave the way for further U.S. economic, political and mil-
itary expansion. The job before the members of the Peace
Corps is to hinder the development of the newly-inde-
pendent countries by every possible means. This explains
the suspicion and disquiet with which the people of the
underdeveloped countries regard this new type of U.S.
“aid”. They have divined that it is merely a well-camou-
flaged attempt to penetrate further into their countries.
The U.S. State Department’s efforts to force its Peace
Corps specialists upon them have been actively opposed
by Indonesia, Ghana, Nigeria and a number of other
states.

Particularly noteworthy is the way the United States
uses its specialists in its programme of technical co-opera-
tion with India. Of the more than 250 American special-
ists sent to India from 1955 to 1961, over 230 were em-
ployed in the ministries, departments and agencies of the
Central and state governments, as well as in the research
institutes and educational establishments and a mere dozen
worked in industrial enterprises. Such distribution of
specialists ensures the United States the contacts it wants
in the upper spheres of government, science and higher
education. In Iran, the U.S. “aid” apparatus employs sev-
eral thousand people. The fabulous salaries paid the Amer-
ican specialists and advisers literally ruin the Treasury. An
American sergeant or employee receives at least 6,000-
7,000 rials a month while Iranian teachers and the over-
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whelming majority of civil servants earn only 300-400
rials.

The task before this numerous U.S. ‘“‘technical aid” army
is by no means one of improving the well-being of the
underdeveloped countries. It is to help the American mo-
nopolies penetrate into these countries with the aid of pub-
licity favouring U.S. investments and loans. Characteris-
tically enough, the directors of the State Department hope
to avoid advancing large grants and credits to the under-
developed countries. The U.S. Government, for instance,
intends to place the burden of economic ‘“aid” to the newly-
independent African countries on its West-European part-
ners and diverse international organisations. It also plans
to do the same in respect to countries in other paris of
the world.

France spends a considerable part of her ‘“aid” alloca-
tions on bonuses paid to private entrepreneurs who express
desire to assist in the “industrialisation” of Algeria. These
bonuses often come to 40 per cent of the amount invested
in an enterprise.

The aims pursued by the Western imperialists were
candidly revealed on August 30, 1958, by Business Week,
one of the best informed and most influential Wall Street
organs, which urged the imperialists “to strengthen the
economic tools we need in our struggle with the Russians
for influence in the world, make them more flexible—and in
so doing gradually to give the economic side of our foreign
policy the same importance as the political side. The shift
results from a growing belief in Washington that the cold
war will eventually be fought on an economic battlefield”.

The U.S. ruling element make no secret of the fact that
their foreign ““aid” programme is a weapon of economic
and political pressure employed to achieve the selfish aims
of the financial magnates. In a fact-finding report on post-
war “aid” published in 1957, the U.S. Senate frankly ad-
mitted: “Throughout this period the Congress has consist-
ently recognised that the national interest requires the em-
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ployment of foreign economic assistance as a prime instru-
mentality of our foreign policy. The changing nature of the
problems confronting the United States has brought par:al-
lel changes in the objectives and forms of economic assist-
ance.” The United States, the report continued, was com-
pelled to help other countries by the necessity to react.to
a whole number of specific and acute crises. This necessity
led to the United States making use of its “aid” as an in-
strument of foreign policy. Every crisis, however, required
a different approach and a different stress on various as-
pects of this “aid”. ) .

That U.S. “aid” pursues political and economic aims 18
confirmed by a number of books published after President
Kennedy’s inauguration.

Very original in this respect is the book A Nation of
Sheep by W. Lederer. The American journalist describes
the system employed to keep the U.S. population ignorant
of the activity of the agency which distributes foreign
“aid” among the underdeveloped countries. About “80 bil-
lion* dollars,” he says, “have been spent on foreign aid.
We know how much is spent in general areas; but the way
the money is allotted in individual countries is classified.
Under this secrecy how can the American people ascer-
tain whether their tax billions are honestly being spent at
the terminal points; especially when the history of past
expenditures reeks of inefficiency and corruption?”

Even the Belgian economist A. Simonet, who is an ardent
champion of unrestricted exports of U.S. and West-Europe-
an capital to the economically underdeveloped countries,
speaks of a ‘“new political problem” and wonders wheth-
er “the industrial countries will allow their capital to be
used withiout attaching political or military strings”.

The forms and methods of “indirect control” are most
diverse: from delivery of outdsted and expensive aquip-

* This figure is not correct. The total sum spcnt to support reac-

tionary regimes since the end of the war is considerably bigger.—
Author,
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ment with the view to slowing down the industrialisation
of the underdeveloped countries to so-called “military aid”
with which the imperialist powers eventually hope to place
the recipient countries’ foreign and home policies under
their direct control.

Apart from being economically ineffective or very little
effective, and in the long run disadvantageous for the un-
derdeveloped countries, Western “aid”, it should be borne
in mind, is given only because the imperialist powers are
compelled to give it.

The substantial changes which have taken place in the
forms and methods of Western colonial policy have by
no means affected the unequal relations existing between
the Western Powers and the underdeveloped countries.
This may be explained by the fact that modern colonial-
ism draws its strength from monopoly capitalism, and the
latter has always been and will always be rapacious. The
end aim of imperialist ““aid” is exploitation and oppression
of other nations.

Unlike the imperialist powers, the socialist countries
respect the sovereignty of all other states, including the
economically underdeveloped, and do not interfere in their
domestic affairs. They highly esteem and appreciate the
desire displayed by many newly-independent countries not
to align themselves with imperialist blocs and their con-
tribution to relaxation of international tensions.

Addressing a meeting in Bhilai, Premier Khrushchov said:
“The experience of recent years clearly shows that there
exist in the world today two different approaches to the
problem of aid to economically underdeveloped countries.
It is the desire of the Soviet Union and the other social-
ist states that our economic and technical assistance to
these countries should accelerate the development of the
former colonies and semi-colonies, strengthen their nation-
al independence. But there are some in the West who use
their ‘aid’ as an instrument of a new colonial policy, as
a means of promoting the interests of monopoly capital
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and increasing the political division of the world into hos-
tile groupings.”

The imperialists widely publicise their grants and sub-
sidies as a manifestation of their “concern” for the under-
developed countries. In the economic sense of these words,
that is not export of capital. But there can hardly be any
doubts about the political implication of these subsidies
and grants, for they clearly aim not only at winning the
recipients’ “trust”, but also at securing the right to mili-
tary asd potiticat {arerference in the peoples’ national lib-

eration struggle. Take the following example. The subsidics
granted by the United States and Britain to Asian coun-
tries in 1951-61 amounted to $7,544 million, or 51 per cent
of the total they received. Of this sum, $6,667 million (88
per cent) went to the allies of these powers, primarily to
South Korea, South Viet-Nam and the Chiang Kai-shek
clique. This is evidenced not only by U.S. “aid” to the
countries which have joined aggressive pacts, such as the
Philippines, Thailand, Pakistan, Iran and Turkey, or to such
countries as South Korea and South Viet-Nam, which the
United States is trying to drag into these blocs, but by
its “aid” to other countries as well.

What does the United States’ so-called military “aid”
consist of? It consists of (1) direct military aid, which
takes up more than half of the money allocated for all
types of “aid”, and (2) defence, which absorbs another quar-
ter of these allocations. Both types of this military aid are
rendered by the United States to the countries which have
been inveigled by American imperialism into aggressive
military-political undertakings, the NATO, SEATO and
CENTO military blocs, and other military-strategic group-
ings. The share of direct military subsidies to Asian, Afri-
can and Latin American countries in total allocations in-
creases from year to year. _

Western propaganda seeks to persuade public opinion
that the support of defence measures does not constitute
military “aid”. It allegedly pursues 100 per cent peaceful
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aims and, if anything, enhances the economic potential
of the newly-independent states. But it is not difficult to
see that this is a plain lie. The need for such ‘“aid”, which
takes up 25 per cent of all allocations, is engendered by
military preparations. A country receiving planes, armour
and other war matériel is compelled to allot additional
funds for training personnel and building proving grounds
and other military installations. That is what ‘“support of
defence measures’” implies. And this so-called “aid” is given
only to member countries of military blocs and pacts.

Outlays for militarisation are a colossal waste of the
material and spiritual resources of the countries indulging
in military preparations. Experience shows that even in-
dustrially developed countries are in no position to make
full use of the arms supplied to them, and the underde-
veloped countries are still less so. A large part of the arma-
ments they receive becomes ‘“‘unrealisable capital”, finds
no application and eventually becomes obsolete and has
to be written off. In other words, huge sums, earned by
the peoples of the underdeveloped countries by the sweat
of their brow, are spent on unproductive aims—to put it
plainly, squandered. Sensibly used, these funds could go
a long way to develop their economy.

But this does not suit the imperialist powers and their
monopolies, notably the American. Firstly, because they
do not care to promote the economy of the underdeveloped
countries and, secondly, because military aid means “cheap
defence” for them.

American politicians have time and again calculated that
it costs their government five times as much to keep an
American soldier abroad as it does a soldier from an un-
derdeveloped country. In short, if the United States were
to suspend military “aid” to its allies it would have to in-
crease its own military expenses five or six times over.

That is only one side of the story. American business-
men have other considerations too. While the United States
gets back 75 per cent of all the “aid” it hands out, in
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the case of military *“aid” alone the figure ranges from 85
to 90 per cent because the war material concerned is ex-
clusively American. Military “aid” is thus a greater source
of income than economic. The United States is helping it-
self at the expense of other countries and at the same time
undermining their economy.

The Pentagon has amassed vast riches abroad. It owns
property valued at $160,000 million in 52 countries, no-
tably in the underdeveloped, where it disposes of 2,600,000
acres of land.

One direct consequence of foreign military “aid” is the
growing economic difficulties and the impoverishment of
the working people in the underdeveloped countries. The
prices of commodities and certain other goods, especially
those supplied by the U.S. monopolies, are soaring. The
prices of sheet steel and zinc, for instance, rose 38.4 per
cent and 43.8 per cent respectively from September 1961
to September 1962. The prices of textiles, whose manufac-
ture depends on U.S. raw-material supplies, are going up
just as fast.

It should be noted that military projects also absorb a
considerable part of the funds allocated for economic and
technical “aid”. This applies to the “aid” from the Develop-
ment Loan Fund and the Export-Import Bank, as well as
under the agricultural surplus sales and other programmes,
Whatever may be the types of ‘“aid” given by the
United States, they are all closely linked with its military-
strategic plans.

U.S. “economic aid” to Thailand increases with each
passing year. But the obligations it entails and membership
in SEATO compel Thailand to spend up to 70 per cent of
her budget for military purposes. This means that in the
past few years her direct and indirect expenses on “de-
fence” have been double or triple the amount she receives
in “aid”,

The rulers of South Viet-Nam have subordinated the
country to the United States economically and politically.
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Her military expenses come to about 80 per cent of the
state budget. One and a half million dollars is a big sum
even for a successful American businessman. Multiply it
by two, for instance, and you can build a school, feed at
least 150,000 people for a day, and buy clothes and shoes
for 15,000 men and women. But it can be spent differently
too. And that is precisely what the puppet South Vietnam-
ese government does—it spends $1,500,000 a day for mil-
itary purposes. Tanks, helicopters and other war matériel
are flowing uninterruptedly into South Viet-Nam. The steel
helmets worn by the troops waging war in the jungles are
all marked “U.S. Army”.

The aggregate strength of the armed forces of South
Korea, Taiwan and South Viet-Nam in 1960 came to about
1,500,000 officers and men, or to about 60 per cent of the
strength of the U.S. armed forces, although their aggre-
gate population was only one-fourth that of the United
States and their national income per capita 27 times
as low.

In Iran, direct allocations to the War Ministry from 1953
to the beginning of 1961 exceeded 65,000 million rials,
which is four times as much as the amount allotted for ag-
riculture, irrigation and industry. U.S. military “aid” has
led to a point where some 40 per cent (about 7,500 mil-
lion rials) of the revenue from oil, which is ostensibly ear-
marked for economic development, has been systematical-
ly used for years to cover the budget deficit created by the
country’s militarisation. The newspaper Tadjabode Iran
writes that the Iranian people have to pay 85 rials for
every dollar (§1=15 rials) of U.S. “aid”.

In his message to Congress in March 1961, President
Kennedy asked for $900 million a year for long-term cred-
its to underdeveloped countries. Later he requested that
this sum be increased to $1,600 million. Both in the first
and in the second case U.S. economic “aid” is almost half
the amount of the so-called military “aid”, which has been

increased correspondingly.
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The so-called “aid” given the underdeveloped countries
by the United States, Britain and other Western Powers
ties them to aggressive imperialist blocs and is used to
prop up reactionary regimes and combat progressive forces.
The imperialists try to make the underdeveloped coun-
tries spend huge sums on armaments and armies and to
subordinate their home markets to their own monopolies.
They are doing everything to dragoon the underdeveloped
countries into aggressive military pacts and blocs, which
not only burden these countries with unbearable military
expenses that undermine their economic position but make
them all the more dependent on Western monopoly capital.
The Western magnates pump huge profits out of the un-
derdeveloped countries, thus depriving them of the funds
they need to promote their economy.

