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OPENING SPEECH

At the Extended Meeting of the West
B.engal State Committee of the Commu-
nist Party of India, November 3, 1955,

THE FOURTH PARTY CONGRESS will be a major
event in the history of the Party. It will have to settle
and clinch a number of questions which have arisen and
over which there is controversy, It will have to work out
the new tactical line of the Party.

The purpose of the pre-Congress discussions is not
merely for everybody to state dogmatically his point of
view and cling to it. The main effort should be to under:
stand one another, to try to learn from one another and
in this way to arrive at unified understanding. The past
history of the Party has shown that nobody in the Party
can lay claim to a monapoly of wisdom or truth. On many

different di d different aspects
of the truth, partial aspects of the total situation. This
lesson from our past history should be borne in mind in
our present discussions.

I shall speak today on the Political Resolution of the
Central Committee and also on the Amendments to the
Party Programme which the CC adopted in its September
1955 meeting. Criticism has been made that the Amgnd-
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ments to the Programme should have been adopted ﬁrsg
and in the light of these d and the und: 3-
ing of the Programme, a tactical resolution drawn up. I
think that this criticism is correct. But comrades should
remember the situation at the time of the June CC meet-
ing, when some pressing current problems had to 'be
attended to, like our attitude towards the Plan-frame.
Further, the Programme itself could not be amended un-
less we discussed certain current developments.

In my speech I shall first take up the amendments
to the Party Programme.

ROLE OF THE PROGRAMME

Comrades are familiar with the history of the Party
Programme; so I will not go into the details. We all
know how it was a product of prolonged inner-Party
discussion and what role it played in unifying the Party
at a time when very serious differences existed. 'There
is no doubt also that the adoption of the Programme
armed our comrades for the last General Elections and
contributed in a considerable measure to the success of
the Party in those elections.

Differences did arise inside the Party but they were
resolved on the basis of the formulations made in the
Programme. Many such diff were thus lved.
But in the period after Madurai differences arose on
important political questions which could not be settled on

the basis of the lations in the Pr It became
clear that certain changes in the situation had taken place
which the it in the P: did not cover.

These changes relate to the foreign policy of the govern-
ment, to the status of India and to a lesser extent to
some aspects of the internal situation,
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In this back d, two tendenci i

selves. One was the tendency to judge every cu‘:“:ex:t
f.orm\{lation made by the CC in the light of the formula-
tions in the Programme and to «ondemn it if it ran con-
trary to those in the Programme. This was- specially
marked with regard to the foreign policy of the govern-
ment of India and with regard to Indian independence,
T'lmg other tendency d to a ion of the‘
entire Programme in the name of changes.

Both these tendencies had to be combated. The CC
{elt that certain changes had to be made while at the
same time retaining the essence of the Programme. There
was general agreement in the Party on this but then
it was necessary to define this essence,

ESSENCE OF THE PROGRAMME

The Programme defined the stage and tasks of our
revolution. It defined the revolution as an anti-imperial-
ist, anti-feudal revolution with the agrarian revolution
as its basis.

It laid down the strategy and class alliance for this
stage, i.e., an alliance of all anti-imperialist, anti-feudal
classes, including the national b isie, with the united
front of working class and peasantry as its core.

At the same time, the Programme gave a general
tactical guidance also. It pointed out that this revolution
had to proceed along the line of struggle against the
general policies of the government. It contained a
trenchant critique of these general policies and charac-
terised them as reactionary and anti-people. The Pro-

was, theref P d with a i
uncompromising spirit of struggle. This also was an
essential feature of the Programme.
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The CC felt that this essence of the Programme
had to be preserved intact while making the amendments.

CATEGORIES OF AMENDMENTS

The amendments that have been adopted by the
CC fall into three broad categories.

First, there were some verbal amendments modifying
certain formulations in the Programme which could
create some misunderstanding. Take the very opening
sentence of the original Programme. This may convey
the impression that the present government was estab-
lished by the will of the British, that it is some sort of
subservient and even satellite government.

Then again there is para 2. The government “that
rose to power on the basis of the heroic struggle of
masses.” This phrase creates the impression that the
present government came into being as the result of the
struggle of the masses alone:

Both these views are inadequate. The present
government came to power as a result of struggle and
compromise. Struggle was followed by compromise—
because it was struggle under the leadership of the
bourgeoisie. The present government was not established
by the British imperialists but was the result of a com-
promise bet; the boi isie and i . Be-
cause the struggle was of a wider scope than previously,
more militant and in a different international and national
background, the compromise was not the same as previous
compromises but resulted in the transfer of power.

Hence these fi lati in the P: have
been amended.

Secondly, there were some formulations in the
original Programme which ‘were too sweeping and one-
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sided. As for example, para 7, which says that all schemes
of the government are “foundering except such as feed
‘war purposes.” There were also some unprecise formu-
lations, as in para 6, which may convey the impression
that industrialists and manufacturers are a section dis-
tinet from monopoly financiers. These had to be medified.
Further it was not clearly stated in the Programme. as
to who was the leader of the ruling class combine. Now
this has been made clear by the formulation that the
Ppresent g is a “bourgeois-landlord government,
headed by the big botirgecisie having links with British
imperialism.”

Thirdly, there were some parts of the Programme
which had become obsolete, particularly with regard to
the foreign policy and the status of India. It is the changes
with regard to these points which are of particular im-
portance and with which I wish to deal in detail. Certain
contradictions have grown between the entire bourgeoisie
on the one hand and imperialism and feudalism on the
other. As a result of this, certain new developments
have taken place which necessitated changes in the
Programme.

FOREIGN POLICY

At the outset it has to be clearly understoed that at
no stage was India in the war camp. The very formu-
lation that she played between the.two camps showed
that she was not a part of the war bloc. The Party had
long given up the wrong notion that the war camp .and
the countries within the capitalist system were xdentlfa.l.
It is clear that at no stage was the Indian bourgeonsne
interested in a world war. 1t had nothing to gain from
2 world war and everything to lose. But, the government
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of India did not at that time help the cause of peace,
but in the main facilitated the struggle of the aggressors.
And it was a foreign policy which was essentially influ~
enced by the British imperialists.

But since then important national and international
developments have taken place which have brought a
new orientation in the government’s foreign policy. In-
ternationally the most important of these developments
were : the victory of the Chinese revolution which radi-
cally altered the balance of forces in the world and in
Asia, the defeat of American imperialism in Asia, the
Pak-American Pact. All these developments not only
showed the weakening of imperialism*and the growing
strength of the peace and democratic camp, but also from
where the threat to India’s sovereignty came. The gov-
ernment of India not only increasingly realised that the
threat came from American imperialism but also that
this threat cpuld be warded off only by building Asian
unity. From that time the resistance to the war plans,
struggle for Asian unity and the building of friendly
relations with the countries of the socialist camp—all
these become more and more marked. The Chou-Nehru
agreement was a landmark in this process and this has
been carried forward at Bandung and by the Nehru-
Bulganin declaration.

Today, therefore, it has to be stated that the foreign
policy of the government of India is, in the main, a pelicy
of peace, of upholding national freedom, of building Asian
unity and friendly relations with socialist and democra-
tic countries.

. Some comrades object to the words “in the main.”

“In the main” is the same as “taken as a whole,” “in its

essence.” This means that the foreign policy of the gov-
[




ement of India is essentially a policy of peace, though
not in its entirety. There should not be any quibbling
over words.

) A question is asked: Does the government of India
still play between the two camps ? Now this play is not
10 be- understood in a moral sense. It has a political

ie., the utilisation of the dictions between
the socialist and capitalist worlds. A bourgeois govern-
ment will always follow a policy of utilising this con-
tradiction. What we have to see is the total effect of this
policy, whether it helps the cause of peace or the cause
of war. So the point is not whether there is play and
utilisation of contradictions but the result of these actions.
In this sense, the present foreign policy of the government
of India, although it makes concessions to imperialists
on several issues, is a policy that, in its totality, hampers
the plans of the warmongers and helps the cause of peace.

Another question is: Whether the present foreign
policy can be called essentially British or essentially in-
fluenced by British imperialism ? To this the answer of
the CC is that it cannot be so called, that the present
foreign policy is essentially an independent policy though
remaining subject to British influence and still marked
by i i jes and illations. No foreign policy
decisively or ially infl d by British i jali
can be a policy of peace. 1f this were so, we would have
1o say that British imperialism itself pursues a policy of
peace. But we all know that today Britain is part of
the war bloc headed by American imperialism. It is
fantastic to say that the Chou-Nehru agreement or India’s
role at Bandung or the Nehru-Bulganin declaration are
in conformity with British imperial interests. We have to
realise that a radical and vital change has taken place in
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the foreign policy of the government of India—a change
from being under the decisive influence of the British to
one that upholds peace and independence.

There is a tendency inside the Party to underesti-
mate the change in the foreign policy and to undervalue
its impact on the international situation. One way of
this underestimation is to say that this foreign policy
is carried out in the interests of the Indian bourgeoisie.
This foreign policy is certainly in the interests of the
bourgeoisie as a class—but this is not a demerit of the
policy. As a matter of fact, the entire policy of the
international democratic movement and the socialist
countries lays emphasis on co-existence, i.e., co-existence
between the socialist and the capitalist countries. This
co-existence would not be possible if it was not also in
the interests of the bourgeoisie. But the main point is
not that. The main point is whether this foreign policy
is in the interests of the nation or not. No one can deny
that the present foreign policy in the main upholds peace,
asserts national independence and is, therefore, in the
interests of the nation also.

It is evident that the government's foreign policy has
not only upheld India’s freedom but has been an impor-
tant influence in the change that has come about in the
entire international situation. It is clear that American
-imperialism wanted to quarantine China, to isolate it.

It is also clear that without India taking the stand
that it did, Indonesia and Burma would not have dared
to have had such close relations with China, thus lead-
ing to America's isolation. Same is the case with the
Middle East where the democratic movement is tradi-
tionally weak. There is no doubt that India’s foreign
policy has helped countries like Egypt to take a stand



against the imperialist war plans and to go so far as
'01 P}erhase arms from Czechoslovakia. India is today
playing a more progressive role in foreign affairs than
any other country outside the socialist camp. This role
must, on no account, be underestimated.

This does not, of course, mean that India’s peace
policy is the same as that of the USSR. But it does mean
something very big. .

Nobody in the Party is going to deny that this for-
eign policy has inconsistencies and defects—Malaya, the
Commonwealth bond, Goa, etc. But, while recognising
these and other defects, they should not be emphasised
in such a manner as to deny the profoundly progressive
significance of the foreign policy as a whole. This is pre-
cisely what many of the critics of the CC do not see.
After r ising the proj ive ch of the present
foreign policy, a recognition which I would call purely
formal, they proceed to emphasise the ‘other aspect'—and
do it with such vigour and at such length as almost to
make out that nothing really has changed.