Industrialisation—Problem No. 1

The rapacious policy of the foreign imperialists has re-
tarded the economic progress of the underdeveloped coun-
tries and is responsible for their lop-sided economy. The
industrially developed capitalist countries, whose popula-
tion is less than 50 per cent of that of the underdeveloped
states, account for almost 90 per cent of the capitalist
world’s total industrial output. That leaves the underde-
veloped countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America with
only about 10 per cent. Their industry is confined chiefly to
processing raw materials and mining. The foreign monop-
olies are very much interested in the development of these
two branches, for they bring the highest profits and allow
them to extract colossal riches from the underdeveloped
countries. With very few exceptions, the newly-indepen-
dent states have no iron and steel, engineering and power
engineering industries of their own. They manufacture
most of their goods at small unmechanised or semi-mech-
anised factories and mills which are in no position to
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compete with foreign monopolies. That explains why most
of the indispensable manufactures have to be imported.

The underdeveloped countries produce an insignificant
amount of commodities. Southeast Asia, for instance, ac-
counts for only about 20 per cent of the world’s output of
cotton textiles, although that is one of the most developed
branches of industry in this area, for 5 per cent of arti-
ficial fibre goods, 6 per cent of woollens and 4 per cent of
footwear. Per head of the population the underdeveloped
countries produce sixteen times less clothes and footwear
and eleven times less textiles than the Western coun-
tries.

Because of their low level of economic development, the
share of the national income these countries spend on the
expansion of their economy comes to only 33-50 per cent
of that expended in the developed capitalist countries.

One of the most important indices of a country’s eco-
nomic development is its per capita output. The backward-
ness of many underdeveloped countries may be illustrated,
for instance, by their low level of steel production. Take
Pakistan. Her steel output has been practically stagnant
since 1953 (9,500-11,700 tons a year) and lags increasingly
behind the home market demands. While in 1955 it satis-
fied approximately 3 per cent of the country’s needs, in
1960 it did less than 1.5 per cent. As a result, the leading
branches of industry—metallurgy and engineering—both
of them indispensable for the independent development of
the country’s productive forces, are still in a state of
embryo.

Or take power engineering which to a great extent deter-
mines the level of development of other branches of the
economy and the growth of labour productivity at the en-
terprises. Many Afro-Asian and Latin American countries
produce 30-35 times less electric energy per capita than
the developed capitalist states. The shortage of electric
energy is one of the main reasons why some of their in-
dustrial branches are underdeveloped.
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The leading economic branches in these countries are
dominated completely by Western capital. Malaya has been
the world’s No. 1 tin producer for 75 years, but nearly
60 per cent of her tin mines are in the hainds of big Euro-
pean companies, chiefly British. In Chile, the U.S.-owned
Anaconda Copper Mining controls 92 per cent of copper
production. North American concerns have also laid their
hands on the saltpeter, iron ore, steel, shipbuilding and
other industries,

In many Latin American countries U.S. trusts and monop-
olies control whole branches of industry and agricul-
ture. The Morgans and the Rockefellers have monopolised
the distribution of petroleum products, control the biggest
banks, and hold sway over many branches of industry.

Economic independence may be achieved by any country,
even one possessing minimum natural and manpower res-
ources, provided it promotes engineering. Only if it does
that can it gradually lay the foundations of industrialisa-
tion, which is indispensable if social labour productivity
is to be raised.

“Engineering,” Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India
has said, “is most important, for there can be no industrial-
isation without it. One cannot for ever buy machines
abroad, one should build them.”

The underdeveloped countries naturally cannot simultg-
neously develop all or even the main branches of heavy
engineering. There are various objective obstacles to that.
But in the conditions of present-day technological progress
many countries of the underdeveloped world may achieve
industrialisation simply by stepping up the output of the
means of production, including that of machinery and
equipment.

The U.S. ruling element’s fear of fully discrediting their
“aid” as an undertaking directed exclusively at military
and political interference in the domestic affairs of other
countries compels them to help these countries with insig-
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nificant amounts of equipment and in the construction of a
small number of industrial enterprises.

Since 1956 the United States Government’s “aid” to the
underdeveloped countries has been given through the De-
velopment Loan Fund. The credits from this Fund are grant-
ed to these countries on more favourable terms. A consid-
erable part of the allocated sums go for the purchase of
industrial equipment. Most of the Fund’'s money is ear-
marked for the purchase of metals, spare parts and details,
rolling stock and power engineering equipment. This “aid”,
however, suffers from the same shortcomings as all other
types of ‘“aid”. It does not ensure the underdeveloped
countries a sufficiently fast rate of industrialisation. This
is notably due to the imperialist method of fixing the rate
of interest on credits—the percentage is highest in the case
of machinery and other equipment. Characteristically
enough, credits granted for the purchase of rolling stock,
power engineering equipment, metals and machine parts
carry an interest of 3.5 per cent per annum, while those
for the development of national industry carry an inter-
est of 5.5-5.75 per cent.

The West likes to boast of “cheap” U.S. “technical aid”.
Is it so really? Let us consider a concrete example.

“Aid” under the Indo-U.S. programme of technical co-
operation is provided for by about 100 agreements conclud-
ed since 1952. Some of these agreements, however, entail
considerable expenditure on India’s part and envisage in-
significant U.S. “aid”. The United States usually defrays
the currency expenses for the designing of projects, while
India pays for the construction of buildings and installa-
tions, freight and local materials, as well as for the serv-
ices of American specialists and the upkeep of Indians un-
dergoing training. The U.S. share of expenses under the
36 most important agreements comes to 635 million rupees
and India’s to 5,300 million rupees.

The real aims pursued by the imperialist “benefactors”
and their ideological allies in granting ‘“aid” are exposed
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by incontrovertible facts and figures. The peoples of the
economically underdeveloped countries are coming to real-
ise more and more that the imperialists’ “aid” policy is
contrary to their interests and aspirations.

Although credits to some countries are being increased,
they are still distributed not so much to satisfy these coun-
tries’ urgent needs as to further the selfish interests of the
imperialist, chiefly American, monopolies. The foreign im-
perialists invest capital primarily in the branches of indus-
try that promise the greatest returns. The economic develop-
ment of the recipient countries is artificially limited to
mining and processing of mineral and agricultural produce.

When American loans go for industrial construction, it
is made to serve American interests. For instance, three-
quarters of the credits granted to African countries by the
Export-Import Bank have been spent on the expansion of
uranium mines and the construction of power stations serv-
icing plants which recover uranium, most of which goes
to the United States. In Libya, U.S. “aid” is used for build-
ing the roads and pipelines the United States needs. The
picture is much the same in Tunisia, Morocco, the Sudan,
Ethiopia, Somali, Gabon and other countries. In Kenya,
Uganda and Tanganyika British “aid” has gone into re-
equipping the railways which service the mines the Brit-
ish monopolies are interested in.

Until recently, there were more than fifty British, Amer-
ican, West German, French and other foreign companies
taking part in the construction of diverse projects in Iraq.
They did the jobs all by themselves, without enlisting the
assistance of Iraqi organisations. This was done to enable
the monopolies to sell their produce and to do building and
assembly work at their own prices and on their own terms.
In designing industrial enterprises, power stations and
other facilities, they submitted estimates which deliberate-
ly exaggerated capacities and provided for the delivery
of unnecessary equipment and building materials which
could be found inside the country.

32



For instance, the construction of the cement works at
Suleimanieh cost Iraq three times as much as it should have
because the building contractors used West German bricks,
cement and other materials, The diesel power plants in-
stalled at the works in Suleimanieh and Hammam Ali (with
a rated capacity of 5,000 kw., although 3,000 kw. would
have satisfied the needs) have proved to be altogether
unnecessary because the existing electric stations
supply cheaper power. This list of examples could be
continued.

Imperialist “aid” is first and foremost a weapon ham-
pering the industrialisation of the underdeveloped coun-
tries and undermining the state sector of their economy.
While in the colonial days the Western imperialists did
everything to stunt the growth of local capital in the coun-
tries they oppressed, today they are building it up to count-
er state initiative. The West is doing its utmost to direct
the economic development of the newly-independent states
into private capital channels. It does this by exporting pri-
vate capital to these countries and encouraging private en-
.terprise there. What the foreign business magnates demand
Is an end to “competition” from the state sector and further
reduction or abolition of taxes on superprofits. The “aid”
programmes are drawn up with a view to strengthening
the private sector and, if possible, the foreign private sec-
tor and thus counterposing them to the national state sec-
tor, which is an important weapon in the underdeveloped
countries’ struggle for economic independence.

In helping the young states finance their economic de-
velopment plans, the imperialist powers seek to turn the
§tate sector into an appendage of private capital. The idea
Is to alter the character and the direction of their develop-
ment and make it serve their needs.

“We believe,” Douglas Dillon, U.S. Deputy Under Secreta-
ry of State for Economic Affairs, said in 1957, “that the
best development comes through private capital, domestic
and foreign.”
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is di-
e entire policy of the U.S. Export-Import Bank. is d

re;:rtt;d at strelr)lgchning the middle and big b.ourge0351e.1n
the underdeveloped countries and encouraging thfnr ties
with the U.S. monopolies. For example, a subgtantlal part
of the four loans it has granted India is destmeq for ‘ghe
Indo-American Hindustan Aluminium Corporation n which
Kaiser is a partner ($13,600,000), the Indo-American Na;
tional Rayon Corporation ($1,800,000) and the joint Orlelg
Payler Mills Company ($18,500,000). This offers t.he U.s.
monopolies vast opportunities to go on with pumping cap-
ital out of India. Consequently, the new type of “aid’ ) like
the old, aims at giving the United States unrestricted

control over the economic development of the underdevel-
oped countries.

The all-out efforts of the Western imperialist element
to retard the development of the state sector in the econ-
omy of India, Indonesia, the United Arab Republic and
other countries pursue patently selfish aims. The imperial-
ist monopolies regard the development of the state owner-
ship system, which effectively helps promote the economy
of the newly-independent countries, as a threat to their
rule in these countries. The Western imperialists strive
primarily to strengthen private capital and they do that
by granting the local bourgeoisie loans for the develop-
ment of the light industry.

In its decision of September 13, 1957, the U.S. Interna-
tional Co-operation Administration (it has since been re-
named International Development Administration—L.F.)
announced that under the “mutual security programme’”
economic aid would be granted only to private foreign
mpnopolies and firms: “The United Stateg is convinced that
private ownership and operation of industrial and extrac-
tive enterprises contribute more effectively than publiC
ownership and operation to the general improvement 0
the economy of a country....

“It is therefore a basic policy of the I.C.A. to employ
United States assistance to aid-receiving countries in such
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a way as will encourage the development of the private
sectors of their economies. Thus, I.C.A. will normally not
be prepared to finance publicly owned industrial and ex-
tractive enterprises, although it is realised that there may
be exceptions”. ...

Experience shows that economic progress does not de-
pend solely on the mining industry or agriculture. Indus-
trialisation, therefore, does not mean any economic devel-
opment, but only the development which leads to the es-
tablishment of a powerful, independent national economy.

The experience of the socialist countries reveals that the
cornerstone of industrialisation is the development of the
manufacturing industry, the all-round development of
various types of means of production, including machinery,
different kinds of power, etc. This ensures most effectively
a steady and rapid growth of national income per capita and
guarantees the highest output per unit of capital and la-
-bour outlays.

The economically underdeveloped countries possess all
the necessary prerequisites to put an end to foreign cap-
italist domination and build up their lopsided economy into
a diversified one.

In present-day conditions, Western politicians and econ-
omists can no longer openly object to the industrialisation
of the newly-independent states. In fact, some of them
ostensibly favour the introduction of up-to-date techniques
%nto these countries. But, while granting this progress, they
insist that it requires a lengthy process of modernisation
first in agriculture, then in trade and after that in the
handicrafts and light industry. Only when these transform-
ations have been completed, they claim, can the countries
concerned organise the production of the means of produc-
tion. The theory of “stage-by-stage” development is pro-
pounded, among others, by American economists Walt
Rostow, R. Frost, Murray Bryce and Eugene Stally. This
clearly pursues only one aim: to prolong as much as
possible the newly-independent countries’ status of ag-
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rarian appendages of the imperialist powers and to compel
them to buy expensive equipment and other goods from
the Western monopolies.

The imperialists spare no effort to retard industrialisa-
tion in the underdeveloped countries, particularly the
development of the engineering industry. To justify their
policy, the Western Powers, and notably the United States,
even resort to the “theory” of so-called ‘“comparative
costs”. Essentially, it implies that the present international
division of labour is a consequence not of colonial rule but
of the comparative costs of production In different coun-
tries. According to this “theory”, each country should con-
fine itself to manufacturing “traditional” goods which cost
least to make, for that allegedly leads to the best possible
international division of labour. Gottfried Haberler, W. Gor-
don, Arthur Brown, John Hicks and other American and
British proponents of this “theory” claim that such a divi-
sion of labour benefits all, including the underdeveloped
countries.

Every idea and theory is put to a )
passes such a validity test in practice does 2 theory acquire
the right to existence. Were the ‘‘theory of comparative
costs” valid in the case of the underdeveloped world,
Saudi Arabia, for instance, would have 2 ﬁrs.t-clasS. oil-
refining industry and the Federation of Malaysia a highly
developed rubber industry, inasmuch as there is plenty of
oil extracted in the former and rubber produced in the lat-
ter. Actually, things are quite different. There é}s] a highly
developed oil-refining industry, but it 15 mS g‘ Feden:al
Republic of Germany and Britain and nqt c;nst? o Ar?bl.a’
and there is a highly developed rubber I lu si{; In Britain
and France and not in the Federation of Ma'ay I}n other
words, both these industries are in countties Which prq_
duce neither oil nor rubber. . i i

The “theory of comparative costs’.’ is obwggsllly tlmpracti_
cable in the underdeveloped countries on a¢€oUnt of thejr
relations with the West. These DOUrg€OIS €conomjc

test by life. Only if it
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“theories” are intended to hamper the industrialisation of
the underdeveloped countries. Speaking in behalf of mo-
nopoly interests, these ‘“theoreticians” recommend encour-
aging industries which do not require costly and complex
machinery or large numbers of skilful workers. This, in
their opinion, primarily applies to the food, textile, gar-
ment, timber, woodworking, furniture, and building ma-
terial industries, as well as to enterprises manufacturing
simple farm tools and certain commodities.

Widely current in the West and in the underdeveloped
countries themselves is the opinion that it would pay to
develop small homecraft-like industrial enterprises. The
argument adduced in its favour is that this will bring em-
ployment to a large number of able-bodied people who
have long been accustomed to this sort of production but
who now find no demand for their labour. No one will
deny, of course, that there is an ancient tradition in Asia,
Africa and Latin America to cultivate homecrafts and
handicrafts. Such an opinion is not unfounded if one bears
in mind the seasonal character of farm work, unemploy-
ment and low incomes in these countries. What is more, it
may be granted that the idea is correct. But the root of
the evil lies in the fact that competition and the present
economic ties between the underdeveloped countries and
the Western Powers preclude the development of small
industries.

Competition from powerful Western concerns compli-
cates the establishment of home industry in the underdevel-
oped countries. Their industry, weak as it is, suffers badly
from the import of goods, some of which could be manu-
factured at home. Many homecraft and handicraft enter-
prises (textile, tanning, etc.) are forced out of business. In
Thailand, for instance, foreign competition has compelled
the greater part of textile establishments either to shut
down or drastically curtail production. The dyeing and
bleaching mills, for example, are operating at only 10 per
cent of their capacity.
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There are numerous facts to show that the small in-
dustries in these countries cannot stand up to the big in-
dustries in the West. Small enterprises cannot serve as a
basis for their economic development because hundreds
and thousands of them are ruined by competition.

The expansionist policy of the foreign monopolies pre-
vents the underdeveloped countries from building up the
main branches of industry. The British-operated Colonial
Development Corporation in the Federation of Malaya,
North Borneo, Brunei and Sarawak finances chiefly poultry
and stock-breeding farms, fisheries and timber establish-
ments. Three-fifths of the funds promised Latin American
countries by the United States are destined for agricul-
ture and the reorganisation of their water supply systems,
one-fifth for housing, and the rest for education and public
health.

From 1950 to 1959 the United States granted Afghanistan
$145 million in credits. Only 5.5 per cent went for in-
dustrial development. The rest was spent for agriculture,
public works, and the upkeep of the U.S. technical aid mis-
sion. American “experts” are doing their utmost to con-
vince the Afghan Government that there is no need for g
national industry.

After protracted negotiations, the British Government
“agreed” to grant Tanganyika £4,000,000 for her develop-
ment programme, about £4,000,000 for the purchase of
British goods, £9,000,000 for pensions to officers who had
retired from the colonial army, about £4,750,000 which
had earlier been promised to Tanganyika in accordance
with the Colonial Development and Welfare Act, and
£1,000,000 out of the profits of the Tanganyika AgriCultur al
Corporation. In other words, Tanganyika actually got n
“aid”, unless one regards the £4,000,000 for “developmentg
as such. The British Government, however, wag prett
generous to the officers of the former colonial army ly
locating 2.2 times as n‘l,l;ICh for tl‘l‘eir pensions ag for’ t?u::
country’s “development”. Such “aid” neither Promotes
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industrial development nor strengthens the recipient
country’s economic independence.

We could cite numerous other examples to show how
the foreign monopolies go all out to prevent or at least
retard industrialisation in the underdeveloped countries.
To slow down their technological progress and industrial
development, the West resorts to every means available
in its “aid” and ‘“co-operation’ arsenal: it refuses to dis-
close its production technology secrets, delivers incomplete
sets of equipment, forces the underdeveloped countries to
pay through the nose for outdated machinery and refuses
to sell them modern machines, and indulges in down-
right fraud in construction and survey work.

Oil surveys conducted by U.S. Stanvac in West Bengal
for twelve years cost the Government of India 18,425,795
rupees. The findings were all sent to New York. What the
Indian Government got was reports on “dry wells”. In the
meantime oil imports, which are wholly in the hands of
the foreign monopolies, cost India around 1,000 million
rupees a year in foreign currency.

The results of U.S. “aid” are best illustrated by the fol-
lowing instance. In September 1961, the Organisation for
European Economic Co-operation published its annual re-
port on the economic situation in Turkey. Speaking of the
“stabilisation programme” launched back in 1958, the
authors pointed out that its main goal—the stabilisation of
the country’s economy and elimination of the deficit in the
payments balance—had not been achieved despite consid-
erable foreign “aid”. It included $100 million from the In-
ternational Monetary Fund (in 1958-61), about $90 million
a year from the International Co-operation Administration,
and about $35 million a year in U.S. agricultural “surpluses”.
In spite of that, Turkey’s economy—according to the
report—is in a bad plight. The volume of industrial output
is practically the same as in 1959, and agricultural produc-
tion has increased by only 5 per cent. Housing construc-
tion has been substantially curtailed. But, then, as far as
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military purposes are concerned, Turkey is still spending
more per capita than any other NATO member country.

Commenting on the country’s difficulties, the Turkish
newspaper Terciiman writes: “Our economy is in a very
bad state. We cannot grow enough to feed ourselves. Our
education lags so much behind that it cannot be compared
even with that in the African countries. Our industry has
not advanced much beyond the tin-can period. We know
nothing of the riches of the soil we live on.”

Back in 1955, the Commission on Organisation of the
Executive Branch of the Government led by former Presid-
ent Herbert C. Hoover, reported to the U.S. Congress: “In
the ‘Asian-African arc’, with the possible exception of
Japan, no manufacturing or large industrial development
projects should be undertaken and industrial aid should be
confined to small industries.”

“Economic development” as prescribed by colonialists,
past and present, has nothing in common with the real
economic growth indispensable for any country, for it
does not solve such radical problems as elimination of the
colonial economic structure, establishment of a national
industry, and creation of conditions facilitating national
investments. The advocacy of the idea that the underde-
veloped countries should renounce plans for the priority
development of the key branches of industry, which would
supply technical equipment to all branches of the economy,
seeks to perpetuate their dependence on imperialist mo-
nopolies.

The Soviet Union’s approach to this problem is diamet-
rically different. In assisting the newly-independent coun-
tries in their industrialisation, the Soviet Union and the
other socialist states do not aim at establishing control
over their development. On the contrary, they try their best
to teach them to be their own masters.

“The chief aim of Soviet assistance,” Premier Khrushchov
has said, “is to enable the recipient countries to build
up their own industry, to produce not only consumer
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goods, but—first and foremost—means of production, thus
laying a secure material foundation which will strengthen
these countries’ political and economic independence.”

This does not at all mean dictating to the recipient
countries, for the socialist states build only what those
countries ask them to build.

Co-operation with the Soviet Union in laying the founda-
tion for the manufacturing and engineering industries
shows that the underdeveloped countries concerned can
achieve major success in their economic development if
they boldly reorganise their lop-sided economy and resist
the old and new forms of imperialist policy. Under the
present plans, the Soviet Union is to help Asian, African
and Latin American countries to build about 480 industrial
enterprises and installations, including 34 ferrous and non-
ferrous metal works, more than 30 engineering and metal-
processing plants, over 20 chemical works and oil refine-
ries, 20 building-material factories and 20 power stations.
In India, the Soviet Union has helped and is helping build
more than 30 large industrial enterprises which will play
a major role in the development of her metallurgy, power
engineering, oil-extracting and refining industry, machine-
building, etc.

Financial and technical assistance is also rendered the
young Afro-Asian states by other socialist countries. More
than 400 industrial enterprises, workshops and other instal-
lations have been built or are being built there with the
assistance of Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Re-
public, Poland, Bulgaria, Hungary and Rumania. They in-
clude engineering, metalworking and chemical plants as
well as power stations. An increasingly important role in
the economic development of the underdeveloped countries
is played by the capital goods they import from the so-
cialist countries for their engineering and other industries,
and particularly by complete plants.

In extending all-round assistance to young national
states, the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries
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strive to make it stimulate the growth of their national
economy. Construction work, as a rule, is done by local
firms. As far as possible, all the necessary building
materials are obtained locally. The only machines and
materials the socialist countries supply are those which
the underdeveloped countries do not produce themselves.
All designing, survey, building and assembly work is done
in close co-operation with the appropriate agencies of the
countries receiving assistance. This enables the latter to
make fuller use of their manpower and production capaci-
ties.

One of the advantages of the economic assistance rend-
ered by the socialist countries is the high quality and low
cost of designing and building work and the extremely
rapid fulfilment of orders.

Soviet technical assistance benefits the underdeveloped
countries economically much more than the ‘“aid” given
them by the Western Powers. The economic effectiveness
of Soviet assistance is well illustrated by the construction
of the Bhilai Iron and Steel Works. There are three iron
and steel works of the same capacity being built simul-
taneously in India—in Rourkela with the assistance of
Krupps, Demag A.G. and other West German firms; in
Bhilai with Soviet assistance; and in Durgapur with the
assistance of British firms.

By the end of 1960 there were two blast-furnaces oper-
ating in Rourkela and two in Bhilai. But while the output
of pig iron in Bhilai was in accordance with their rated
capacity, in Rourkela it was only 50 per cent. This is to
a great extent due to the fact that Krupps has installed
obsolete furnaces. It would not be out of place to make
some comparisons on the basis of the data published on
March 30, 1960, by the West German magazine Der Spie-
gel. The cost of the works in Rourkela will come to 1,700
million rupees, of which 750 million rupees are a credit at
6.5 per cent per annum. Total interest on this credit will
be 267 million rupees and, consequently, the over-all cost
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of the Rourkela works will come to 1,967 million rupees.
In Bhilai, the works will cost 1,300 million rupees, of
which 600 million rupees are a credit at 2.5 per cent per
annum. Total interest in this case will be 82 million rupees.
The cost and the interest on the credit will thus come to
1,382 million rupees. In other words, the Rourkela works
will cost the Indian Government 585 million rupees more
than the Bhilai works. To this we should add that one ton
of pig iron costs 150 rupees more in Rourkela than in
Bhilai.

In most cases, imperialist firms do not enlist the’co-
operation of local organisations in building enterprises or
doing any other work. If they are not owners or partners,
they collect what is due them for the job and leave. Such
are the terms on which they have built aerodromes and
ports, bridges and roads, dams and power stations, and
enterprises processing certain types of agricultural produce
in a number of countries. In other words, imperialist firms
do not leave behind any technical know-how in designing
and building, do not train national cadres, do not share
their technological ‘“secrets” with local specialists and
organisations. That is why one often meets foreign en-
gineers and technicians employed on extremely favourable
conditions at private and government enterprises and in-
stitutions.

Technical co-operation with the Soviet Union allows the
underdeveloped countries to acquire not only the enter-
prises they need but also to train the specialists and skilled
workers who can build and run other enterprises. Con-
struction with the assistance of the Soviet Union isa good
school for the study of Soviet experience. With Soviet
technical assistance India is building four thermal and one
hydropower stations with an aggregate capacity of
1,680,000 kw. That is approximately 24 per cent of the
capacities it is planned to commission in the course of the
third five-year-plan period. Attaching much importance to
training national cadres, the Soviet Union teaches Indian

43



personnel not only to run the enterprises that are being
built but also to design and build them. The Soviet Union
has already been visited by two groups of Indian special-
ists from Neiveli: one took part in designing the thermal
power station that was to be built there and the other
underwent practice at similar stations under construction
or in operation in the Soviet Union. The engineers and
technicians who have been to the Soviet Union deeply ap-
preciate the training they have received there.

Highly appraising the work done by Soviet specialists,
Minister of Steel, Mines and Fuel Sardar Swaran Singh,
who is in charge of the construction of the Bhilai works,
said: “Soviet engineers and technicians working at the
construction site and helping to operate the sections which
have already been commissioned are very friendly. There
is understanding and good will between Soviet specialists
and Indian engineers, technicians and workers. Soviet
specialists strive to share their know-how with their In-
dian colleagues and stimulate their self-confidence.”