This d ic left- i d ding on the
issue of India's foreign policy and on the issue of India’s
world status is a serious obstacle in the task of forging
broad popular unity for strengthening of peace and
national freedom. You cannot carry out the task, you
cannot overcome the inconsistencies that persist, unless
you full-throatedly recognise the change that has already
taken place—a change in bringing about which our Party
and the organised peace movement have played a big
role. It means not merely belittling India's world role;
it also means belittling of our own achievement.

We have to see that precisely because India is play-
ing this role that she has incurred the hostility of impe-
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rialist powers, especially the USA, and earned the friend-
ship of peace-loving forces. - This, in its turn, has created
conditions for closer co-operation between India and the
socialist states—a factor of profound significance for our
economy and for our democratic movement. The extent
to which our national economy and national freedom can
be strengthened through this alone is undoubtedly limit-
ed—but this does not mean that it should be minimised.
To do that, to harp merely on the inconsistencies, means
to miss what is new in the situation.

What should be the slogans of the Party with regard
to foreign policy? We should mobilise the masses of the
people, all democrats and peace-lovers in support of three
main slogans: The Panch Shila; Friendship and Co-opera-
tion between India, China and the Soviet Union, Asian
Unity and a Pact of Asian Security—the key slogans in
our struggle for peace at the present time.

INSEPARABILITY OF PEACE AND
INDEPENDENCE

There is no doubt today that the struggle for peace
is inseparably linked with the struggle to defend our
national freedom, to remove all restrictions on our free-
dom and to place that freedom on a secure foundation.
‘The struggle for peace th our national freed:
it broadens the democratic front and helps the isolation
of the most reactionary forces in our country. In their
turn, the struggles of the people for their immediate
demands, for the reversal of reactionary policies, are the
most powerful factors pushing onward the struggle for
peace.

But it must be pointed out that, while these struggles
are i ble, they are not identi ‘Iftheywerelden-
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tical, the question of being inseparable would not arise.
Today the struggle for independence is basically a strug-
gle for people’s democracy. And the struggle for peace,
while aiding that struggle cannot be equated with it.

In this connection, a wrong trend has appeared in
the Party which says that since the foreign policy of the
government is progressive and has radically reorientated
itself, we should expect a similar reorientation in the
internal policy also, that a progressive shift in internal
policy is already beginning to manifest itself with the
adoption of the Plan-frame of the Second Plan and some
other measures. These comrades say that the contradic-
tion between a progressive foreign policy and a reac-
tionary internal policy cannot last long. This view is
based on the assumption that the impact of the progressive
foreign policy will necessarily result in a shift in the
internal policy also.

This position is theoretically unsound and practically
untenable. The foreign policy of a government is deter-
rmined mainly by the aim of strengthening the position of
that country as against other countries. It aims at streng-
thening the position of a country particularly against
countries which are threatening that position. The inter-
nal policy of a class, or a government led by t.ha.l, class,
is determined mainly by the aim of strengthening the
position of that class as against other classes and forces
within the country. It does not always happen t.hat the
external and internal enemies of the ruling class are iden-
tical or that the threat externally and internally have th.e
same magnitude at any given time. Undoubtedly .there 1.:
a link, a close link, between the ‘exl.emal and m:‘ema
policies but the two are not identical, so that a ¢ anvfre
in one will inevitably lead to 2 change in the other. We
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can say that the contradiction belween a progressive for-
eign policy and a reactionary internal policy has dangerous
implications but we cannot say that this contradiction
cannot last, that it must get automatically resolved at an
early date in one direction or another. Theoretically this
position is untenable.

Practically also we can examine many historical
examples. Take Churchill, for example. After the attack
on the USSR by Hitler, he declared support to the USSR.
Afterwards, while delaying the opening of the Second
Front and desiring to weaken both the USSR and Ger-
many, he maintained the alliance with the USSR and
refused to sign a separate peace lreaty with Hitler, Yet
as far as India and the colonies were concerned, his policy
throughout was to deny the demand for independence
and to suppress the popular movement. So, there was
this contradiction and it continued for a long time.
Another example is that of Chiang Kai-shek during the
anti-Japanese war—resisting Japan which was progress-
ive and following an anti-d ic policy i ly.
And there was Kemalist Turkey, We know the anti-impe-
rialist nature of Turkey's foreign policy and its independ-
ent character under Kemal and the way it was hailed in
the international Communist press in those days. Yet, his
internal policy, after certain reforms, became reactionary
—the maintenance of feudal survivals, the suppression of
the people. And this contradiction also continued for a
number of years. Ultimately, Turkey has once again
reverted to the position of a virtual colony.

A progressive foreign policy helps the forces of demo-
cracy to grow and has thus an influence on the internal
situation. A reactionary internal policy endangers the for-
eign policy and constitutes a threat to its progressive
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aspects. This relation must be seen. But this is not the
same thing as to assert that there can be no contradiction
‘between the character of foreign policy and home policy.

‘The point is that, for a shift in the internal policy the
main and determining factor is the balance and shift of
1he relationship of class forces internally, while, of course,

external factors and the foreign policy do have a big
nfluence.

CHARACTERISATION OF THE GOVERNMENT
OF INDIA AND ITS POLICIES

It is around this question that most of the controver-
sies inside the Party today centre. So I shall deal with this
in some detail.

The amended Programme and the CC Resolution
state that thisis a ‘bourgeois-landlord government, headed
by the big bourgeoisie, having links with British imperial-
ssm. At the same time, it has been pointed out by, the
CC that while collaboration between the Indian big bour-
geoisie and British capital continues, the contradictions
between the requirements of capitalist development in
India and British vested interests are growing. This
brings the Indian bourgeoisie as a whole, including the
big bourgeoisie, into conflict with British imperialism on
various issues. Similarly, the contradictions between the
requirements of capi list t and the i-feu
dal agrarian relations are also growing.

The CC has pointed out that the sharpening of such

flicts and e dicti h the possibilities for
the democratic movement to weaken the position of impe-
rialism and feudalism and advance the anti-imperialist,
anti-feudal movement. At the same time, due to the big
b je's policy of promise with the imperialist
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and landlords, it cannot wage a consistent struggle against
them and shatter the shackles on our economy. The C(‘,
has pointed out that due to a number of developments in
more recent years, India has been able to assert increas-
ingly her sovereignty and acquire the status of a politically
free country. This freedom, however, rests on insecure
foundations due particularly to the backward, semi-colo-
nial nature of our economy.

This is the totality of the CC understanding and it
has to be taken as a whole.

Certain questions have arisen in this connection.
Some comrades feel that to characterise India as a politi-
cally free country constitutes a revision of Marxism, that
it denies the basic thesis that politics is the concentrated
essence of economics, etc. We do not agree with this view.
Marxism-Leninism states that in toclays epoch the bour-
geoisie cannot plete the k d ic revolu-
tion, i.e., liquidate imperialism and feudalism. Marxism-
Leninism has never stated that political freedom, freedom
in relation to other states, cannot be secured if the national
movement remains on the whole under bourgeois leader-
ship. But this freedom will remain insecure until the tasks
of the democratic revolution are completed. A historical
example of this is provided by Kemalist Turkey.

Secondly, these comrades fail to appreciate the new
in the world situation, with the decisive alteration of the
balance of world forces in favour of the socialist and
democratic camp and the weakening of imperialism. In
the past, an lly back d and underdeveloped
country was letely d dent on i ialism, there
was the possibility and actuality of direct military inter-
vention and of all kinds of pressure which weak states
found it difficult to resist and even at times impossible.
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Hence, in their relation with other countries they had to
follow policies decisively infl d by the d
imperialist power. The freedom was of a formal character.
But today the possibility has arisen even for a country
with a backward, dependent economy, to assert its sover-
eignty and act as a free country, because of the weaken-
ing of imperialism, and the existence of a powerful social-
ist world and an alternative socialist world market. India
is not the only example. We can see what is happening in
Egypt, Burma, etc. Such things were inconceivable in
the past but they are happening today.

Some other comrades feel that the present govern-
ment is a government of the big bourgeoisie alone, which
makes i to i rialism and feudalism. Firstly,
if this were so, then the very nature of our revolution
would change. It would be a socialist revolution. Stalin
has pointed out that the basic question of every revolu-
tion is the question of power—from which class power
has to be seized and which class or classes have to take
power, this determines the stage and nature of the revolu-
tion. If it is the big bourgeoisie which alone is in power,
then our revolution b a socialist lution 'which
in its course also fulfils certain bourgeois-democratic
tasks. If we argue that the big bourgeoisie alone wields
power, that the rule of the big bourgeoisie has to be re-
placed by an alliance of several classes headed by the
working class, then we come to the position, that our
revolution has certain features of a socialist revolution
and certain features of a bourgeois-democratic revollfﬁm
of the new type. A kind of intertwining of two revolutions.

Secondly, these comrades do not grasp f"“y d:z rela-
N . i eoisie and imperialism and
tionship between the big bourg o The big bour:
between the big bourgeoisie and feudalism. The big
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geoisie is dependent to a great extent on imperialism—
economically and militarily—and it makes concessions
to imperialism because of that very dependence. But the
big bourgeoirie does not have to depend on feudalism; it
wants the landlords as their ally against the people. Cer-
tainly it curbs feudalism, imodifies it to a certain extent,
tries to bring the landlords to capitalist landlordism, ete.
But this very curbing also meaas protecting the landlords
and strengthening of the alliance with them. The alliance
is a very close alliance. We can see quite clearly the posi-
tion of the landlords in the different state governments,
in the administrative, military and diplomatic services.
And we have numerous examples of how state power
is used against the peasants whenever they go into action
against the landlords in any way whatever. Not to realise
all this means to minimise gravely the significance of the
peasant movement, of the worker-peasant alliance as the
core of the united front, of the agrarian revolution as the
axis of our revolution at the present stage.

ROLE OF BOURGEOISIE IN INDIA '

The question of the role of the bourgeoisie and our
attitude towards it is the crux of the controversies inside
the Party today. Some comrades feel that the Nehru
government is led by the national bourgeoisie and opposed
by the ionary b isie. Other des feel that
the government of India is led by the progressive big
bourgeoisie, while another section, a reactionary section,
is out to sabotage its policies. Yet other comrades say that
the present government is led by the collaborationist
bourgeoisie. The common point in all these views is that
the bourgeoisie in India is already regarded as having
split into two distinct sections, or at least the differentia-
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tion inside it is considered to have reached a very advanc-
ed stage. And it is in this split or differentiation that the
cause is seen of the recent developments.

The role of the bourgeoisie is a very important
question in our country. It not only occupies an import-
ant position in our economy, but it wields enormous poli-
tical influence and has played the leading role in the
national movement. There have been differences inside
the Party with regard to the role of the bourgeoisie for
some time now and it lies at the heart of many of the
present differences.

At the Second Party Congress, we adopted a thesis
which stated the bourgeoisie as a whole had ceased to be
oppositional and as a class had to be taken as an enemy.
As we know, this led to the theory of intertwining of
the two stages of revolution and, therefore, a mistake
in the entire line of the Party. Later on, this thesis was
rejected and in its place the thesis was adopted that only
the big bourgeoisie had gone over to imperialism and had
to be fought, while the national bourgeoisie had to be
won over as an ally. And this national bourgeoisie was
equated with the middle and small sections of the bour-
geoisie. .