Besides being the most profitable economically, Soviet
technical assistance is also the most qualified. It is based
on the most rational and expedient utilisation of the in-
ternal resources of the countries concerned. The High
Aswan Dam on the Nile offers a good example of the
economic solution of complex technological problems by
Soviet specialists.

A number of estimates and even blue prints for this dam
had been prepared long before the U.S.S.R. and the U.AR.
had. concluded agreements on its construction. The first
design was submitted at the request of the Egyptian Gov-
ernment by the West German Hochtief und Dortmund
Union in 1952, In 1954 it was rejected by a commission of
experts from the United States, France and the Federal
Republic of Germany, who submitted their own variant, A
plan was drawn up on the basis of this variant in 1958,
but it too had serious flaws.
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The Soviet specialists to whom this plan was submitted
for consideration, helped the U.A.R. Government quickly
to find the best possible technical solution. What were
their basic proposals?

Firstly, they proposed building an open channel about
two kilometres long with a simplified system of sluices
instead of spillway tunnels of an aggregate length of 13.2
kilometres whose construction would demand big labour
outlays. This made it unnecessary to build cofferdams at
the extremities of the tunnels.

Secondly, the Western specialists suggested building the
hydropower station underground and connecting it with
head-race and tail-race tunnels about five kilometres long.
The Soviet hydrotechnicians proposed erecting the station
on the spillway canal. Considerable improvements were in-
troduced into the design of the dam on the advice of So-
viet specialists. The design drawn up on the basis of So-
viet specialists’ proposals reduces construction costs and
cuts construction time by two years.

Speaking in Aswan on January 8, 1963, on the occasion
of the third anniversary of the laying of the foundation
stone, President Abdel Gamal Nasser said: “We thank the
Soviet people for their great aid and for their help in the
construction of the High Dam.” Turning to the terms on
which the Soviet Union granted the loan for the construc-
tion of the first section of the dam, he stressed: “It is a
very generous loan. We have not yet paid for the machin-
ery which has been coming during the past four years. We
will start to pay after the completion of the first stage of
the High Dam at the end of 1965. This arrangement is a
very generous one, for which the U.S.S.R. deserves thanks
and appreciation.

“We also express our thanks to the U.S.S.R. for another
loan granted to us. This second loan, which amounted to
£E.100 million, was for the construction of the second
stage of the High Dam.”



The Western Powers seek to create a propaganda effect
by claiming that they can name incomparably more
projects in which they take part. But this quantitative
index conceals qualitatively inferior aid. Their numerous
and dispersed “aid” programmes provide for relatively
small projects which play but an insignificant role in the
over-all economic development of the recipient countries.
It is a well-known fact, for instance, that the Western
Powers cannot name any single project to match in scale
the Bhilai Iron and Steel Works and three machine-build-
ing plants (heavy engineering, mining and electric engineer-
ing) in India, the High Aswan Dam in the U.A.R., and the
industrial-power engineering complex in Afghanistan.

Even bourgeois politicians are compelled to admit that
Soviet assistance, which is enormously attractive for the
recipients, clearly aims at “ensuring projects in which the
underdeveloped countries are interested”. The prominent
Indian public leader Sahib Singh Sokhey wrote in the week-
ly Pancha Shila Herald in March 1960 that the Soviet Union
was helping India to industrialise by herself, for it rightly
believed that the only way a nation could preserve its in-
dependence was by achieving economic freedom through
industrialisation. And the right path to industrialisation
was through the development of the heavy industry, which
would enable her to manufacture the machinery she needs,
A country cannot industrialise itself if it imports machines
and other means of production, he added.

Agriculture

Imperialist “aid” to the economically underdeveloped
countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America has brought
about a decline in their agriculture, contraction of the
area under Crops, rapacious exploitation of their timber
riches and reduction of crop capacity—and all that worsens
their food situation still more.
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Farming is the occupation of the overwhelming majority
of the population in these countries. In post-war Brazil
about 65 per cent are engaged in agriculture and only 13
per cent in industry, in the U.A.R. it is approximately 63
and 12 per cent, in India over 70 and 11, in the Philippines
73 and 10, in Pakistan 79 and 8, in Turkey 81 and 7, and
in Thailand 96 and 2. Being the predominant branch in
the economy of the underdeveloped countries, agriculture
to a considerable extent still influences their capacity to
accumulate capital, the home market and the well-being
of the population.

The greater part of the national income of these coun-
tries comes from agriculture. In India and the U.AR, for
instance, agriculture accounts for 48 and 40 per cent re-
spectively. In Burma, Cambodia and Ceylon the figure is
even higher. Consequently, a rise in agricultural productiv-
ity considerably increases their national income.

Compared with that in the industrially developed coun-
tries, the absolute amount of the national income derived
from agriculture is extremely small. Despite favourable
natural and climatic conditions, the output of basic crops,
including grain, is low. This is due to low labour produc-
tivity, acute shortage of arable land, and the fact that vast
expanses lie fallow. Elimination of these unfavourable
conditions is hampered by the feudal and semi-feudal rela-
tionships still prevailing in these countries and the colonial-
ist policy pursued by the imperialist powers.

Labour productivity in any branch of the economy de-
pends on the level of mechanisation. In agriculture that
primarily means tractors, combines, tractor ploughs, seed-
ing machines, cultivators and other farming machines, In
our age there are cotton harvesters, special combines for
harvesting various technical crops, equipment for cultivat-
ing and processing fodder crops, flooding meadows and
pastures, etc. The underdeveloped countries practically
have no such machines.
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The mechanisation of their agricuiture depends primari-
ly on the Western imperialist powers but they do very lit-
tle to promote it. What is more, they try to sell the under-
developed countries expensive farm tools and inferior
goods, and very often refuse to supply them with high-
efficiency machinery. In a word, they follow the same pol-
icy as in the sphere of industrial “‘aid”. As a result, farm-
ing in these countries is done mostly with primitive tools.
The wooden plough and the hoe are employed just as much
as in the days when they were conquered by the colonial-
ists. The aggregate number of tractors in operation is but
one-third that in the West-European countries and one-
sixth that in the United States and Canada.

Mineral fertilisers are used very little. According to ap-
proximate estimates, Asia uses nine times less and Africa
50 times less of nitrogen fertiliser per hectare than the
West-European countries, 30 and 28 times less of phos-
phorous fertiliser, and both use 60 times less of potassium
fertiliser.

Crop yields are very low. That is why many countries
constantly suffer from shortage of foodstuffs and have to
import them even in good years. Food shortage is the cause
of chronic malnutrition of the greater part of the popula-
tion. There are many areas where famine is rife and mil-
lions of people die of hunger and disease.

This state of agriculture in the underdeveloped countrieg
the Western Powers claim, is a consequence of their “ina-’
bility” to master modern techniques, an “inability” due to
the local conditions and the relations which have developed
i.n the course of history among the main classes, There
is no denying that feudal and semi-feudal vestiges badly
hamper agricultural progress. The peasants, the main rural
proc}ucers, are still enmeshed in debts and mortgages.
Agriculture is, in the main, a scattered economy. Many
peasants find themselves redundant,
un?j‘gr:irzlatzre elise dagncultgr al output the governments of the

Peéd countries have in recent years undertaken
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agrarian reforms and set out to eradicate feudal vestiges
in the countryside. They encourage co-operation, take
practical steps to improve water supply and irrigation
systems, introduce new techniques and fertilisers. There
have been times when the rate of growth of agricultural
production in the underdeveloped countries was faster than
in the industrially developed countries. Labour productivity
in agriculture has risen in the past few years. The area
under crops has been expanded and there. have been
changes in the level of mechanisation and agrotechnics.

So far, however, there is not a single underdeveloped
country with a large-scale mechanised agriculture. The
overwhelming majority of their population is engaged in
farming, the main branch of their economy. Most of the
rural population are poor peasants with almost no land of
their own, tenants and sharecroppers. Many are semi-
proletarians, paupers who have been driven out of agricul-
ture.

Let us take, for example, the situation in Indian agri-
culture a few years ago. In 1952-53, of her rural popula-
tion of 140,000,000, 12 million were almost fully unem-
ployed, 30 million worked less than five days a month,
39 million less than ten days a month, and 53 million less
than fifteen days a month. Some progress has been made
since then, but it is still negligible.

The American press admits that India has to pay $100
million for every million tons of grain she gets with the
loans granted her by the United States. When W. Averell
Harriman, the U.S. Under-Secretary of State, was in India
early in 1959, Indian economists told him that the country
could annually increase its grain output by 1,000,000 tons
provided she built at least one $44 million fertiliser fac-
tory a year. This means that India could save more than
half of what she is now paying the American monop-
olies.

In other underdeveloped countries the situation in agri-
culture is even worse than in India.
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The food situation in Pakistan has deteriorated sharp-
ly on account of the extreme backwardness of her agricul-
ture, the main branch of her national economy. In fact,
writes the Far Eastern Economic Review, Pakistan’s food
situation is the worst in Asia. Although the output of grain
and pod-bearing crops has somewhat increased, the short-
age of food is still substantial. Pakistan is compelled to
import about one and a half million tons of grain and
beans a year. In spite of that, per capita consumption since
1948 has dropped almost 20 per cent.

The peasants’ lot is a difficult one in almost all the
underdeveloped countries. This is due to the fact that
they have no means and implements of production, that
is, land, water, farm tools and draught animals, all of
which are in the hands of foreign planters and local land-
owners. Of the 16 million peasants in Turkey 12 million
have very little land or none at all, while 25 per cent of
the landlords and rich peasants own 71 per cent of all
cultivated land. In Kenya, European settlers, who con-
stitute less than one per cent of the population, own one-
quarter of the arable, and the most fertile, land. In Latin
America, more than half of registered land belongs to la-
tifundists, who account for only 1.5 per cent of landown-
ers and own 6,000 hectares of land and more.

The agrarian reform is a problem for most of the under-
developed countries. Most of the reforms have proved
inadequate and have not improved the peasants’ lot.

In Nepal, for instance, the agrarian reform has been
halted by the intrigues of big landowners. Two-thirds of
the cultivated land remains in their hands. Although rents
have been limited, the peasants are still forced to give
half of the harvest to the landowners.

Or take the land reform which was carried out in Iran
at the beginning of 1962. The land reform law, which came
into effect on January 15 of that year, does not abolish
the landlords’ estates; all it provides for is slight limita-
tion. The peasants must buy, on instalments extending over
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fifteen years the land they till for a sum equal to the ag-
gregate rent they have paid the landowner in the course
of ten years. To get water and implements the peasant
has to join a ‘“‘co-operative”, in which the minimum initial
share has been set at 500 rials. He will then be supplied
with water and tools in proportion to the sum paid in. In
other words, a poor peasant who has not the necessary
500 rials will have no water to irrigate his plot. The for-
eign powers “aiding” Iran do not allocate any funds for
the reform ostensibly undertaken to ease the peasant’s
lot.

In penetrating into the economy of the underdeveloped
countries, foreign capital extends control not only to
their industrial development but their one-crop agriculture
as well. There are many examples we could cite.

In the Federation of Malaysia the main crop is rubber,
which accounts for 60 per cent of the country’s exports.
In Turkey, agricultural produce constitutes 80-85 per cent
of the exports. The main export items in Kenya are sisal,
coffee and tea; in Tanganyika, sisal, coffee and cotton; in
Uganda, Ruanda and Burundi, cotton and coffee; in Nyas-
aland, cotton and tea; in Mozambique, sisal, cotton and
copra.

In their drive for superprofits, the European colonists in
Algeria vastly increased the output of export crops, main-
ly grapes for wine, and sharply reduced that of food crops.
In the years of French rule the area under vineyards in-
creased 200 times over, while the output of grain dropped
to 40 per cent of the figure at the end of last century.

Imperialist spokesmen blame the backwardness of agri-
culture and the shortage of food in the underdeveloped
countries on industrialisation. There is no need for these
countries to build factories and mills, they say. These
countries would do much better to develop agriculture and
produce more rubber, tea, copra, jute and cotton. Let
every country preserve its narrow specialisation. We shall
trade with you and “aid” you, the imperialists promise.

4* 51



What is the use of establishing a state-run industry, plan-
ning industrialisation, etc., etc.?

At the Punta del Este Conference U.S. Secretary of the
Treasury Douglas Dillon declared that the United States
was interested in seeing Latin American countries under-
take land and tax reforms. But he did not say anything
about reforms which would help stabilise their economy.
Yet it is precisely such reforms that decide whéther or
not they will get the loans promised them by the United
States.

What is the explanation, for instance, for the fact that
the output of jute and cotton, Pakistan’s main export
items, has hardly increased in the past few years? And how
come she produces less tea although the area occupied
by tea plantations has increased?

The explanation is primitive farming practices. The ex-
perience of industrially developed countries shows that
there can be no progress in agriculture without a wide use
of machines, fertilisers, etc. Consequently, industrial de-
velopment can alone ensure a rapid increase in agricultural
output. To get agriculture in the underdeveloped countries
out of the rut and improve the position of the peasants
and the entire population it is first and foremost neces-
sary to develop a national industry, carry out radical
agrarian reforms, give land to those who till it, put an
end to foreign monopoly domination and eliminate feudal
survivals. If it were rendered on a fair and equal basis,
the Western Powers’ aid could contribute much to the soly-
tion of the agrarian problem. As it is, it does not.