The Party Programme rejected b°'h. thesd thefes,
The Party Programme, as we all know., reggcted the vxe:;
that all key industries should be mgolnahsed: It 5]:“ ™
that only the enterprises owned b]{ British CBPl'tﬂl s ;“ g
be taken over. This was done with the de.fi{lltl.f u{'l ;erd
standing that in India the naliox@l bourgeoisie umcu
the entire bourgeoisie—big, medium ar?d small, mono-

_monopoly. No section of the bour-
poly as well as non-monope o tmperialism,
geoisie could be said to have gone over tl- d'p:jon be-'
though individuals might have. The contracic
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tween imperialism and the bourgeoisie as a whole
Temained.

The CC takes its stand firmly on this basic thesis of
the Party Programme. It holds that while the big bour-
geoisie is maintaining its links with imperialism, conflicts
have also arisen, particularly in the recent period—con-
flicts based on the common aim of the entire bourgeoisie
to develop India along capitalist lines. It is the class as a
whole that both compromises with imperialism and also
has conflicts with it. The CC states that it is the dual
role of the bourgeoisie as a whole—corresponding to its
dual position as both an oppressed and oppressor class—
that alone can satisfactorily explain recent developments
as well as past events.

Here comrades will find it useful to look up the Colo-
nial Thesis of the Sixth World Congress of the Comin-
tern, passed in 1928. In my opinion this is the most exhaus-
tive tr of the ion of the ional bourgeoisie
and its role in the anti-imperialist struggle. I am using
these quotations not because I want to buttress my posi-
tion with quotations but because I think this throws the
floodlight of the fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism on
the contemporary Indian situation.

Aftet distinguishing the dore b isie as
“native merchants, engaged in trade with imperialist
centres, whose interests are in continuation of imperialist
exploitation,” the thesis says that the rest of the “native
bourgeoisie, especially- the portion reflecting the interests
of native industry, support the national movement and
represent a special vacillating, compromising tendency
which may be designated as national reformism (or, in the
terminology of the theses of the Second Congress of the
C ist Int i 1, a ‘b ssed, ic’ ten-
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d.ency), ... In India and Egypt we still observe, for the
time being, the typical bourgeois-nationalist mo\;ement—
an opportunist movement, subject to great vacillations,
b.alanci-ng between imperialism and revolution.” (Ernpha:
sis in the original.)

. Tt goes on to say: ““Independent rule, a future of “free’

t Jevel.

X over an
'mt‘?eper‘\denl’ people—this imperialism will never volun-
tarily yfeld to the national bourgeoisie. In this respect the
contradiction of interests between the national bourgeoisie
of t.he colonial country and imperialism is objectively of a
rad{cal character. In this respect imperialism demands
capitulation on the part of the national bourgeoisie.

“The native bourgeoisie, as the weaker side, again
and again itul to i ialism. Its i i
however, is not final as long as the danger of class Tevo-
lution on the part of the masses has not become immediate,
acute and menacing.” (Emphasis in the original)

From this it becomes clear that apart from the com-
pradore bourgeoisie, in the sense defined above, no other
section of the native or national bourgeoisie goes over to
imperialism finally until menaced by the forces of inter-
nal class revolution. The national bourgeoisie as a whole
follows pelicies of struggle with imperialism, as well as
compromise with it, all in the interests of strengthening
its own position.

Now T think that no comrade in the Party will say
that any section of the Indian bourgeoisié is interested in
just maintaining intact imperialist exploitation. The
Indian bourgeoisie is certainly no undifferentiated, hom-
ogeneous mass. There are the big monopolists who hav‘e
relatively greater connections with ijmperialism. There is
the smaller bourgeoisie who do not have so many links
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with imperialism. But the whole bourgeoisie is national
in the sense that its interests as a class are not identical
with imperialism but on the contrary come into conflict
with it. The class as a whole wants independent capital-
ist development. Again the class as a whole wants to carry
through this capitalist devel nt by (a) str ¥

jts own position vis-a-vis imperialism, (b) by curbmg
feudalism, (¢) by simultaneously maintaining its alliance
and compromise with imperialism and feudalism, and (d)
by throwing the burden of this development on the mass
of the people. This is the general policy. On this general,
basic policy, there is agreement among the bourgeoisie
as a whole. And in this sense no section of the Indian
bourgeoisie can be called pro-imperialist, as having sold
itself to imperialism, as being interested in the preserva-
tion of colonial order, just as no section can be called
revolutionary either. The conflict of policies that takes
place are within this basic framework. Compromise and
struggle are not two different policies of two different
sections of the bourgeoisie but two aspects of the basic
policy of the class as a whole.

The thesis that a split has taken place within the
Ind.\an bourgeolsxe w1th one section having gone over to
d. Why should any
section of a bourgecisie that fought imperialism over so
long a period suddenly go over, and that too without any
serious governmental crisis? Going over of any section
of the bourgeoisie can take place only under any of the
following three conditi (i) Satisfaction of the aspira-
tions of the bourgeoisie or a section of it by imperialism,
(ii) actual imperialist invasion when a section of the bour-
geoisie capitulates, thinking that their position is hopeless,
e.g., Wang Ching-wei at the time of the Japanese invasion,
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and (#i) when a powerful internal challenge matures
when the forces of popular revolt threaten to shake their
class domination, e.g., the 1927 betrayal of the Chinese re-
volution. These are very specific conditions and none of
these conditions obtain in India at the present time. It is
often said that a section of the bourgeoisie fears the people
more than imperialism. This is not an adequate statement.
The bourgeoisie does not fear the people at all times and
in all places. As a matter of fact they also often utilise the
people and the popular movement as a means of pressure
against imperialism. The bourgeoisie fears the people in
revolt, when the people are moving in a direction which
challenges their class domination or their class leadership.
We certainly cannot say that the popular forces in India
have yet d any such chall to the bourgeoisie.
1t is necessary for.all of us to study the concrete situation
and see whether there is any ground for stating that the
objective conditions are such that the bourgeoisie in India
has already split into two distinct sections.

A glance at the history of our national movement will
also help to clarify the matter. We know that the bour-
geoisie throughout the national movement took recourse
alternately to struggle and to ‘compromise. The 1919-22
struggle with, the Chauri Chaura withdrawal, the 1930
struggle followed by a fresh round of compromise. In 1942
the same sections initiated the struggle who had always
been known for their right-wing line—Sardar Patel,
Rajendra Prasad, etc. As a matter of fact it cannot be
denied that Gandhiji was both the initiator of §nruggles
and the architect of compromises. It would be nr!nculous
to say that the national bourgeoisie was re_s%)onsﬂ:nle for
the struggle and the collaborationist bourgeoisie sabotaged
the struggle and forced a compromise. As a matter of fact
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the bourgeoisie as a whole remained remarkably united
under the leadership of Gandhiji. In 1942 the same Tatas
and Birlas, who minted crores from the war contracts,
tried to engineer strikes from top during the August
movement.

Conflict over policies certainly did take place. Cer-
tainly not all sections at once tock to the slogan of com-
plete independence passed in 1929. Nor was the Gandhi-
Irwin Pact or the Faizpur Resolution unanimously
approved. On these and many other issues there was a
right-wing and a left-wing inside the Congress. But this
conflict was not between two sections but over different
estimates of the situation, different policies within the
same class. And there was a common link also—the satya-
graha form of struggle which could lead either to com-
promise or to defeat. The conflicts over policy invariably
got reconciled within the framework of bourgeois reform-
ist opposition to imperialism. It is this process of a parti-
cular kind of struggle ending in a compromise which was
carried forward to a new level since 1947. The bourgeoisie
did not take over control of the state from the imperialists
simply for abstract ideals of freedom or liberty. They
took control, entered into'a compromise with imperialism,
collaborated, not in order to retain the colonial order
intact, but in order to realise their own ambitions—
capitalist development in then- own interests as distinet
from the interests of imperialism. The compromise was for
the same reason as the struggle—furtherance of the inter-
ests of the Indian bourgeoisie. With bourgeois_ aspira-
tions unfulfilled and in a favourable international situa-
tion, today the conflict is sharpening between imperialism
and the bourgeoisie as a class.

Now in the background of this sharpening conflict,
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to which attention has been drawn by the CC, we have
to see whether there are any indications that the Indian
bourgeoisie has split. We have to see whether there are
any pro-imperialist sections who are coming out to saho-
tage the policies which are pursued by another anti-
imperialist section.

Take the Second Five Year Plan. 1\./Iuch has been
said about the Plan-frame and its emphasis on heavy
industries. These must be recognised. But we must see
that the Note of the Federation of the Indian Chambers
of Commerce and Industry (FICCI) on the Second Plan,
also lays down large figures for investment out of which
Rs. 2,000 crores are set apart for industry and of which
65 per cent is intended for heavy and basic industries. So
on the basic policy of industrialising the country, of enter-
ing upon the path of capitalist development there is no
conflict between the two documents.

Even with regard to the Soviet steel plant offer, the
opposition that there was to this in some quarters stem-
med from the fear that acceptance of this offer might
overstrain relations with Britain and America, who would
not then offer any aid. They also feared that this would
mean close relations with USSR which would strengthen
the forces of “Communism.” Others argued that on the
contrary, acceptance of the Saoviet offer would strengﬂ{en
India economically and would also enablg better bargain-
ing to be done with the British and Americans. They were

Valso more confident about their own slrength‘ and t.hel:ir
influence among the masses. Here was a conflict of poli-
cies between a progresSive and a .reactxonar;.' po:\hcyT:
progressive policy which helps Ind\al and wh:lr;h o‘: 1.;
therefore, be supported and a reactionary policy whicl
harms India and which should, therefore, be opposed.
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But, while recognising this, we must also recognise that
these could not be called the policies of two sections of
the bourgeoisie.

Then there is a very recent example. Sri Nanda, a
staunch Nehruite, gees to the Colombo Plan Cénference
and makes an abject appeal for private foreign invest-
ment to the tune of Rs. 1,000 crores. At the same time,
Sri K. D. Malaviya, an equally staunch Nebruite, comes
back from the Soviet Union and announces that Soviet
help will be taken with regard to oil prospecting. Now
it would be utterly absurd to say that Nanda represents
the pro-imperialist wing and Malaviya the anti-imperial-
ist wing of the bourgeoisie. As a matter of [act if Nanda
had gone to the Soviet Union and Malaviya to Singapore,
then Nanda would have made Malaviya's statement and
Malaviya Nanda's. This is an example showing that
what we have here are not two policies of two wings, but
dual aspects of the same policy of the same class.