_ Agricultural progress in the underdeveloped countries
is badly hampered by the agreements the United States has
Eﬁi‘ﬂ?aciﬁﬁsxﬁ?ug:fe ;}?:ttl)ti;]les to.zell them American agri-
cultural saleg signeci o Uosn ai aEnd promotion of agri-
allows the President t g > President on July ‘}0,. 1954,
States” on the sale of Oqonc_lude agreements with “friendly
limited sale of agricultural “‘surpluses”. Such sales are
imited to $3,000 million for an indefinite period. The bill
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also envisages deliveries of agricultural “surpluses” in
the form of “gifts” up to a sum of $300 million. In 1956
allocations for these ‘gifts” were increased to $500
million.

What has made the United States render such “aid” to
the underdeveloped countries? This leading imperialist
power has long been suffering from chronic overproduc-
tion in agriculture. Nevertheless, zealously upholding the
interests of the monopolies, the U.S. Administration keeps
up the prices of foodstuffs. When they become too high
and the stocks too big, the United States tries to dump
them abroad. At the same time, food imports are strictly
regulated and highly taxed. All this has led to the accumu-
lation of huge agricultural surpluses of which the United
States has to rid itself. Their total cost comes to $9,000
million. It is a noteworthy thing that the U.S. Government
expends $5,000 million a year on the purchase and storage
of grain, or double the amount it spends on foreign ‘‘aid”
every year. In other words, if the United States gave up
its absurd policy of stocking up agricultural produce it
could help the underdeveloped countries for two years.

Agreements on agricultural “surpluses” stipulate that
payments be made in the currency of the purchasing coun-
try.

}.,As the goods start coming in, the government of the
recipient country deposits the amount specified in the so-
called “counterpart fund”, the special account opened for
the U.S. Department of the Treasury at the central bank
of the underdeveloped country concerned.

The U.S. food loans are granted at 3 to 5 per cent per
annum. That is from one and a half to two times the inter-
est charged by the Soviet Union for its industrialisation
loans to the underdeveloped countries.

Irrespective of whether the foodstuffs have been sold
or not, the recipient country has to put on this account the
full amount for the goods and half of the freight charge
in local currency. This means that the underdeveloped
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countries grant the United States an interest-free credit
for all the time necessary for the storage, transportation
and sale of the foodstuffs. It should be borne in mind, too,
.that in a number of cases the prices of U.S. foodstuffs
exceed world prices.

At the time India concluded her agreements with the
United States under Act 480, writes the Indian Economic
Weekly, the prices of U.S. wheat were 25-50 per cent
above the Australian and the prices of U.S. rice 96-130
per cent above the Burmese. Should one be surprised, the
journal asks, that, having robbed India by fixing high
prices and arbitrary freight rates, the United States mag-
nanimously agrees to make India a “gift” of a part of her
wheat debt.

The “aid” granted under Act 480 serves the United States
as an effective means of influencing the economy of the
less developed countries. It simultaneously strengthens
the position of the private sector in the economy of these
countries and helps U.S. capital extend its grip on them.
Section 104 of Act 480, known as the Coolee Amendment,
stipulates that up to 25 per cent of the current receipts
from the sale of surpluses should be allocated in the form
of loans to the American companies and their branches
operating in the countries receiving aid under Act 480, as
well as to the local private companies, provided their activ-
ity helps increase the sale or consumption of U.S. agricul-
tural produce. '

The sums deposited by the governments of the under-
developed countries on the bank account of the U.S. Gov-
ernment cannot be used without its consent, and that is
highly unprofitable for these countries.

The United States delivers foodstuffs on the so-called
“easy terms” basis by selling agricultural “surpluses” for
local currency, as well as by using them instead of money
to pay the workers employed on the construction of irriga-
tion facilities, water and sewerage systems and other for-
eign “aid” projects. At the same time it demands that the
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Americans working in these countries should be paid in
dollars. This sometimes cuts aid by as much as 50 per
cent.

The U.S. Government assigns agricultural “surpluses” an
important part in the implementation of the “aid” pro-
gramme. It plans to use this programme instead of dollars
in helping other countries in the future too. The deliveries
of agricultural “surpluses”, that is, of stale goods, enable
the United States to intensify its infiltration into the un-
derdeveloped countries.

Aid as a Means of Pumping out National Wealth

A big part of the national income of the underdeveloped
countries goes to the monopolists of the United States,
Britain, France, the Federal Republic of Germany and
other imperialist states who squeeze fabulous profits out
of the peoples they enslave and systematically plunder.

Judging by the President’s message to Congress of
March 16, 1961, the U.S. Administration plans to stop
charging usurious interest on certain loans and to grant
underdeveloped countries long-term credits and loans at a
low interest or even interest-free. This promise looks
tempting. But it needs to be analysed.

Let us ask this question: Must the United States render
aid to the underdeveloped countries?

From 1950 to 1959 private American firms invested
$4,500 million in the underdeveloped countries and made
almost three times as much—$12,800 million. The net
profit came to $8,300 million. In 1960-62 these profits in-
creased still more. Had the money pumped out by the Ame-
rican imperialists remained in the underdeveloped count-
ries, they would have doubled their investments in indust-
ry. This would have been a big step forward. To $8,300
million should be added millions of dollars in profit from
trade, interest on loans and freight charges.
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Actually, the “aid” given by the United States merely
implies partial return of the values extracted from the
underdeveloped countries. Consequently, the debtor is the
United States and not these countries. Let us cite a few
examples.

The aid rendered by the United States to the Latin Ame-
rican countries is insignificant. At the same time it pumps
out of them $2,000 million yearly. Foreign investments
in Brazil in 1955-58 totalled $1,095 million and profits
$2,020 million.

The U.S.-owned Firestone Tire and Rubber Company has
taken more than $160 million worth of rubber out of Libe-
ria in the past quarter of a century and paid the Liberian
Government only $8 million for it. The average net annual
profit made by this American company is three times the
entire revenue of the Liberian Government.

Turkey’s draft budget for 1961 included the receipt of
550 million liras in American “aid” and payment of 650
million liras in foreign debts. In other words, payments
for foreign debts, chiefly to the United States, exceeded
the total sum of the “aid” received. Turkey’s debt to other
countries is 25 times her total reserves of gold and for-
eign currency. Of the 118 tons of gold she has, 102 tons
have been pledged to foreign banks as security for credits
and loans.

Will the U.S. “aid” programmes alter this situation? It
may be said for certain that they will not. For the old
“aid” methods will remain. Speaking of the combination
of old and new “aid” methods, the President said in his
message to Congress that he was seriously concerned about
favourable conditions for American investments. The uti-
lisation of “aid” funds has to be co-ordinated with the Ex-
port-Import Bank, and its exploitive policy is well known
in the underdeveloped countries.

Take India, for instance. To fulfil her third five-year
plan she will have to borrow $5,200 million abroad and of
this sum $1,400 million is needed to repay loans. The loans
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she receives can be spent only under the supervision of the
lender. The first loan she obtained from the Export-Im-
port Bank (announced in June 1958) carried a high inter-
est, 5.25 per cent per annum, and was granted on the
. condition that she purchase only American goods and ship
them only in American vessels. By the end of 1961 Indian
orders in the United States, made under the loan agree-
ment, had reached $100,600,000 (40 per cent for the state
sector and 60 per cent for the private sector). In most
cases the customer got not what he wanted but what the
American monopolies wanted to get rid of. The only ones
who benefited were the U.S. monopolies and shipping com-
panies. After the adoption of the new U.S. “aid” pro-
gramme the Export-Import Bank granted India another four
loans totalling $34 million. Besides carrying usurious inter-
est (5.25 per cent per annum), these loans oblige India to
purchase expensive equipment and pay high prices for
technical services and freight.

The United States, Britain and other imperialist pow-
ers allege that the underdeveloped countries lag economi-
cally because they have not the necessary capital. And so
they try to persuade the governments and peoples of these
countries that their economy stands to gain enormously
from foreign investments, particularly by private interests.

Let us take the United States as an example of what
this leads to. At the end of 1960 total U.S. direct capital
outlays abroad exceeded $26,000 million, with about
$11,000 million invested in the underdeveloped countries.
The U.S. and other imperialist monopolies invest their
capital primarily in the branches which promise the
greatest returns—oil and mining, that is, industries produc-
ing petroleum, iron, tin, copper, bauxites and other very
important strategic raw materials.

According to 1960 figures, direct U.S. investments in
Latin American countries totalled $9,000 million. More
than half of this sum was invested in the oil and mining
industries and even less than one-fifth in the manufactur-
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ing industry. This distribution makes it clear that even
less money was put into the branches which constitute
the basis of any country’s industrial development. It is
significant too that the U.S. capital outlays in Latin Amer-
ica’s mining industry increased from 44 per cent in 1956
to 51 per cent in 1960, while those in the manufacturing
industry dropped from 20 per cent to 17 per cent.

The U.S. monopolies squeeze from $3,000 million to
43,500 million in profit a year out of their investments
abroad. They net quite a bit in Western Europe, Canada
and Australia, but that does not satisfy them. So they
work on the economically underdeveloped countries too,
pumping about $900 million out of Latin America, $750-
800 million out of Asia and more than $100 million out
of Africa.

Capital exports to the underdeveloped countries bring
huge profits to the imperialist powers—far in excess of
their investments. Instead of helping these countries, the
imperialists use them as a source of profit and capital ac-
cumulation. And the result, naturally, is the loss of huge
sums for the underdeveloped countries.

The table below shows the influx of private foreign cap-
ital (in million dollars) into Afro-Asian and Latin Americ-
an countries in 1957-60.

1957 1958 1959 1960

Incoming capital . . . . . . . . . .. 2,532(1,212(2,050| 1,955
Outgoing profits . . . . . . . . . . .. 2,78412,518(2,901 | 2,098
Loss for underdeveloped countries. . . . 25211,306| 85I 143

The post-war picture of the imperialist plunder of the
underdeveloped areas will be even more graphic if we
take them separately, say, Africa or Latin America. From
mid-1945 to 1958 direct private U.S. investments in Africa
increased from $110 million to $789 million, that is, by
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$679 million. The greater part of these capital outlays
($530 million out of $679 million) was made up of the
profits derived by the companies concerned. In other
words, all the United States had invested in Africa in the
first fourteen post-war years came to only $149 million.
In this same period, U.S. profits (minus those reinvested)
are estimated at $704 million. The losses sustained by
African countries as a result of the U.S. monopoly activ-
ities in 1945-58 thus came to $555 million. Subtract from
this sum the “grants for non-military purposes”’—estimated
then by the U.S. Congress at $136 million—and you
will see that Africa’s net losses totalled $419 million. These
losses cannot be compensated by American loans, partic-
ularly since the loans and the interest on them will go
back to the United States.

Official American statistics put gross profits made by
the U.S. monopolies in Africa in 1946-59 at $1,234 million.
Foreign press reports, however, estimate them at $1,500
million. But even if we take the official American figure,
we shall see that the sum annually pumped out of Africa
by American businessmen would suffice to build about
150 power stations with a capacity of 100,000 kw. each.
And the total sum of U.S. “aid” to the countries of this
continent does not exceed $900 million.

Net long-term foreign investments in Latin America in
1945-61 totalled $9,100 million, whereas the amount of
profits and interest exported came to 415,900 million. Out
of these profits the United States granted Latin American
countries only an estimated $1,300 million in “aid”.

On the whole, the imperialist powers annually get
$4,000 million and sometimes $5,000 million and even
more from economically underdeveloped countries in
profit on their investments and in other ways (freight, in-
surance, unequal trade, etc.). In other words, the imperial-
ist powers, and especially the United States, plunder these
countries instead of financing them.

The Indian Government has calculated that profits re-
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mitted abroad come to 300 million rupees a year. But that
is only part of the funds exported. The total sum is con-
siderably in excess of 1,000 million rupees.

The Western Powers by-pass in silence the fact that
imperialist plunder causes many underdeveloped countries
to lose as much as 10-12 per cent of their annual national
income. Without such losses they would have much larg-
er financial resources than they do now. Therein lies one
of the main reasons for the difficulties experienced by the
majority of the underdeveloped countries.

In the hands of the foreign monopolies, profits become
a weapon enabling them to intensify their exploitation of
the national resources of the underdeveloped countries.
Being a foreign asset, they can be remitted abroad when-
ever their owners wish.

Between 1950 and 1962 foreign companies in Ceylon
remitted 801 million rupees in profit. Moreover, 971 mil-
lion rupees leaked out of the country in the form of privaie
commercial remittances. In these twelve years Ceylon
thus lost 1,772 million rupees. Foreign investments in this
country in 1962 amounted to 1,450 million rupees.

Almost eight years have passed since Iran concluded an
agreement with the International Oil Consortium, but liv-
ing standards continue to deteriorate. The American and
British oil companies operating through this consortium
continue to rob the country of its basic wealth—oil. Not
content with exporting oil, they sell it at prices ten to
thirteen times what it costs them and thus make more
than $600 million a year in profit.