The Imperial Bank is nationalised but with heavy

and heavy n ly repre ion on the
board of directors. Can we say that nationalisation is due
to the anti-i ialist wing and ion, ete., to the

pro-imperialist wing of the bourgeoisie? Can we say that
at Bandung, Nehru represented the anti-imperialist
national bourgeoisie while over Malaya and Goa his policy
represents the collaborationist bourgeoisie? Some
comrades argue that Nehru is‘a bundle of contradictions:
and hence all these contradictions in policy. But this is
putting the cart before the horse. The contradictions, or
dual aspect of Nehru s policy, foHow from the dual posl-
tion of the b ition to, and simul
compromise with the British imperialists.

Not to see this but to postulate a conflict between two
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sections of the b isie has d impli
Ob;ec_t'wely it will lead to. collaboration with the govern-
men‘t in the name of united front with the anti-imperialist
section of the b isie. Instead of com i

on tl?e policy of Wmmue pursued by the class we shall
derail the Party into a wild-goose chase for compromisers
and thus actually screen the policy of compromise. .

REACTIONARY CHARACTER OF THE INTERNAL
POLICIES

The new features that have appeared in the govern-
ment’s policies are due to the growth of two kinds of
contradictions. Firstly, the growth of the basic contradic-
tion in present-day Indian society, ie., between the masses
of the Indian people as against imperialism and feudalism.
This contradiction manifests itself in the urge for defence
and strengthening of national freedom. It manifests itself
in the urge for industrialisation of the country. 1t also
manifests itself in discontent against the present govern-
ment and its policies, in the desire for basic and radical
reforms. This growth of mass opposition to the govern-
ment and mass radicalisation has been the biggest factor
in bringing about most of the recent developments.
Comrades who talk about the Communist Party having to
base itself on that which is growing should note that this
basic contradiction has also grown and it is on this that
the Party has to base itself. )

Secondly, contradiction has also grown between the
Indian bourgeoisie and imperialism. This has played a r_ole
in bringingabout the new orientation in the foreign policy.
It has also played 2 part in the recent measures adopted
by the government in the internal sphere also, eg:, the
Plan-frame. In other words, contradiction has developed
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between the bourgeoisie’s plans for independent capital-
ist and imperialism and i-feudal agra-
rian relations.

‘What is our Party’s attitude towards this second con-

tradiction and the concrete measures that follow from it?

Our tacncal line cannot be based on the contradiction
bet ialism and feudalism on one hand and the
bourgeoisie on the other. We cannot argue that it is this
which is growing and therefore we have to base ourselves
on this. That would be a vulgarisation of the teachings
of Marxism-Leninism, because, as pointed out already,
the main thing that is growing is the conflict between the
people and imperialism-feudalism. It is this contradiction
that has to be the basis of our line.

If we do not see this, serious mistakes in policy will
follow. If we base our line on the conflict between impe-
rialism-feudalism and the bourgeoisie, then our tendency
would be to limit our slogans and our demands to the
requirements of this conflict and not to go beyond what
the liberal bourgeois is ready to go. The concept would
grow that not working class-peasant unity but working
class-liberal bourgeois unity is the basis of the democratic
front.

At the same time, lt would be incorrect to ignore the

bet; lism and feudalism on one
hand and the bourgeoisie on the other. It would be in-
correct to argue that it is a conflict in the enemy camp
and base our line on this argument.

Such an attitude ignores the fact our main enemies at
this stage are imperialism and feudalism. Wreng tactics
are bound to follow from such an attitude.

For example, if one were to argue that these are only
contradictions in the ‘enemy camp,’ then it would be right
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to join hands with parties of feudalism, parties of com-
munal reaction, to fight the Congress, the ‘strongest
ene_mY' during elections. Also, it would be a matter of
no importance te us whether a British concern is national-
ised, for the state is led by the big bourgeoisie and the
big bourgeoisie is as much an enemy as imperialism.

We do not ignore these contradictions. On the con-
trary, we recognise that they have a certain progressive
significance and can be utilised to weaken the position of
imperialism and feudalism which are the main enemies of
the Indian people. Hence we welcome the growth of the
contradictions and strive to sharpen them further.

Our Party has supported and will continue to support
every step that curbs imperialism, feudalism and the anti-
national vested interests in general, even to a limited
extent, every measure that strengthens national economy,
every measure that helps the people. We lock upon the
nationalisation of the Imperial Bank, the amendment to
the Constitution, the proposal to impose ceiling on land-
holdi the hasis on heavy industries in the Second
Five Year Plan as such steps. Therefore we support them,
despite their limitations.

Should this, however, make us declare that the mter;
nal policies of the government have become progressive:

B i has not merely to compare

To answer this question, one 73 hat, done in the
these measures and proposals with whatgwas €one

One has to examine the background in which they

past. One Ha3 has to examine not merely the

have come. Above all, one has ohon bat the actusl

declared targets and Ubje{:::e:n? :l;et.her t:ey help the

actices of the governm 4o otives.

B Huation of the targets and the P‘:‘ff‘: ]‘?h’°°:‘r?f°d,y

The positions of imperialism :hn ti::e of the transfer
even weaker than they were at the .
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of power. Their moral-political isolation isv even .greaf:er
than it was then. The international and national situation
has grown more favourable for the forces of democracy.
Radical and socialist sentiments have strengthened in the
country and even inside the Congress. The most drastic
measures today to break the power of British capital, to
liquidate feudalism and to curb monopoly capital will be
acclaimed throughout the country.

Further, the need for such measures has become still
more evident after the experience of the last few years.

But, what is the government doing in this back-
ground?

Scon after the adoption of the amendment to the
Constitution, exorbitantly heavy compensation was decid-
ed upon in favour of the shareholders of the Imperial
Bank. And now, after the proposal to fix a ceiling on
land-holdi heavy ion is being proposed to
landlords whose land will be acquired.

“  The demand for nationalisation of the coal industry
which is dominated by the British has been shelved for
the present which means i ion of the dert
of a vitally important article of which our country has
only a limited quantity.

In the sphere of industrial relations, the policies of
the g have been designed to make the INTUC,
the sole regognised union even in places where it has
practically no sdpport: among the workers. Such an
attempt to foist a g t-backed and ploy
approved organisation on workers is a step backward.

Although, through its struggles the working class
‘won some wage increase, yet even now the real wages
are no higher than in 1939 while productivity has increas-
ed by 38 per cent. In the total income generated in, fac-
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tories the share of profits increased from 58 per cent in
1950 to 67 per cent in 1954, while the share of ‘wages
and salaries declined from 42 per cent to 33 per cent.

In order to judge whether the internal policies of the
government are becoming progressive, we have to ask
ourselves the basic questions: Do these policies help te
break the fetters on the forces of production? Do they
even weaken these fetters appreciably? This and this alone
is the Marxist and scientific way of looking at the problem,

Under the subheading “In the Field of Agriculture
and the Peasant Problem,” the Party Programme draws
pointed attention to the basic problem of Indian society—
the agrarian problem. It explains lucidly why not a
single task facing the Indian people—development of
agriculture, development of industry, national uplift and
prosperity, liquidation of cultural backwardness, estab-
lishment of peace in the country—can be carried out
without basic agrarian reforms which would transfer
land to,the peasant and agricultural workers gratis, give
the rural masses relief from the burden of rents and debts,
help to raise their standard of life. That.is why agrarian
reforms are of decisive importance for the regeneration
of the country.

In the final analysis, therefore, this is the acid test by
which the character of the policies of the gove@ent :15;
to be judged. Not to see this, I musft ::e:f:i::; "':'}‘:esis
gradually lead to the acceptance o T >
that not working class-peasant alliance for basic agrarian
reforms but working class-bourgeois alhan_ce for national
reconstruction is the core of the democratic front.

ether the Congress,

V_Ve must, therefore, ﬁnddout ﬂ::hﬁ]]er, e iy

agrarian reforms transfer land to
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even reduce the burden on the mass of peasants to any )
appreciable extent.

It is true proposals have been made in the Plan-
frame for imposing a ceiling on exisiing landholdings but
let it not be forgotten thal even now the eviction drive
of landlords continues unchecked and that the proposal
for ceiling (three times an economic Lolding) was made
by the Congress Agrarian Reforms Committee as early
as 1949. Even the First Five Year Plan recommended
ceiling on existing holdings. The government not merely
ignored these recommendations but went further. The
central government prevented the governments of Hima-
chal Pradesh and Delhi from imposing the ceiling which
they had proposed.

That now, at long last, some steps are being taken to
fix the limit of the land that a landowner may possess is
undoubtedly to be welcomed but even now (as in Bihar)
in the name of ‘efficient farming’ the ceiling is being
sought to be kept too high—far higher than what was
proposed by the Congress Agrarian Reforms Committee.
Further, although the strength of the kisan movement
has won certain demands for the peasantry as a whole,
yet, even now, there is no evidence of any concrete
measures to reduce the heavy burdens on the peasantry.
On the contrary, these burdens continue to grow, despite
the steep fall in the prices of agricultural goods.

Due to_this situation in the rural areas, due to the
low wages of the workers and the growth of unemploy-
ment, the internal market remains narrow, preventing
adequate utilisation of even the existing installed capacity
of industries.

Thus, despite some increase in production, the heavy
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shackles on the productive forces continue. How is one to
explain this?

The CC Political Resoluti “_...although
the contradiction between the needs of India’s industrial
development and the interests of imperialism, feudalism
and reactionary monopoly capital has grown in the last
few years, yet the government is not prepared to attack
them. Even when seeking to curb them, under the grow-
ing pressure of masses and due to its own needs, the

government proceeds by way of compromise, by way of
heavy it and i 1

which
jeopardise the very objective of economic advance.”
(p.17) :

While welcoming the declared aims of the Plan-
frame and a number of the proposals, we consider it
wrong to judge the government merely by reference to
those aims and those proposals. We have to judge the
government by what it does.

It must also be kept in mind that the powers of the
police remain as sweeping as ever. How these powers were
used in Amritsar, Kanpur, Darjeeling and Bihar are
known to all.

Therefore the resolution states: ﬂ‘]'The tasl:s of the
democratic movement in relation to the present govern-
ment have to be determined on the Pasis of the actual
practice of the government, on the basis of a conc.re,:e
assessment of its policies and measures as they _aﬂect 11: e
life of the mass of the people. Although the foreign 2:1, 1::1
of the government of India has undefgon;ke act i:n eal
change in recent years in a progressive ¢ e
must therefore be supported and although fsome of the
declarations and proposals made in the Plz— :hame of the
Second Five Year Plan are to be welcomed, the i
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policies of the government, taken as a whole, continue
to be reactionary and undemocratic in practice—despite
talks about a socialistic pattern of society.

“They are policies of serious compromise with and
protection of foreign capital. heavy concessions to land-
lordism, support to the monopolists in their attacks on the
working people, imposition of fresh burdens on the masses,
suppression of democratic rights and civil liberties. They
are policies that seek to weaken and shackle the very
classes that are the most resolute defenders of peace and
national freedom while making concessions to reactionary
anti-national classes in our economy and political life.”
(pp. 24-25. Emphasis added.)