In 1960 the increment in the profits of 24 foreign com-
panies in Malaya considerably exceeded all the allocations
for industrial development envisaged by the second five-
year plan (1961-65).

The U.S. “aid” to North African countries (Libya, Mo-
rocco and Tunisia) has economic, military and political
strings attached to it, and this impinges on their sovereign
rights, increases their debts and ultimately leads to their
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still greater economic dependence on the imperialist pow-
ers. Thus, from 1956 to 1960 Morocco received $83,500,000
from the United States in the form of credits and “grants”.
At the same time, her debt to the United States for the
“aid” rendered in this period reached $150,000,000, accord-
ing to the New York Times. In other words, for the meagre
aid of $66,500,000 she had received from the United States
in 1956-60 in the form of agricultural goods, obsolete Ame-
rican weapons and credit for irrigation development, Mo-
rocco has to pay the American imperialists $150,000,000.

What this amounts to is that the sum of profits exported
often considerably exceeds the funds allocated by the un-
derdeveloped countries to finance their national economic
development plans. Such investments do not help elimi-
nate foreign currency difficulties and do not increase the
volume of foreign currency receipts. The underdeveloped
natloniI have no cause to be enthusiastic about imperial-
ist “aid”

Of all the diverse methods employed by Big Business to
subordinate weaker countries, the most convenient and,
consequently, the most tempting method of exploitation
because it creates the most favourable conditions for prof-
it-making, is the one which leads to the monopolies’ un-
divided domination, to the destruction of the political in-
dependence of the country they subordinate to their will.
It is only then that the foreign monopolies can dictate
their terms—in the hire and exploitation of labour power,
in the sphere of taxes, banking, insurance, in foreign trade
and customs, etc., that is, decisively influence all the
spheres which can be made sources of superprofits. There-
in lies the economic essence of colonialism.

One of the most disadvantageous aspects of the relations
between the newly-independent countries and the Western
imperialist powers is that although the former have in-
creased their imports of industrial equipment, most of
them still spend the greater part of their foreign currency
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on imports of commodities or the materials for their man-
ufacture. Burma, for instance, spends about 52 per cent
of her foreign currency on commodity imports, Indonesia
60 per cent, Ceylon 69 per cent, the Federation of Malaysia
75 per cent, etc. This means that the commodity market
in these countries has been captured by the Western
Powers and that gives them another opportunity to ex-
ploit the less developed countries.

The socialist countries have an absolutely different ap-
proach to the problem of assistance. In the overwhelming
majority of cases this assistance is not rendered in the
form of consumer goods, as it is done by the Western
countries. “For it is perfectly obvious,” Premier Khru-
shchov told Indonesian M.P.s, “that consumer goods are
quickly consumed, and the need soon arises for new con-
signments of these goods. So that, while assistance seems
to be given, the economic situation in the underdeveloped
countries is not improved.”

At present the Soviet Union co-operates with more than
forty underdeveloped countries, trades with them, assists
them in the construction of vital projects and helps them
solve technical and scientific problems. Soviet long-term
credits at low interest help build such giants as the Bhilai
Iron and Steel Works in India, the Aswan Dam in the Unit-
ed Arab Republic and many other very important installa-
tions. Soviet co-operation with a number of countries ig
illustrative of balanced development which may lead to
the fullest utilisation of the financial, raw-material, power
and labour resources in the underdeveloped countries.
Broader economic co-operation with the socialist countries
will accelerate their economic development.

Trade in the hands of foreign, particularly U.S. monop-
olies has become a means of robbing the young states. In
their efforts to preserve and increase their profits, foreign
firms do everything to force a reduction in the prices of
raw materials and foodstuffs imported from underdevel-
oped and colonial countries.
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The imperialist powers grant “aid” to the underdeveloped
countries on the condition that they spend the money
to buy their goods. The monopolies thus achieve a double
gain: firstly, they get interest on loans and credits from
the countries they ‘“‘aid” and, secondly, they make prof-
its on the goods they sell them. Speaking of interest, it
will suffice to say that India alone has to pay about 4,480
million rupees in interest on the loans obtained from the
United States and International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development in 1958-59, which is considerably more
than the loans themselves. With this money India could
import machinery and equipment for six iron and steel
works with a capacity of one million tons a year each.

If we bear in mind that the price of the equipment deliv-
ered by the monopolies is often 50-100 per cent above that
charged on the world market, we shall see all the more
clearly that it is a plain case of robbery. It is noteworthy
that in the past fifteen years 30-40 per cent of U.S. exports
have been financed by the loans and subsidies granted by
the United States to the underdeveloped countries. In
March 1961 the President admitted in his message to Con-
gress that “approximately $2 billion out of the requested
$2.4 billion in economic aid will be spent directly for
goods and services benefiting the American economy”.

One monstrous weapon used for robbing the underdevel-
oped countries is still unequal trade, which is made pos-
sible by the domination of the world market by the monop-
olies. The foreign monopolies arbitrarily raise the prices
of the industrial goods they export and at the same time
disorganise the market for raw materials and agricultural
produce, which are so far the main export items in the
underdeveloped countries.

The latter experience serious economic difficulties as
a result of the sharp difference between the low prices
of the raw materials they export and the high prices of
the commodities they import.
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As the Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation,
one of the biggest financial monopolies in Southeast Asia,
said in its 1961 survey, “a further decline in the price
levels of many primary products, coupled with the increased
cost of many types of manufactured goods from the in-
dustrialised countries, has affected the terms of trade of
a number of countries in Asia”.

The underdeveloped countries are essentially one-crop
countries. This increases their dependence on the United
States and other imperialist powers and makes their for-
eign trade one-sided. In this, the mechanism of imperial-
ist “aid” is a very convenient weapon.

The question of American commodity prices is very im-
portant for the countries which receive U.S. “aid”. It is no
secret that the prices of the goods the United States deliv-
ers under the loan agreements are 40 per cent above those
prevailing in the world market and the prices of many
items of American equipment are 100 and even 200 per
cent higher. This means that the American monopolies
grab huge hunks of the dollar loans advanced by the Ex-
port-Import Bank to the underdeveloped countries for the
purchase of industrial equipment and other goods.

Costa Rica, El Salvador and Guatemala lost $480 mil-
lion through the reduction of coffee prices in 1956-60. This
means that these three small countries almost completely
repaid the $500 million promised by the United States tgq
Latin America in 1961. The economic plight of the Latin
American countries is due to the U.S. monopolies’ inten-
sified control over their foreign trade.

The stability of the raw-material and food markets is
upset by intensified U.S. purchases of strategic materials
at give-away prices at one time and dumping of U.S. re-
serve stocks at another.,

U.S. strategic purchases lead to systematic plunder of
the underdeveloped countries, and this is especially true
of the past ten years. According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has imported and
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turned over to the strategic reserves more than $1,500
million worth of war materials in return for wheat, maize,
tobacco and cotton. Moreover, the Journal of Commerce
reveals, there are $1,038 million worth of so-called supple-
mentary strategic reserves acquired by barter methods.
This allows the United States to control the markets of
the underdeveloped countries and deal them unexpected
blows.

Rubber is Malaya’s main export item (it accounts for
60 per cent of the total cost of exports). The Malayans are
perturbed by the growing sales of natural rubber from U.S.
strategic reserves. Commenting at a press conference in
the summer of 1962 on the U.S. decision to dump a large
quantity of this rubber, the Malayan Minister of Commerce
and Industry said this was tantamount to an economic ag-
gression against the underdeveloped countries which de-
pended a great deal on the sales of raw materials.

In the autumn of 1961 the President of Bolivia wrote
to President Kennedy that the U.S. intention to sell 50,000
tons of tin from the strategic reserves with a view to
knocking down its price on the world market did not ac-
cord with the aims enunciated at the Inter-American Eco-
nomic and Social Council conference in Punta del Este and
the Alliance for Progress programme. And the president
of the Bolivian State Corporation said this plan was ut-
terly contrary to the U.S. policy of economic “aid” to
the less developed countries. He further stressed that it
would be regarded by the Bolivian Government as an act
of economic aggression.

The economic difficulties experienced by countries de-
pendent on the foreign imperialists and unequal trade have
caused them to squander their currency reserves and
current export receipts. Many underdeveloped countries
are consequently compelled to restrict imports, and this
leads to the contraction of the capitalist market in these
countries. Suffice it to say that Pakistan, Thailand and the
Philippines with an aggregate population of 140,000,000
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import no more than does Switzerland with her popula-
tion of about 5,500,000.

That the plunder of the underdeveloped countries by
means of unequal trade is being intensified may be seen
from the fact that U.S. imports from twenty Latin.Amer-
ican countries have dropped sharply in terms of money.
This drop, according to the New York Times, is due main-
ly to the low prices of imported coffee, sugar and cocoa.
In the past four years the prices of goods imported by
Britain have decreased by 10 per cent while those of the
goods she exports have risen. At the present level of for-
eign trade this gives the British monopolies about £500
million in profit. The stepped-up robbery of the underde-
veloped countries through unequal trade ill-affects their
foreign trade.

In 1962 the U.N. Economic Commission for Asia and
the Far East (ECAFE) expressed concern for the uncertain
and alarming situation created in this area by the unstable
prices of exportable raw materials.

Unequal trade and, notably, the growing gap between
export and import prices cause Latin America alone to
lose between $1,000 million and $1,500 million a year. The
loss suffered by all the underdeveloped countries fluctuates
between $14,000 million and $16,000 million. This does
not include the losses sustained as a result of numerous
business manipulations and fraudulent book-keeping in-
dulged in by foreign firms and their branches in Asia, Africa
and Latin America, as well as the huge sums they are
forced to pay foreign shipping companies.

Large-scale pillage of underdeveloped countries through
unequal trade leads to a deficit in their foreign trade,
shortage of dollars, inflation and growing budget deficit.
Many countries are financially dependent on the United

States because receipts from exports cover only a fraction
of their imports.

The disgraceful, systematic robbery of the underdevel-
oped countries of their wealth disorganises their national
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economy, makes it impossible for them to create the nec-
essary conditions for independent development, and pre-
vents them from accumulating the funds required for it.
The expansionist and aggressive character of imperialist
“aid” aggravates the economic, currency and foreign trade
difficulties of the underdeveloped countries.

A good idea of the lag of many Afro-Asian and Latin
American countries may be obtained from national income
figures. Here are some comparative data:

Untrdovelopsd omiies | Sl | Intutil |8 per el
India . . . . . . . .. . 54 U.S.A. 2,000
Afghanistan . . . . . . . . 50 Britain 1,020
Burma . . . . . 49 France 875
Yemen . . . . . . . . .. 40 Belgium 940
Libya .. . . . . . . . .. 35 Holland 760

The French economist Pierre Moussa classifies countries
with a national income of $200 or less per capita per an-
num among ‘proletarian nations”. Their aggregate pop-
ulation ranges between 1,800,000,000 and 1,900,000,000, or
65-70 per cent of the world’s total. National income data
are the most generalised index of the backwardness of
the less developed countries.

If we take labour productivity, which is the main factor
for the successful economic development of any country,
we shall see that in the Asian countries it is six to ten
times less per worker than in Western Europe and Canada.
In Africa it is less still.

One of the consequences of the economic backwardness
of the underdeveloped countries is the extremely low liv-
ing standard (malnutrition, poor medical services, a low
percentage of literacy, etc.)). The catastrophically high
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production costs due to the rise in the prices of foreign
industrial goods and the sharp drop in the prices of their
own goods lead to the mass pauperisation of peasants and
workers in many underdeveloped countries. According to
U.N. Food and Agriculture Organisation statistics, people
in the underdeveloped Asian countries consume approxim-
ately 17-20 per cent less calories a day than is indispens-
able. While the average longevity of a European is 60
years, that of an Indian is only 26, and the figure for the
underdeveloped countries in general is 30.

The countries of Asia and Africa are not backward be-
cause people there are less industrious (as the Western
colonialists allege) than in the United States and Europe.
On the contrary, history shows that the Asian and African
peoples are assiduous and that theirs is an ancient civilisa-
tion. The reason for their colossal lag behind the industrial
Western countries, many of them former metropolises, is
the extremely low level of development in the main
branches of their economy.

Common Market Chains

One of the most aggressive organisations with the aid
of which the Western Powers hope to promote their col-
lective colonialism scheme is the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC). What is this community, who is it composed
of, what are its aims and purposes, and how does its
establishment affect the interests of the economically un-
derdeveloped countries?

The EEC was established on the basis of the Rome
Treaty signed on March 25, 1957, by France, Italy, the
Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and
Luxemburg. It came into effect of January 1, 1958. Its
basic aim is the institution of the so-called Common Mar-
ket, that is, the union of the national markets (economies)
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of the member countries into a single market—or, to put
it briefly, their fusion into a single economic bloc. It
provides for the abolition of customs duties and import and
export quotas among the member countries, co-ordination
of customs tariffs and foreign trade policy, free movement
of people, services and capital on the territory of the
member countries, a common policy in agriculture and
transport and a number of other measures aimed at their
economic “integration”.