Hence it is that although our main enemies at this
stage are imperialism and feudalism, the struggle against
these enemies cannot be waged without determinedly
fighting the present government and its basic policies—
‘with special emphasis on the policy of compromise with
imperialism and feudalism.

‘What has happened in relation to the proposals on the
Second Five Year Plan as made in the Plan-frame also
brings out the character of the government'’s policies. The
Plan-frame on the whole indicated an advance which was
welcomed by democratic public opinion. But big busi-
ness raised a howl and the government started retreating
—showing clearly whom it represents and whose interests
it serves. Reactionary modifications are being made in
the Plan-frame under the pressure of monopoly capital.

Comrades who speak of government’s policies as
being pi ive should just ber what the Iranian
government under Mossadeq did, what the bourgeois gov-
.ernment in small, isolated Guabemala ventured upon and
the stand that the Indonesi; gov took
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against the Dutch. None of these was a people’s demo-
cracy and none of these countries was more favourably

EIaCEd than the Indian government. Yet the government
as not ventured upon nearly as b i
governments. Y Pld 2 polcy a3 these

To decide whether particular policies and actions are
progressive or not we should not therefore simply compare
them with what existed in the past. If that is to be the
criterion, then Congress government has pursued progres-
sive policies right from the time it took over power in
1947. We have to judge the policies in relation to: (a) the
needs of the situation, (b) the possibilities of the situation,
(c) the extent to which they strengthen the forces of de-
mocracy, and (d) whether they shatter or at least seriously

weaken the i d relations of production that are
shackling the forces of production. Simply seeing the con-
flict between the bor isie and i ialism-feudalism is

one-sided. We have to focus attention on how the bourgeo-
isie is trying to resolve this conflict. Is it trying to resolve
this conflict by making serious inroads into the positions
of British capital and landlordism? Or is it trying to solve
this conflict by throwing the burdens on the people? The
latter method is not merely undemocratic. It also wea-
kens national economy by restricting the internal market.
It means strife and disunity, deadlock in production. We
cannot therefore blindly support any method of solving t.hey
conflict, even if it is at the cost of the people.

On the contrary the task of the Party is to defend ﬂ]"{:
interests of the masses, to lead them to resist ?‘: E;:a:n 3
of the bourgeoisie and in this way }o makel it v!'s i‘;nﬂ.icts
even impossible for the bourgeoisie to 5°t"ef the people.
with imperialism and feudalism at the cost of ] -

the conflicts bet:
In this way also we shall further sharpen
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and

ween the b isie and 1
within the bourgeoisie itself.

BUILD POPULAR UNITY

But this struggle for the defence of the immediate
interests of the masses can be waged effectively only as an
integral part of a nationwide campaign to build the broad-
est popular unity for policies of national advance. Without
this, these struggles will remain on an economic plane and
will not get co-ordinated. Without this, we shall not win
allies. Without this, even the partial struggles will stand
in danger of getting isolated from the broad democratic
masses and thus facilitating their suppression at the hands
of the gov . This is ly what we have to
grasp today, for this is what the CC Resolution seeks to
stress. This is precisely also what left-sectarianism
refuses to see.

Left- iani dismi the fli that are
arising in the government and inside the Congress as of
little significance because these conflicts have not yet
assumed a basic character. This is utterly wrong because
a sharper differentiation than today can take place only
through a further growth of the mass movement, and, for
the very growth of that movement, it is essential to adopt
a correct attitude towards the differences that have
already arisen and are rising.

This is a matter of great importance, The conflicts
that are arising in the bourgeoisie as already stated, are
as yet in an initial stage. They are conflicts over policies
~—still within the framework of the basic b is policy..
But that does not mean that they do not have a big
significance.

There are proposals and measures, there are policies
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whicl.’l are relatively more Progressive—which strengthen
our independence, which strengthen national economy.
Thgre are others which do not achieve these objects. A
striking example of this was the controversy that a.rose
over the question of economic relations with the USSR
and the steel plant agreement, Another example is the
controversy over the extension of the public sector.

These conflicts are related to the patriotic urge that
has grown among our people—the urge to rebuild our
economy and develop India as a powerful industrial coun-
try. The working class also shares the urge. All want
more f ‘more ksh more mi n if
these are owned by the bourgeoisie, This is seen in the
demands that are raised by the people that the next steel
plant should be erected in their state. The stand that the
government wants and develops capitalism, hence its
economic measures are of no importance to us—this is an
incorrect stand. It not only isolates us from the masses
but is even theoretically incorrect. For our main criticism
of the government at this stage is not that it is trying to
develop capitalism but that it is doing so without attack-
ing British capital and landlordism, which means more
burdens on the masses.

It is necessary therefore that we carefully study the
new features that are developing, assess their si
soberly and work out slogans and tactics that will enable
us to build the broadest popular unity here and now.

For what? For policies that defend peace and streng-
then freedom. For policies that help to s?rength_en
national economy. For policies of closer relat‘lcfns with
the USSR, China and other states. lFor policies th.at
strengthen the forces of democracy in our economic,

political and social life.
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But to do all this, we have to adopt a positive attitude
towards the new features that have appeared. This posi-
tive attitude does not mean some sort of ‘responsive
cooperation.” Nor does it merely mean supporting what
is good and opposing what is bad. It is something more
fundamental.

Adoption of a positive attitude towards the new fea-
tures means their utilisation in such a way as to extend
and strengthen the unity of the people against imperialism
and feudalism, against compromise with them and for
measures that weaken the position of British capital and
feudalism, that curb monopoly capital, that raise the
standard of life of the people and strengthen the forces
of democracy in our economie, political and social life.

The policy that follows from such a positive attitude
is this: .

We wage determined struggle for higher wages, for
agrarian reforms, against tax burdens, for civil liberties
and democratic rights and strive to defeat the govern-
ment’s policy of attacking the people in the name of its
plans and projects.

We put forward our own positive proposals on the
issue of rebuilding of national econcmy, as we have done
in the pamphlet Communist Party end Problems of
National Reconstruction.

We simultaneously support all progressive steps and
proposals and stnve to strengthen all those trends which,
that weaken the
grip of i weaken 1 , curb the mono-
polists and enable the people to improve their condition.

And for all these, we strive to unite all patriotic and
popular forces, irrespective of the parties to which they
belong and which they follow.
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This is how we im|
plement the strategy of build;
the broadest .frunt 2gainst imperialigy and feudalisz:E
A strategy which demands concentration of the fire on the
main enemy ang its allies, eg,

4 mbined with determined
su-:ggle against COmpromising forces; trends and poﬂ;::‘;s
and support to policies and mea; i
ropeppart €asures that are Telatively

This strategy demands a

correct attityde t,
Plan-frame for the Second F * fomends the

ve Year Plan,

THE PLAN-FRAME

In evaluating the Plan-frame two wrong tendencies
have to be avoided. One js the tendency simply to brand
it 2 2 plan of the monopolists and have done with it, Tho
other tendency is to base the attitude of the Party towards
the government entirely on the Plan-frame and to regard
the Plan-frame almost as the basis for national unity.

The Plan-frame is the product of several factors that
have developed in our economic life:

(a) It reflects the desire of the people for basic
reforms for national reconstruction and for liquidation of
colonial backwardness.

(b) It embodies the urge of the big bourgeoisie, as
of the bourgeoisie as a whole, to develo? some .helavy
industry, to strengthen its position vis-a-vis imperialism,
to curb feudalism, and to develop the country along the
capitalist path. .

(¢) It simultaneously expresses the fac.t d-n:t ﬂ:;
big bourgeoisie is allied with landlords and h:ke :‘;-,uof
British capital due to which it proceeds along t :hlr’a .
concessions and compromise, along the path of throwing
the main burden on the masses.
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All these, taken together, constitute the essence of
the Plan-frame and it would be wrong to isolate any one
{feature.

It is wrong to say that the Party should just reject
the Plan-frame as reactionary, pure and simple. 'This
would mean the Party becoming a passive spectator of
events and it would mean that we would hand over to
the bourgeoisie the undoubted urge that does exist among
the vast masses for national reconstruction. The Party
has to intervene politically with regard to the Plan or
else it will be left on the rails of economism pure and
simple. It is also wrong to say that the Party should
simply support the Plan-frame. This would mean disarm-
ing the masses when the bourgeoisie is on the offensive
against the living standards and democratic rights of the
people.

The Plan-frame is itself full of contradictions. It talks
about raising the standards of the people and at the same
time accepts the retrograde proposals of the Taxation
Enquiry Commission and holds out the prospect of large-
scale deficit financing. It talks about industrialisatiqn but
keeps silent about the positions of British capital and
about basic. agrarian reforms without which the problem
of the internal market can never be solved.

So the Party has on the one hand to adopt a positive
attitude to the Plan-frame as representing an advance
over any other proposal made by the bourgeoisie hither-
to. The Party has to fight against any efforts made to
modify it in a reactionary direction. At the same time,
the Party has to reject the position of responsive co-
operation on the basis of the Plan-frame. The Party takes
up certam of the proposals of the Plan-frame and demands

of these proposals in a way that streng-
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thens national economy and benefits the people. It has sug-
gested alternative means of financing the Plan other than
that of putting further burdens on. our impoverished
people. We have to advance alternative proposals and
point out that while we believe that people’s democracy
is the real way out, we shall do our utmost for national
advance even today.

‘This is one of the most effective ways of concentrating
fire on the policy of compromise with imperialism and
feudalism pursued by the government. It is one of the
wost effective ways of broadening democratic unity, of
uniting the masses, followers and members of all parties,
including the Congress. Practice has already proved this
in the debates in the Parliament over our proposals for a
ceiling on profits and state monopoly of foreign trade. It
has been a very serious failing of the Party that it failed
to develop a national-political campaign around the con-
crete proposals made in the pamphlet, Communist Party
and Problems of National Reconstruction. Such a
campaign would have been the most effective form of
positive intervention in the present political situation.

SITUATION IN THE COUNTRY

1In Madurai we made 2 certain charaeterisatiofx of .th_e
political situation inside India—-maturing economic crisis
and the initial stages of political crisis. w
There was some exaggeration in this charactensab@
and events have not turned out in the manner we a:.m’;
cipated. But comrades should remember ‘t}l‘\e tsmrx::f jor
btai i Remember the tramfare
that obtained at that time. mber
movement, the trend of the bye-elections In Blenlgal;.d;:
Lucknow student movement and the ‘rm:‘mcxpa Ceec lzs
in UP. Remember the demoralisation inside the Congress,
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the comments of big business organs like Eastern Econo- ‘
mist that the Congress was on the way out, and the state-
ment of S. K. Patil that the Congress would be defeated
in the next general elections. There was a spontaneous
disintegration of the mass base of the Congress.

Subsequently big changes have taken place—new
orientation in foreign policy, solving of the food crisis (due
largely to the ), the ideological offensive of the
‘socialistic pattern,’ the carrying out of certain measures
of reforms, ete.