The Common Market, according to the provisions of the
Rome Treaty, is to be fully established within 12-15 years
after its coming into effect. This transition period has been
divided into three phases of about four years each. The
EEC countries are to merge completely into a single eco-
nomic bloc not later than 1973.

In addition to the six charter members, the treaty en-
visages the membership of the “overseas countries and
territories”, that is, their colonial possessions or former
colonies,

The initiative in this belongs to France. And that is
quite understandable, for the African countries bring su-
perprofits to the French monopolies. From 1949 to 1960
France invested more than 10,000 million francs in Gabon,
Niger, Upper Volta, Senegal and other young African states
through the French Community Assistance and Co-oper-
ation Fund. Every franc invested in Africa gives the French
monopolies one or two francs of profit. The income they
derive from the plunder of the African nations is an im-
portant item in their balance-sheets. According to the
journal Economie et politique in 1961 alone the i:')OO lead-
ing French firms made 2,048,000 million fl:anf:s in profit,
or 51.4 per cent more than in 1958. And it is no secret
that a large part of it came from Africa. )

The other imperialist powers do not object to the ad-
mission of the former African and other colonies to the
EEC either. The West German, Dutch and Belgian mo-
nopolies hope to make use of the Common Market and the
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“integration” policy not only to retain their old colonial
privileges but also to acquire new ones and jointly ex-
ploit the underdeveloped countries.

The charter members of the Common Market, who need
vast amounts of industrial raw materials, will seek to pre-
vent the underdeveloped countries from turning their one-
crop agriculture into a diversified one because they are
interested in cheap raw materials. Moreover, the EEC
powers are out to sell them industrial goods at high
prices.

What economic consequences can such a policy have?

A number of West-African countries associated with
the Common Market reduced customs duties on goods im-
ported from the EEC countries by 30 per cent in 1962,
This privilege enables the European Common Market
countries to flood them with industrial goods and under-
mines their industry, which is weak as it is.

But that is not all. The difference in the prices of the
industrial goods exported by the Six to the underdeveloped
countries and the raw materials they get from them
gives the West-European monopolies an additional oppor-
tunity to cash in. In 1958-61, for instance, the prices of
goods exported by the industrial capitalist countries went
up by one per cent while the raw materials they imported
from the underdeveloped countries dropped five per cent.
This means further losses for the latter.

The entire policy of the EEC is directed at retaining the
underdeveloped countries as agrarian and raw-material
appendages, and not of just one power but of the whole
imperialist bloc. The Federal Republic of Germany, which
has no colonies, has now joined in the exploitation of the
underdeveloped countries as one of the Common Market
members.

It is perfectly clear that the Common Market is objective-
ly spearheaded against the economically less developed
countries. Many newly-independent states rightly regard
the EEC as a weapon with the aid of which the monopolies
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can maintain the correlation of the prices of industrial
and agricultural goods and raw materials at a level favour-
able to them.

The Common Market has been set up and is operating
as an exclusive bloc of powers isolated by a high customs
barrier from all outsiders. It holds out no promise of equal
economic relations to the underdeveloped countries; it
merely threatens them with trade discrimination.

Take Indonesia, for example. She exports tea, coffee,
manioc, palm oil, tobacco, timber and other goods to the
EEC countries. Until recently, customs duties on these
items were low and tea was tax-free. Now that customs
tariffs have been unified, Indonesia will experience difficul-
ties on account of the increase in duties and growing
competition from the EEC associated countries. Tea is now
to be taxed 18 per cent, coffee 16 per cent and palm oil
9 per cent.

The introduction of customs duties for tobacco and tim-
ber will further complicate Indonesia’s export trade with
Western Europe. That these difficulties are about to make
themselves felt is illustrated by the fact that since Septem-
ber 1962 Indonesia has practically exported no manioc to
Western Europe on account of the extremely high customs
duties (the unified tariff is 4.54 West German marks per
kilogramme). The prices quoted by the associated count-
ries, on the other hand, have dropped so low that the In-
donesian exporters can no longer compete with them on
the West German market, their traditional client. Because
of that, manioc is now exported there in small quantities
in fulfilment of old contracts. The Indonesian Exporters’
Association believes that other Indonesian export goods
will not be able to compete on the West-European markets
either. “There is no longer any doubt,” its spokesman said,
“that the EEC policy constitutes a real menace to Indo-
nesian exports to the West-European countries.”

The anxiety felt by some underdeveloped countries in-
creased when Britain applied for admission to the Common
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Market. If she joins this organisation, the countries of the
British Commonwealth will be deprived of preferential
tariffs and that will ill affect their interests.

By way of illustration let us take such African countries
of the British Commonwealth as Ghana and Nigeria. The
customs duty on African timber imported by the Common
Market countries from non-member countries is 5 per cent
and on African sawn timber 10 per cent. The customs duty
in Britain is 8 per cent, but it is not imposed on timber
imported from Ghana and Nigeria. If Britain joins the Six,
the 8 per cent customs duty will be annulled and the
countries of the British Commonwealth will no longer
enjoy any preferences in exporting goods to that country,
The EEC tariff on plywood imports is 15 per cent as
against 10 per cent in Britain. If Britain is admitted to the
Common Market, the plywood exported by Nigeria wij
be taxed 15 per cent. This will considerably raise its Price
—which is high as it is—and will probably lead to g cut
in imports.

The final text of the convention on the association Wit}
the Common Market of eighteen former French ang
Belgian colonies with an aggregate population of 57,000 000
was initialled in Brussels on December 20, 1962. The Bry
sels convention provides for an allocation of $730 millj o
for ‘“co-operation” with the African countries instead o
the $1,700 million they expected to receive for their eCOf
nomic development. As soon as the convention comes j o
effect, the EEC countries will have sti]] greater free (llnto
in selling theirdgoods to African countrieg om

For many underdeveloped countri !

Market this will mean rrfnk discrirrlltialiac’glcledg the Commop
. , for in the cg

of a whole number of itemg they will be in a worse fix ?e

t}:;SCommon Market than the associated African courﬂ

Therﬁ i-s nq dou’pt 'that the Rome Treaty and the “inte-
gration” it brings in its wake are really to be used by the
imperialist powers gradually to impose their control not

72



only over the market of the associated countries but over
their entire domestic social and economic policy.

The apologists of the Common Market are inventing all
sorts of new terms and catchwords to justify the economic
anq political expansion of the imperialist states. One such
bait is the so-called “interdependence” of the imperialist
and underdeveloped countries. What does this notorious
doctrine imply? To believe its proponents, the metropolises
al}d their former colonies and other underdeveloped coun-
tries are now more dependent on one another, than ever
before, allegedly because their economies complement one

another.
\that aims does the doctrine pursue?
Interdependence” is the false slogan the imperialists

have launched in an effort to pave the way to new forms
of colonialism, undermine the political independence of
the newly-free countries, put their placemen at the helm,
and make use of the old weapon of national strife to
weaken the young states and deprive them of their sov-

ereignty.

Wwriting in the American Political Affairs in August
1962, President Sékou Touré of Guinea warned that there
was a danger of the economic enslavement of the young
African states by the imperialist powers. “Thg dirept colo-
nial exploitation of former days,” he §a1d, “is being suc-
ceeded by exploitation .by international monopoh.es.
Pronouncing himself against .the entry‘of the African
countries in the EEC, the Guinean President wrote that
“the African nations are realising that in order to solve
their urgent social problems they mt:lsét 1Sfpf}$1csl ;pt(t)hgetzac:;sé

i i economy; a
formation of their trade y A one within the

through industrialisation, it cannot n
limits of our national micro-economies. But unconditional

integration into a multi-national market consisting of
highly developed and underdeveloped nations negates the
possibility of industrial development in advance; it could
only be the association of horse and rider.”
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The “horse-and-rider” relations are already beginning
to be felt. The European Common Market countries are
trying to bring political pressure to bear on the associated
African countries. On November 22, 1962, for instance, the
Federal Republic of Germany informed its Common Market
partners that it would not sign the convention on the
“association” of eighteen African countries with the EEC
if any of them recognised the German Democratic Re-
public.

In 1961, when Guinea sent a special envoy to the G.D.R.,
Bonn demanded an explanation and threatened to sever
diplomatic relations with her. Some time ago the same
thing happened to Mali, which intended to recognise the
G.D.R. de jure and establish diplomatic relations with it.
The Federal Republic of Germany has also threatened that
it will suspend payments into the African Development
Fund if any of the associated African countries recognise
the G.D.R. after the ratification of the convention. The
West German monopolies have warned that they will have
any country establishing diplomatic relations with the
G.D.R. scratched from the list of countries benefiting from
the Fund.

The EEC powers promise the underdeveloped countrieg
generous assistance and give very little. But they never
forget to flood these countries with private capital which
brings their Big Business fabulous profits. For instance
instead of the $219 million which the EEC Investment Fung
was to have spent in the “associated” African countries
in 1958-60, it invested only $55 million, or a quarter. Ney-
ertheless, the volume of private West-European invest-
ments in Africa by the end of 1960 was almost double
that in 1957.

While the over-all volume of private West-European in-
vestments in the underdeveloped countries had increased
120 per cent from 1960 to the beginning of 1963, “aid”
allocat'lons rgmal.nec.l unchanged. The EEC Investment
Fund is behind in its payments not only to the African

74



countries associated with the European Economic Com-
munity, but to the so-called associated territories too. The
countries bound with the Netherlands, for instance, were
promised 35 million guldens in 1958-62, but all they had
received out of this sum by the beginning of 1963 was
about 14 million guldens.

For the African countries “associated” with the EEC and
Other underdeveloped countries West-European ‘“aid” and
th'e doubtful privilege it entails of sharing its conseguences
With the Common Market countries are fraught with
ganger, The “interdependence” doctrine on which such

association” is based is intended to perpetuate the in-
?quality of its members. Since “interdependence” involves
Industrial Western Europe and underdeveloped Africa, part
of Wwhich still depends a lot on the metropolitan countries,
It inevitably turns into subordination of the weak to the
strong, into a screen for neo-colonialism.

One of the main aims pursued by the organisers of the
Common Market is to cd-ordinate the economic expansion
policy of the member states and subsequently to exert po-
litical influence on various countries. Exposing the expan-
sionist essence of the Common Market, Premier Khru-
shchov stressed: “The Common Market is actually a state-
monopoly agreement of the West-European financial oli-
garchy which jeopardises the vital interests of all nations
and world peace inasmuch as the aggressive imperialist
element use it to strengthen NATO and intensify the arms
race.”

Young States Must Be Helped

“From the very beginning,” Newsweek magazine wrote
in May 1958, “one of the main purposes of our foreign-aid
programme ... has been to buy the friendship and good
will of other nations—to buy allies. It has not only failed
to do so; it has done the opposite.”
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The neo-colonialists are donning the cloak of “civilis-
ers”, “missionaries of prosperity” and “promoters of in-
dustrialisation” and claiming that they sincerely want to
“aid” the underdeveloped countries. But public opinion in
these countries is coming to realise ever more clearly that
instead of curing their economic ills, imperialist “aid” fet-
ters them economically and politically.

Experience over the years shows that American ‘“aid”
has never helped the underdeveloped countries overcome
their backwardness and achieve economic independence.
Take a look at the Asian and Latin- American countries
which have been receiving U.S. ‘“aid” for years. Has
Thailand become an industrially developed country? Has
the Philippines a modern agriculture? Has Peru achieved
economic independence? Definitely no.

There is every reason to say that the U.S. programme,
which has promised $1,600 million to the underdeveloped
countries, will not promote their development either.

In one of his statements, Prime Minister Abdi Rashid
Ali Shermarke of Somali said: “Africa is rich in economic
potentialities. She doesn’t need charity. She should only
be stimulated to develop these riches to become self-suf-
ficient.”

The various programmes of imperialist ‘“aid”’, the forms
and methods of their implementation, and the sources
financing them—in short, the whole system of organisa-
tional and political measures linked with “aid” is directed
not at developing the underdeveloped countries but at se-
curing the imperialist powers’ control over their economy
and politics.

The real political aims of Western “aid”’ become especial-
ly manifest when colonialist interests are involved. In 1962
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, which is controlled by the United States, informed
Indonesia that it would grant her a loan only after she
had “satisfied” Holland’s financial claims. The U.S. mo-
nopolies are at one with the British, French, Dutch, Belgian
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and Portuguese colonialists. At the end of 1961 the United
States Time Corporation informed the Chief Minister of
Orissa that because of India’s liberation of Goa the firm
had decided against building a watch factory in that state.
It had planned to invest 5,000,000 in the construction of
the factory.

Early in February 1963 the U.S. Government retaliated
against Ceylon’s nationalisation of a number of filling sta-
tions, run by foreign monopolies, including Caltex and
Esso, by suspending aid to this country. This step was
taken to exert pressure on Ceylon and force her to give
up her neutrality and become more tractable in her rela-
tions with the foreign monopolies. The United States made
use of the question of compensating the former owners of
the filling stations to screen its onslaught on the peaceful
policy of non-alignment followed by independent Ceylon.