Side by side has gone a consolidation of the reaction-
ary forces under the banner of the Cong‘ress As a result
of these devel ion of the
Congress base has been checked and the Congress has
achieved a certain measure of stabilisation. Disintegra-
tion has taken place of certain opposition forces—the
Scheduled Castes’ Federation, various parties in Tamil-
nad, the Workers' and Peasants’ Party and also of the
PSP. Our Party has achieved an absolute increase of
strength taking the country as a whole, but notwelatively
vis-a-vis the Congress.

At the same time the stabilisation of the Congress is
of an extremely partial, limited and unstable character.
Mass radicalisation continues to grow. Kanpur, Amritsar,
Darjeeling, Patna and the Goa agitation reveal this. And
the Congress while striving to utilise the democratic anti-
imperialist and radical sentiments of the people follows
actual policies and which are ionary and
therefore run counter to these very sentiments. This
brings the people into conflict with the government again
and again, In the coming period struggles are going to
grow—struggles of workers for higher wages, etc. They
have to be boldly led. Our whole strategy will remain
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a paper strategy i N
decisive importance. as a task of primary and

But we cannot i
centrate our attent::: “:: ntl::lsb::: E;" v‘l,(e have te con-
mass Tt b 10 be admitted that docpi of the
significant victories and concessions att:espm.: many’
as a whole remains weak and on a lowwlz‘\:,el Iedl.nweme.m
to go into the problems in detail so I h il o
briefly put down some of the most importasn: r:ll:lly Mg

(a) The very weak state and low levelpof t:ms ,
sant rrxovement which is of such crucial s’xg'hiﬁr:emc:i;]-:e -
agrarian country like India. Without the developmentat:;
a strong peasant movement, the extent to which struggls
based on the towns alone can be waged is lmut_edggv;:
sr};?lll_g}i-:;eki?mpay serious_attention to the question of

unity. A beginning was made in the
document adopted by the April 1954 CC meeting but
very much more attention and thought has to be paid to
this by the CC and the entire Party.

(b) Another weakness to be overcome is the division
among the democratic forces, the manifestation of which
is the division between the masses following the Congress
and those following the parties of the demacratic opposi-
tion. We have to advance such slogans and policies as can
end this disunity.

The masses can and havé been united on the basis
of their partial demands. This process must be carried
further but to base ourselves solely on this would be
economism.

We cannot unite the masses immediately on the slo-
gan of removal of the government from power—for many
of them, though dissatisfied with the government, still
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retain faith in it and especially in Nehru. That does not
mean however that the only unity that is possible today
is unity for partial demands.

It is also possible to unite the masses for specific
measures and on the basis of specific policies, policies for
all-round national advance. Partial struggles themselves
will bring up issues of policy but they do not automatic-
ally build unity over policies. The Party has to politic-
ally intervene and give answers to these questions of
policy. We have to advance policy-slogans and tell the
members of different political parties, including the Con-
gress, to fight for these policies. An example of this was
the slogan of the Party in Bihar, during the recent move-
ment for judicial enquiry, for the reform of the police
code. Many more such instances will come up with the
development of mass struggles.

What about the slogan of power? At all times the
Communist Party fights for power. The slogan of a
people’s democratic government is itself a slogan for
power. But this is different from the slogan of an
interim-g 1 ive democratic govern-
ment. This latter slogan can only be advanced as a
general slogan in a situation of crisis or instability and
with a certain level of the mass movement and a certain
correlation of forces. All these are absent today. Hence,
it is an unreal slogan. At the present time to give such
a slogan would not even help to unite the masses, especial-
ly those under the influence of the Congress.

On the other hand, if we try to make this slogan
realisable and realistic, it will boil down to a call for a
coalition government, which today can be nothing more
than a mere extension of the present Congress govern-
ment, the leader of which would have to be Nehru and
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which would be decisively dominated by the Congress,
'll;l::er;lsassles can see thatv Nehru and the other Congress
. al Way§ come out in defence of reactionary policies
Z:‘ as d"ampl?ns c!f onslaught against the masses. Hence
give such a ‘realisable’ slogan would confuse the mass-
es and yeaken their struggles. Instead of opening up
perspecuve% for the mass movement, it will lead this
movement into a blind alley. That is why the CC holds
that at the present stage of the mass movement the main
emphasis should be laid on further uniting the masses
and raising their level by the slogan of reversal of the
basically reactionary policies of the government and for
the adoption of alternative, concrete progressive po].i;ies.

(c) Another very serious weakness is the low level
of consciousness of the working class and the organisa—’
tional weakness of the Communist Party. The April 1954
CC Resolution on Organisation was never implemented
and the serious defects in Party organisation that it
pointed out still remain to be overcome. The weakness
of the Party Centre—the strengthening of which was put
forward as the main organisational slogan of the Madurai
Congress—still remains as grave as before. The low
ideological level inside the Party still constitutes a grave
handicap. These problems have to be tackled ?v'nh the
utmost seriousness and urgency if the democratic move-
ment is to be developed further. :

Some comrades seem to think that the Party has no
central slogan today. This is incorrect Build broad:st
popular unity for defence of peace and freedom, ﬂ::
strengthening of national economy and _defence of
interest, of the masses, for policies of nationel advance~
thic itaclf is & central slogan Its aim i 10 strengthen
peace and freedom, to defeat the anti-people polic
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of the government, to force the adoption of progressive
policies and measures, to strengthen the forces of
democracy.

1t is perfectly correct however to state that we are
not relating the fight for correct policies, at this stage,
to any specific slogan relating to the composition of the
government. We are not advancing the slogan of any
particular kind of interim government for reasons already
explained. Coalition government can be our slogan only
in special circumstances, e.g.. grave threat of invasion or
of overthrow of the government from the right, extreme
instability in the country and conditions of a political
crisis, a high level of the mass movement and a certain
correlation of forces. None of these factors is present
today.

. In conclusion I would like to state that in my opinion
the main formulations in the June 1955 CC Resolution
are correct and do not need to be changed. At the same
time the Resolution has its weaknesses. What is needed is
its hening and lification. This process has to
be carried forward with' the help of all comrades through
mutual discussions. It is in this spirit that the pre-
Congress discussions should take place, as a result of
which the unity of the Party may be strengthened.

CONCLUDING SPEECH
At the Extended Plenum of the West Bengal
State C ittee of the C ist Party of India

AT THE VERY OUTSET I would like to make it clear
that I am not replying to the debate that has taken place
_mor answering all the questions that have been sent; I
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have ftill to go through the notes very carefully—yester-
day night I tried to do it—but it was not possible for me
to digest them all. Therefore I would like to confine my-
self to answering the main points and

s ho
certain things. a0 clarifying

PURPOSE OF PRE-CONGRESS DISCUSSION

First of all, what is the purpose 'of this discussion?
A de has taken objection to the which 1
made that we should try to evolve a unified understand-
ing and a unified line. He has said that I should state that
we must fight for a correct line. If by this it is meant that
we must struggle to arrive at a correct line, then I would
have no objection; as a matter of fact, evolving a unified
line does not mean some sort of patch-up or unprincipled
compromise but struggle in order to understand each
other and assimilate all that is correct in the various
points of view. But if the whole thing is understood merely
as a fight for a correct line, then it can also be taken to
mean that a particular position is correct and it must be
fought for. I think that this approach is,wrong because
after all that has happened in our Party it would be a
great mistake on the part of any one to claim that h.is
position is correct and that his job is merely. to defend .m
Let us give up that position. The thing is that while
defending the point of view which you thmk correlct,
you should also try to see whether there is anything
correct in the other point of view or not. It can be that
the premises which a comrade starts with are wrong as
also his conclusions but many points which he makes are
correct. So, while not accepting those premises, ‘"*“l"
not accepting his conclusions, we must at t.he sa“:; time
accept those correct points and thus enrich an m,
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modify our own und ding. This is precisely how a
unified understanding is evolved and a unified line worked
out.

1 have already stated once and I would repeat again
that after all the discussions that have taken place, I
feel that the main conclusions and formulations that were
made in the CC Resolution are correct. Certainly, as [
stated earlier, I do not mean that they do not require

1 and even modification. For le in the
CC Resolution it has been stated that the Congress has
brought about some consolidation and it has also been
stated that we must struggle for correct policies,
measures, ete., but how the possibility of that has increas-
ed because of the extremely unslable nature of the
consolidation has not been pointed out. This has to be
clarified. In this manner certain amplifications will be
required, certain things may have to be modified but I
still hold that the resolution is correct and after hearing
the speeches that have been made I am more convinced
than before that this is so. Some comrades criticised the
resolution on the basis that it gives the other comrades
the loophole through which they put in their reformist
point of view, therefore, the job now is to overcome the

k ‘plug the loopholes’ which really means,
according to me, that nothing new has arisen. And even
if there is something new, that is of little significance
and need not be taken into consideration. This is wrong.

Comrades, I will tell you that our CC is struggling
with certain difficulties and trying to understand an
extremely complex situation, one of the features of which,
as ‘the d: to the P point out, is that
while collaboration in several spheres continues, conflicts
have also appeared. Now I would say, with all humility,
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Zt:zi::; éo:ofli [:hosg comrades who want to see only the
is simple, A1 Omtljm and work out a line on that basis

- Also the job of those comrades who want to
see only the conflicts and work out the line on that basis is
§1mple. But in order to work out a line which takes both
into account the job is far more difficult and the weak-
nesses arise precisely from the difficulties of this job. I
am not stating therefore that the CC members are
Superior to other comrades. But the thing is this; that
having learnt from our own history we have seen how
Wrong it is to try and work out a line on the basis of par-
tial truths, on the basis of certain aspects of the situation
alone. .

Different des have und the lution in
different ways perhaps. Many of us are still struggling
to arrive at a correct and integrated understanding and
whatever weaknesses there are, are due tg the immaturity
of our whole Party of which the CC too is a part. It may
be that for viry mature Marxists it is not so difficult but
then I do not know whether in our Party we have as yet
been able to produce such Marxists.

Now, comrades, with this I would proceed. We as 2
party, are probably facing a situation which is more
difficult than that facing any other party in any other
country; because the complexity is far greater. .

As I.said, I would deal with only the main points that
have been made during the discussions. .

WHY PROGRAMME N| EEDS AMENDMENT

Some comrades have taken objecfion to thteh aiurtat:::
in the Party Programme. I am telling you p,: aa"m_le
time I was also of the opinion that the Part:]: o :Tm.,lu.
should not be amended and we need only ado;
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tion on it, but subsequently I changed my views and I
think it was perfectly correct on our part to have amerided |
the Programme. Whether those amendments themselves
are correcl or not, I do not want to go inte again. I
have already dune so. The amendments will be discussed
by comrades at the Party Conferences and at the Con-
gress, but I feel that necessily arose for such amendments.
It arose because our Programme itself contained some
descriptions of the existing situations, existing policies of
the government foreign policy as well as the basic strategy
and tasks and in certain respects the description has be-’
come obsolete. This cannot be denied by anyone.

You may say that this is a historic document and
should net be altered. But let us take the practical posi-
tion. When a person joins the Party for the first time,
he reads the Programme, study classes are held on the.
basis of the Party Programme and if there are these
contradictions between our resolutions and the Pro-
gramme, then anybody would ask what is this due to?
How do you explain this thing? There may be diver-
gencies and dive ies can be explained, but di
tory things cannot be easily explained and that creates
more and more confusion. If the Programme says, for
example, that the foreign policy “facilitates the struggle
of the aggressors” and in our current resolution, we say
that it helps peace—then that is not a mere divergence
but a glaring contradiction.

That is why we felt it necessary to change the Pro-
gramme. Probably such a difficulty would not have arisen
in a Party more mature than ours—in the CPSU, for
example. The Programme of the CPSU has stood as lt
was ded in 1917. Sub. ly many devel
took place. But the Programme has not been amended.
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although if you read the Programme, you will note th:
there are several things in th . at
out of date today. F e‘ Programme which are
Py e tday. For example, in the Programme of the
' i ere, i.e., the abolition of the standing
army and its replacement by the armed people. As
alll know, this was considered one of the l:f'ul;dam Y:;
principles of Marxism, Subsequently at the 18th l::rty
S::f‘;‘-‘::xﬁtor;:ade Stalin explained how the state conti-
ithere away w; eF:ril;o'd of c_ap;tahst er_ncirclemem, how it
standing army could nlsofn;lrc :n;.ent is removed. So the
it had to be strengthened, l:e ts OBISZEG, i the contrary
amend the Programen Ti-. ut nobody felt lt‘necessary to
o s strengthont e.l e need for a standing atmy and
gthening, in view of the capitalist encircle-
ment and the development of the technique of warfare
was accepted by all. Such however is not the situation
in our Party.
 Therefore, taking into consideration the practical -
realities inside our Party, we felt it necessary to change
the Programme. If we do not do this, then the other ten-
dency would have been strengthened, the tendency that
the whole of the descriptive part is obsolete, due_to the
new features in the situation. And while making the
necessary changes in the Party Programme, we also felt
it better to remove certain sweeping statements, certain
ambiguities and to make certain things’ clearer. 'Thus,
we have redrafted the first paragraph, we have altered the
foemulation about all schemes “foundering except such
as feed war purposes” we have given a more precise
characterisation of the goverrument. We consider all this
necessary in order that the Programme may unify the
Party, in the new situation on basic issues.

So much about the Programme.
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FOREIGN POLICY AND NATIONAL FREEDOM

I have not much to say on the international situation.
I think that it is now universally recognised that the
foreign policy has to be looked upon as a poliey of peace.;
Some comrades seem not to like the word *“radical change”
and they ask what is the meaning of this radical change.
From a policy that helped the aggressors to a policy which
helps peace, from a policy that was essentially British to
a policy that strengthens national {reedom—if this is not
a radical change, then I do not know what a radical change .
means. Certainly it is a change within the framework
of ihe bourgeois policy, but there can be a war policy’
of the bourgeoisie, there can be a policy which while not
being a war policy, does not help peace and there can’
also be a peace policy. The bourgeois peace policy is not
identical with the Soviet peace policy. Nevertheless, there
can be agreement on vital issues, on the all-important
question of co-existence—and, when this happens, then
we have to recognise that the change is of a radical
nature.

In this connection, the question has come about ]
Nehru's role. The question has been asked whether |
Nehru's policy is opposed to the policy of the big bour-
geoisie. Certainly it is not opposed. Yet, it must also be |
seen that Nehru is not merely the initiator of the orienta-
tion in the foreign policy but also he goes much farthex
than any other leader of the bourgeoisie would do. There
are certain aspects where Nehru’s role has been a factor.
The emphasis on Asian unity, etc., is there.

At the same time, I would agree with those comrades
who say that it need not have been there in the resolution.
‘Why? Not because Nehru’s role is not there, but because
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it is not the dominant factor, and todgy, in our count
the general tendency is not to deny Nehru v
exaggerate it y Nehru’s role but 1o
In this context, the question of India’s status comes.
T would a‘sk a simple question: Has a freedom content
«‘B:l:;z;reedc c::o:iia's status or not, even without a change
pattern of our country? The pattern. of
our economy remains more or less the same as it was in
:Z:zha:e}::e:r:;dom ﬂfon:ient has appeared and that con-
last fow engthened to such‘ an extent during the
years that today for practical and political pur-
poses, we can say that India is a free country. It may be
argued that our country is part of the British Common-
wealth. That is so. But let us not forget that in more
advanced countries than ours, like Britain, France, etc.,
the army of a foreign power is there and it enjoys in many

respects extra-territorial rights inside these countries.
If we deny the fact that despite the pattern of our
economy, India’s status has changed, then the question
arises: What is the difference between India, Indonesia
and Burma on the one hand and Pakistan and certain
other countries on the other? All are formally independ-
ent, economy of all is dominated, yet these former coun-
tries, as you know, are internationally spoken of as coup-
tries which are free and we have to find out a reason. A
country like India which is today following 2 policy
which is considered to be closer to the peace camp than
that of any other capitalist country in the world is cer-
tainly not in the same position as other countries dictated

t°’<'..:°,“--l"‘ d by imperiali
powers. It is this that has to be grasped. Not to do that
D4 mean belittling of the significance of the struggle
for peace and divoreing it from the struggle for strength-
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ening of freedom. In the Programme we have pointed out
that restriction of our freedom continues, but despite
these Testrictions, we have to look upon India as a free
country.

Some comrades may say: Why did you not show the
distinction between fully independent and not fully
independent? We did this consciously. We had certain
experiences in the past. During the last Independence
Day, we wrote an editorial about Indian independence
and from a number of comrades the criticism came that
you have not stated that India is only formally independ-
ent. We want to put an end to this kind of thing. We say
that India is to be considered to be an independent coun-
try. Not to see this, not to rejoice in India’s great role
means to perpetuate the wall between us and the patrio-
tic masses. We must be proud of the fact that India is
independent, proud of the part India is playing in inter-
national affairs; only then we shall be able to overcome
the isolation from the patriotic masses. We should be
proud of ourselves because in enabling India to play that
role we have also made a contribution.

That is why we have stated India has acquired the
status of a free country. Subsequently we state that
Testrictions are still there and what those restrictions are
has also been stated. We have stated our freedom rests
on a weak foundation which gives the direction in which
we have to work. There are obstacles to be removed in
order to st then India’s ind d and make free-
dom itself real in terms of happiness and prosperity of
masses. I do not think this is something which should
cause confusion.

Then comes the thesis which has been again pcresex:xted
—progressive foreign policy and progressive home
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e T i e e s
natijonalism. I dao t N WO\ﬂfi - . forr_n'of bourgeois
pl’Ogl’EsSive‘erei naf 12'lg1'ee with this crlllcfsrn at all. A
A progressive fmg':i poliey Strﬁngthens our independence.
ve foreign policy is of help for the growth of
?:::::r;t;s;d;nts]:de the country. It gives the democratic
(o e betw: coil“;fy E!‘ea.ber po.ssnhxhty to strengthen
forwardythg s]:n ndia, Sov)et I:Inlon and China, to put
k gan of Asian unity, to build a broad
c‘lve:;:cornat;z tmo;:ex;ent inside the country. So it gives a
o lw“cw ; er or not it lead's toa chavge in the
y depends on how this weapon is used. If
the P@B'esswe foreign policy is made an argument for
advancing slogans and tactics that mean virtual lining up
behind the government—then the democratic movement
would be weakened and the change in internal policy.
which we all desire will not come about.
\
A progressive foreign policy and a reactionary home
policy can go hand in hand; but just as progressive foreign
policy has an impact on the internal situation, can help
the strengthening of the forces of democracy inside the s
country, it is the other way also, namely, a reactionary
internal policy not helping the growth of democratic
forces in our political and social life, keeping reactionary
forces in strong position, can also result in a reversal of
the foreign policy itself. The possibility is great but also
the danger is real Our tactics must be such as to realise
the possibility and defeat the danger. ‘But, in order to doy
so, we must have clear ideas about the existing internal
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WHAT CAN BE CALLED PROGRESSIVE

This raises the question of the criterion of what is |
progressive in internai matters. It has been sta.ted that A
1 have lalked in terms of fundamentals and that in terms
of those fundamentals none bul 2 people’s democratic
government would be pregressive. No. comrades_, this is |
not the position. We have talked in terms relating to a
bourgeois government. Today when we speak of progres- }
sive or non-progressive, we speak in terms of a bourgeois -
government. Even when we say that the foreign policy *
is progressive, we apply the criterion of a bourgeois gov- |
ernment. Supposing that Rumania or Czechoslovakia had.
followed the foreign policy of the government of India—
would we have considered it to be progressive? We con-
sider the present foreign policy to be a progressive foreign
palicy in terms of a bourgeois government—co-existence,
defence of freedom, building of Asian unity and building
of friendship with Soviet Union, China and the democra-
tic countries. Although India remains a member of the
Commonwealth and appeals for economic help from the

Jimperialists, yet we consider its foreign policy, in the
main, progressive. All this clearly shows that we are not
applying the criterion of a people’s democratic govern-
ment but of a bourgeois government. This is precisely

what demarcates the position of the CC from that of its
‘left’ critics.

And when we call the internal policies basically reac-
Jtionary, there also we apply the same criterion. I have to
repeat once again what I stated the other day, the example
of Guatemala and Iran of Mossadeq. They were centres.
far weaker than India, where the possibilities of interven-
tion were far greater, yet compare the measures which
they carried out to the measures that have been carried
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-out here. It has been argued that in applying the crite-

rion of productive forces and relations of production, we
are equating progressive with revolutionary. This is not
true, comrades. In terms of productive forces and rela-
tions of production, revolutionary means that which
shatters the main fetters on the forces of production; but
in order to be called progressive, it must at least weaken
the fetters on the forces of production to an appreciable
extent. 'Taking into account the actual correlation of the
f the forces of i ialism and feudalism and the
position of the democratic movement and in that back-
ground to what extent it is possible to weaken the fetters
on the forces of production—it is on this basis we judge.
1f we do not apply this criterion, if we do not judge pro-
gressive or reactionary in terms of the needs and possi-
bilities of the situation, but only in terms of the difference
between what existed before and what is being done now
__then, as I said earlier, the Congress government has
always been more progressive than the British. But that
is a liberal-bourgeois way of looking at the issue.

1t has also been argued that in 1947 we called the
policies of the Congress reactionary because it was in the
context of a struggle for power which was growing and
the Congress led it to a compromise. This is not enough.
We have also to see what was done at.tenuu'rd-& After the
departure of the British and with immensely (avm;;-
able factors on our side, what measures were af:tua 1:1
caryied out? We take that into account. It is ;;11
that now the situation is different. _We lcannot a ; :;
. that test. I say that, if apything, the slt\latolg: now lsm\-
- more favourable. Feudalism is fa.r v_zeaker 1!d Y, ll‘:n‘pies ik
ism is far weaker today, the socialist wor’ :ﬂarbe (o]
stronger today than before. The reforms to
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out now, even in bourgeois terms, have got to be more
far-reaching than in 1947, in order to be considered
Progressive.