In mid-February 1963 the Pakistani press wrote of the
profound indignation and alarm created in the country by
gross U.S. interference in its domestic affairs. Flouting
Pakistan’s integrity, U.S. Ambassador McConaughy said
in Dacca that the United States was prepared to grant aid
to East Pakistan and stressed that it would work to pro-
mote co-operation with this part of the country. This state-
ment was clearly intended to drive a wedge between West
and East Pakistan and divert the public from the struggle
against the country’s military alliance with the United
States.

The imperialist states resort to every possible pretext
to cut allocations for their widely publicised “aid” pro-
grammes,

President Kennedy's statements at his press conferences
in September 1962, the then Vice-President Lyndon John-
son’s speeches during his Middle East tour and the state-
ments of certain American Congressmen shed light on some
of the aspects of Washington’s economic policy towards
the underdeveloped countries. These statements reveal that
the United States and the other imperialist powers are ex-
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periencing financial difficulties and are in no position to
play the role of benefactors of the underdeveloped coun-
tries. From time to time they are compelled to reduce their
economic “aid” to these countries.

It is for this and many other reasons that the foreign
“aid” problem has been the subject of heated debates
among the U.S. rulers in the past fifteen years. The ques-
tions which interest American Congressmen most are:
How to cover foreign “aid” expenses when the U.S. econ-
omy is itself suffering from many ills? How effective is
U.S. foreign “aid” from the point of view of the state in-
terests of the United States itself? To what extent is it a
materially substantiated and morally justified means of
achieving the aims of U.S. foreign policy?

Burdened by imperialist traditions and representing an
intricate complex of Washington’s military, political and
economic measures, the U.S. foreign ‘“aid” problem has
long been a headache for the directors of U.S. home and
foreign policy. For years the U.S. Congress has been debat-
ing the question of foreign “aid”. It has been studied by
government specialists and by various agencies and Con-
gress committees. The conclusion they invariably arrive at
is that “aid” programmes must be “improved” and ‘‘sys-
tematised” and that greater thrift should be exercised in
allocating funds. The latter recommendation has been put
into practice. In the past decade, the Republican and Dem-
ocratic governments have been asking for $4,500 million
on the average a year for foreign “aid”. And every time
in-between the elaboration of the budget plan and the ap-
proval of the sum asked of Congress it has been cut by
some $800 million.

Early in 1962 Senator Wayne L. Morse declared that by
its scope and conception the Alliance for Progress plan was
superior to the Marshall Plan for post-war Europe. But on
September 13 of that year President Kennedy admitted at
a press conference that the United States had much less
money for the implementation of the Alliance for Progress
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programme than for the rehabilitation of Europe which,
moreover, had a well-organised labour force and a large
number of highly qualified specialists.

The Punta del Este Conference of 1961 decided that the
Latin American countries could appeal to the United States
for “urgent aid” within two months. But the United
States uses every pretext to delay granting it. Can the so-
called Alliance for Progress be effective if U.S. “aid” to
Ecuador under this programme in 1962 totalled $25 million
and the exports of bananas alone from this country gave
the American monopolies $60 million in profit in that same
year?

As U.S. Secretary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon told
the Inter-American Economic and Social Council in Punta
del Este, the United States would participate only partial-
ly in the fulfilment of the economic development programme
for the Latin American countries. Of every five dollars
spent on it, four are to be allocated by the Latin.American
countries themselves and only one by the United States.
This means that 80 per cent of the sum to be invested into
the economy of the Latin American countries under the
“aid” programme called Alliance for Progress will be cov-
ered by these countries themselves.

It is not difficult to see that the Western Powers’ propos-
als and promises have only one aim in view—to preserve
the colonial character of the underdeveloped countries’
economy. It is not fortuitous that the Western Powers take
advantage of these countries’ shortage of funds to hamper
the development and consolidation of their economy.

Assessing U.S. aid to the underdeveloped countries,
Editor Ritner of the American Current magazine, has had
to recognise that it has never brought about socio-econom-
ic reformation. This has been corroborated by the well-
known bourgeois economist and politician, Thomas Balogh.
“Foreign help,” he writes, “has been used, if anything, to
induce the deferment of reforms.”

That is in the interests of U.S., British and other monop-
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olies which net huge profits by exploiting the wealth of
the underdeveloped countries.

Consequently, the formally independent underdeveloped
Countries have been given no opportunity to narrow the
8ap between their level of economic development ang that
of the imperialist powers. It is t}.n's gap which makeg them
€Conomically dependent on the imperialist states.

The facts prove convincingly that t.he peliey followed
by the ruling element in the. leading lmperlahet bPowers,
notably the United States, aims at‘the €conomic ensjaye.
ment of the underdeveloped countries. .

Imperialism and colonialism‘are the main obs.tacles to
the young states’ rapid economic development, ellmination
of poverty and backwardness, and enhax?cement of thejr
material well-being and cul‘tura! level. It is perfectly clear
that the imperialist powers’ policy of control and interfer.
ence in the domestic affairs of the underdeveIOped coun-
tries, plunder of their natural resources and subordination
of their economy to militaristic aims hampers their eco-
nomic and social progress. ) )

Since the expansion of foreign capital under the guise
of “aid” jeopardises the independence of the Countripg
which have only recently achieved _soverelgnty, the prob-
lem of their economic development is equally Nationa] gpq
international. It may be jointly solved by the Deoples of
the industrial and underdeveloped countnes. The decisjye
factor of the latter’s economic progress 1s utilisatjqy, of
their means and resources to build up a nationa] industry,
Only this can protect the independe{’lc‘? of the Young States
from encroachments by the imperialists who Constantyy,
seek to use “aid” as a weapon of economic and Politicaj
subjugation. ]

The economically underdeveloped cogmtnes n'e'ed assist.
ance in the development of key mdusmesr_Sta.blllsation of
currency and prices, expansion of economic tlee, eliming.
tion of restrictions in international trade, cessation Of the

arms race, etc.
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The overwhelming majority of the countries which have
broken out of colonial bondage and won political inde-
pendence are economically still dependent on such powers
as the United States, Britain, France, the Federal Republic
of Germany, Japan, Belgium, the Netherlands and Portugal.
This is a peculiarity of the position occupied by the under-
developed countries in the world capitalist economic sys-
tem. Some of them have to import even nails. The eco-
nomically underdeveloped countries strive to overcome
their backwardness, become independent economically.

That is why in the present phase of industrialisation the
former colonies especially need economic and technical as-
sistance from the more developed countries. Given favour-
able conditions, this assistance can considerably step up
the rate of development of the newly-independent coun-
tries and thus accelerate the process of their liberation from
foreign capital. Foreign aid can also substantially supple-
ment the internal source of accumulation. It all depends on
the conditions it is granted, the aims it pursues, whether
it is genuine aid or merely a weapon for retaining the co-
lonial system. Aid and internal resources are two aspects
of one process, the only thing distinguishing them is that
the former plays a subordinate, supporting role.

The underdeveloped countries which suffer from an acute
shortage of capital need the kind of assistance which would
satisfy the following two basic requirements: firstly, help
liberate their economy from subordination to foreign cap-
ital, from all-round dependence on foreign industrial equip-
ment, etc.; secondly, accelerate the rate of their economic
development.

The development of their economy requires an influx of
foreign investments on a fair commercial basis and without
any conditions liable to impinge upon their sovereignty. In
certain cases the young states oblige foreign firms to rein-
vest their profits in branches which are of importance for
the national economy. In conditions where the newly-in-
dependent states assume control over construction, these
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reinvestments may be considered a source of capital ac-
cumulation.

The underdeveloped countries are in need of assistance
in planning, in the exploration of their mineral and raw-
material resources, and stabilisation of the prices of the
raw materials and foodstuffs they export.

One of the most vital problems confronting them is to
raise consumption, which is a very important factor in the
improvement of welfare standards. This plays no small role
in the industrialisation of the underdeveloped countries as
well as in the effective employment of the ever-increasing
manpower resources.

Equality and mutual benefit in trade, all possible assist-
ance to the underdeveloped countries in their development,
non-interference in their domestic affairs, expansion of
trade without discrimination and restrictions among all
countries, irrespective of their economic and social systems
—these are the principles on which all countries should
base their business relations.

Genuine co-operation does not tolerate political, milita-
ry or economic dictation which debases the honour and
dignity of a sovereign state. It is necessary to proceed
from the premise that foreign “aid” should help promote
the national economy, both the leading branches and other
sectors of production. Aid should help create conditions
enabling these countries to eliminate the colonial heritage
step up the rate of their economic development, imprové
people’s well-being, and promote culture and democratic
institutions. In its entirety, all this will guarantee their in-
dependent economic and social development.

The mutual interests of the industrial and underdeveloped
countries presuppose such forms of co-operation which
would take into account the specific conditions prevailing
in the newly-independent countries and accord with their
vital needs. The forms of aid and the methods of granting
it should be improved to a point where it contributes max-
imally to the economic and social progress of the under-
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developed countries. Such aid may take the form of broad-
er mutually advantageous and equal trade, economic and
technical co-operation in the fulfilment of national econom-
ic development plans, investigation and accumulation of
internal resources, easy-term loans repayable mainly in
goods, adoption of joint programmes for introducing the
latest achievements of science and technology into industry
and agriculture.

International co-operation in the economic and social
spheres would be more effective if the disarmament prob-
lem were solved. Disarmament would release substantial
means and resources which could be used to speed up the
development of the economically backward countries.

An end to the imperialist powers’ arms drive and efforts
to use the territory of the underdeveloped countries for
bullding military bases and war production would undoubt-
edly facilitate their economic development and help broad-
€n economic co-operation which, in its turn, would im-
prove the international situation and strengthen peace.

In September 1962 the Soviet delegation asked the 17th
Session of the U.N. General Assembly to discuss, as a
Separate agenda item, an “Economic Programme of Dis-
armament” and submitted a draft “Declaration on Convert-
Ing to Peaceful Uses Means and Resources Released by
Disarmament”. The declaration pointed out that general
and complete disarmament would make it possible to use
an additional $120,000 million or so, now spent for milita-
Ty purposes, to satisfy mankind’s urgent needs. In 25
years the gain from disarmament would come to $3,000,000
million. If only one-fifth of the money spent for military
burposes by the member states of military-political blocs
Were spent on the economic development of the under-
developed countries, this would allow to invest at least
$20,000 million a year, or $500,000 million in 25 years. Such
a sum would suffice to build 30-40 giant industrial centres
in Asia, Africa and Latin America.

Disarmament would enable the peoples of the world to
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undertake such grand projects as irrigation of the Sahara,
clearance of inaccessible jungles, and exploration of the
world’s vast mineral resources. The means released by dis-
armament could be used to improve welfare standards in
the underdeveloped countries. They would be able to build
many hospitals, child institutions, schools and universities,
abolish poverty, put an end to anti-sanitary conditions and
epidemics, etc.

Modern science and technology are progressing at an ex-
ceptionally fast rate. Mankind is on the threshold of new
scientific and technological discoveries. They will lead to
further achievements in the use of atomic energy, space
conquest, automation, electronics, synthetic chemistry,
biochemistry and genetics. Utilised for peaceful co-opera-
tion among the nations, the new scientific and technolog-
ical achievements offer mankind colossal possibilities for
remaking nature, developing the economy and culture, rais-
ing labour productivity, increasing raw-material resources,
and discovering new means and methods of combating
disease. i

What are the prospects for the economic development
of the underdeveloped countries?

In Southeast Asia, where almost one-fourth of the
globe’s population lives, the present plans for the complex
development of such great rivers as the Ganges, Brah-
maputra, Indus, Irrawaddy and Mekong provide for the
building of large industrial enterprises and hydropower
stations with an aggregate capacity of tens of millions of
kw. in the most overpopulated areas of India, Pakistan,
Burma, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia and Viet-Nam.

In the Middle East, oil, gas and other mineral deposits
would make it possible to erect giant chemical works in
Iran, Turkey, Syria, Afghanistan and the countries in the
Arabian Peninsula.

In Africa, in addition to the Aswan hydropower station,
there could be several other big stations built in the main
Nile basin in the Sudan, Ethiopia, Uganda and Kenya.
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Another large power and industrial complex of world-
scale importance could be created in North Africa on the
basis of the Sahara’s oil and gas. A third important area
is that of the Volta, Niger and Konkoure rivers in West
Africa. Their hydropower resources would accelerate not
only industrial and agricultural development but the con-
struction of a road network too. Lastly, there are the vast
power resources of the River Congo and the mineral resour-
ces of Katanga and Northern Rhodesia.

The natural riches and the rivers of Latin America could
be used to build hydropower plants of several million kw.,
as well as large iron and steel, oil-refining, engineering and
other enterprises.

These long-range plans, according to the opinion voiced
by the Soviet Union at the 17th General Assembly, should
be implemented with the active participation of the Afro-
Asian and Latin American countries, which have their own
national development plans.

The consistent struggle waged by the newly-independent
Countries for their economic and technological progress
Will lead to the eradication of the vestiges of colonialism
and pave the way for large-scale development of their
Productive forces. The economic progress of the under-
'deve10ped countries will benefit not only their own peo-
ples but the whole of mankind. That is why disinterested
assistance to them is one of the most important and urgent
international tasks of today.
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