As far as Nehru being more progressive than B. C
Roy is concerned, I say that Nehru was more progressive
than B. C. Roy at all times. Nehtu was more progressive
than Patel at all times. sl a time when many other leaders
of the Congress were striving 1o utilise the communal
passion of the people in order to outdo the Hindu Maha-
sabhites, and trying to win cheap popularity, Nehru took
a firm stand against comununalism; but whether Nehru’s
general policies are progressive or not, we do not judge ia
that way. Whether the policies of the Nehru government
are progressive or not, that has to be judged in terms of
certain Marxist criteria. When I say Marxist criteria
I do not mean Marxist criteria in terms of a people’s
democratic country but in terms of a bourgeois democracy.

Some other comrades here are not satisfied with this
approach. They attack it from the ‘left” They say that
in assessing the policies of the government, we have
evaded the basic question whether capitalism in the pre-
sent epoch can be progressive or not and it has been
argued that it cannot be. I think, comrades, this is a very
dangerous argument and it leads to a position which
cannot be considered to be a’Lenin-Stalin position. A class
is to be judged always by the economic aims that it pur-
sues, by the economic position that it occupies in soclety

Now if italism is to be idered to be 3y
reactionary everywhere, then the national bourgeoisie,
including the most pr ! of the national

bourgeoisie, are reactionary because they all wish to bring
about capitalist development and it is in pursuance of
this aim that they come into conflict with the imperialists
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and f‘eudalsA What happens then? The national ‘bo
geoisie becomes reactionary, the rich peasantry becor e
reactionary, all become reactionary, except the ro]mtzs
riat, because even the bulk of peasantry desires wiec:m;
rich peasants and thus dream in terms of capitalism.

I‘a"A‘ nok p‘?.\sing the question theoretically only. Let
s pose Lilt p}‘ac!xcally also. Let us assume in India today,
o compeniation, o un e, o o e o

> 3 me that the burden on the
peasants is reduced to a considerable extent through
certain agrarian reforms, let us also assume that mono-
polists to a certain extent are curbed and there is
extension of public sector. Despite all this, capitalism
will remain and the development will be capitalist deve-
lopment. But would we say that all this would be
reactionary ?

We must also realise that while the extension of the
state sector and the nationalisation of certain in
today’s America may have no progressive significance
whatsoever, in India the extension of the public sector
in order to develop heavy industries has got a progressive
ay be argued that this is Indian excep-
in' America but good in India.” This
is not so. It is only recognising the teachings of Lenin
and Stalin regarding the di ‘between an oppressi
“country and an oppressed country. Failure to make that

lly wrong conclusions and as a

distinction results in total
matter of fact, I would consider that here is the ideological”

root of left-sectarianism.

The question is ot whether capitalism is historically
ot; nor in our opinion, the question is
is necessarily reactionary.
r limited development is

significance. It m:
tionalism—"it is bad

progressive or ! n ou

whether in the present period, it

The question is this; Whateve!
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brougbt about, how it is sought to be brought about—by.
attacking the position of the masses thereby restricting
further the internal market, thereby giving rise to strife,
deadlock in production, crisis etc.. thus not removing or
appreciably weakening the fetters on the forces of produc-
tion ? Or by attacking the position of British capital
and landlordism, by curbing monopoly capital and there-
fore though not shattering the fetters on the forces of
production, yet at least weakening them ?

The nature of the policies of the government is clearly
seen in the methods adopted by it to solve the problem
of the internal market.

A year ago, it was cvident that the increase in pro-
duction was coming up against market difficulties. Big
business was apprehensive. The Quarterly Bulletin of the
Eastern Economist wrote in January, 1955 : “Despite the
known need, there is not enough demand to absorb the
increased output. It is no longer a question of goods not
being there, it is one of lack of purchasing power.”

In other words, the poverty of the people stood in
the way of further increase of production.

What was the remedy suggested? Agrarian reforms
to lower the burden on the peasantry ? Higher wages ?
Lower prices ? No. The proposed remedy was : “... pump
more money into the system or make a bolder bid for
deficit financing than has been done so far.”

Same was the remedy suggested by Sri B. M. Birla
in his address at the annual session of the Federation of
Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry : “It is im-
perative to speed up the expenditure programme of the
government.”

Today big b .is imistic. The tk d
“setbacly’ has not came They are ta]kmg about a boom.
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How has thi
Institute of Pubifclg;f,;:d: Ai Ithe Report of the Indian
lo the ‘shot in the arm,’ th, i athFed, this was de
—a rise of nearly 25;) i 2 spurt in [nonsy supgly
which is an all-time recroses’ ° Wt 1-2 months,
with the single eame T cord in Indian ﬁnafmal history

Bvidenly the goveramens hod Sepe st o1
the big business wanted. me precisely what

But this cannot be continued indefinitely, and on a
more and more massive scale—as the big business wants
—without generating inflationary pressure, inflicting
misery on the masses and dislocating the whole economy.
Yet, this is precisely what is being proposed.

Who can cal] this approach progressive ?

It goes without saying that some increasé in produc-
tion, some devel of industries, some jon of
the market—al! this can and will take place, but they
will be of a limited and halting nature, creating new
problems, new contradictions. Hence we cannot support
the path along which the government wants to develop
the country. We cannot call it progressive.

ON THE ISSUE OF NATIONAL RECONSTRUCTION

An argument in connection with the question ‘pro-
gressive or reactionary’ is that the Plan-frame must be
considered progressive. Hence, the internal policies of
which the Plan-frame is supposed to be a concrete expres-
sion must be considered to be, in the main, progressive.
1 think that it represents a sort of compartmental ?nde:;
standing. Planning involves, first, the fornlzuln.u?n *
certain principles and certain targets. Seco'fd y,fnt m.‘,']:r
ves financing. Thirdly, it involves the question of p:sn =
co-operation with which is linked the w‘hole quesf
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the extension of democracy in the broadest sense of the
word—which includes agrarian reform, living wage, civil
liberties, trade union rights, etc. So the three important
things in planning are, (i) principles and targets, (i)
financing and (iii)the whole question of democratisation.
I would put the issue in this broad general way. Now,
comrades, is it possible to separate one part and make a
generalisation on its basis ? I think it is wrong. We can-
not do this. We have to lake them all in {otality, and
also in their interrelation. This is essential because the
method of financing and the attitude towards democracy
are of great importance for realisation of the principles
and largets of the Plan.

1 have stated, and I would repeat that taken by them-
selves, many of the proposals of the Plan-frame are an
advance over any other document that has come on the
subject till now. They reveal new features that have
appeared. That is precisely why we welcome them. But
we find that the method of financing is reactionary. All
comrades agree on that. Also, the whole policy with re-
gard to ion of d is r i y. The atti-
tude to democracy is an integral part of any Plan. If
‘we do not see all this, we shall play straight into the hands
of Nehru and strengthen illusions about Lhe possibility of
real and major ad without d ion in our
econoray and our political life—without agrarian reforms,
etc. We shall disarm the masses in face of Lhe gavern-
ment’s ideological-political, as well as

Some comrades seem to think that because the CC
has supported certain proposals of the Plan-frame, while
opposing the others—therefore, it has no line on the issue.
‘They say—support to this part, opposition to that pnrt
—this is no line.




These comrades woulq ight if thi
the CC had done, Byt o X s o e ey

the fact i K
confined itself to this aly 2ct 35 that the CC b

as not
lone.

THE STRUGGLE FOR NATIONAL UNI’I"Y

In its resolution the CC has taken a definite line on
o i e P o i
_Dna Teconstruction. It has enunciated certain
principles as can be seen from the following :
“Even in the existing circumstances, a patriotic plan
must make decisive inroads into the position of foreign
capital in India and also of landlordism. It must weaken
the position of monopoly capital in our national economy.
It must reduce the burden on the peasant masses. It must
raise the standard of life of the people, constantly and
continuously, and create an expanding internal market.
It must be based on an equitable system of taxation, tais-
mg the necessary resources primarily from those who can
bear the burden—the foreign capitalists, the landlords
and princes, the big bourgeoisie. It must strive to create
& stable price structure, It must make possible all-round
advance—in the sphere of health, housing, culture, etc.
Jt must mean the adoption of progressive labour laws,
the ensuring of popular co-operation and the unleashing
of popular initiative through extension of democratic
rights and civil liberties.” (Page 18, para 2)
Further, the CC has not merely enunciated these

principles but tised them in the p hl Cl?ll-
munist Party and Probl of National uction.
We say: we wel these principles and these prop:

‘but this is the way of attaining and impleenting them.
Now, you may not agree with some of the propasals we
have made, you may think they requive to b W

[



We are ready to discuss thal question. But it is not
correct to say that the CC has contented itself with saying,
“We support this, we oppose this.”

1n this connection, on the issue of nalional reconstruc-
tion, we have also to consider the question of national
unity. Before 1947 there was national unity in our coun-
try to put an end to direct British rule, around the slogan
of Constituent Assembly. Today, national unity is
needed in order to deiend and strengthen our freedom, in
order to remove the obstacles in the path of India’s pro-
gress and overcome our backwardness. What - these
obstacles are, we have pointed out several times. This is
the basis on which that national unity has got to be built
up. Today it is necessary that this age-old heritage of
the colonial order is liquidated. For this, these are the
steps that have got to be taken and hence all patriotic
parties, the masses following the different political parties
and their members have got to unite to carry out these
tasks but the carrying out of these tasks necessarily in-
volves struggle against certain existing obstacles and
certain existing policies.

The Communist Party has to take note of every new
feature appearing and utilise it to the maximum possible
extent in order to unify the masses that follow them and
other democratic parties and the masses under the influ-
ence of the bourgeoisie. This we cannot do on the basis of
our own platform which may be 100 per cent ‘better.’ That
does not form the basis of unity. When there are certain
progressive features, we take them, we highlight them,
we say that in order to carry them out, these are the
measures that are necessary, these are the democratic
changes that have got to be made and this is the way the
obstacles standing in the way have to be removed.
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This is the only way in which we can wage a concrete
struggle to build the democratic front and to achieve
proletarian hegemony inside the front.

4ITIot to do this means either to trail behind the bour-
geoisie or to abandon the struggle to build national unity.
The actual effect of both would be the same.
b

By supporting certain proposals of the Plan-frame
and mobilising masses for their implementation we are
not extending support to the path along which the gov-
ernment wants to develop the country. There is only one
path along which real advance, sustained advance is
possible—people’s democracy that will lead to socialism.
And we fight unflinchingly for advance along that path.

Our support to certain major proposals of the Plan-
frame, our welcoming of the new features that have
developed—these do not mean that even temporarily we
have abandoned our basic position. On the contrary this
stand of ours is itself an integral part of the struggle for
the basic path.

How ? ding for ion and

of British capital, for complete sweeping away of feudal-
jsm, for a democratic state—we take into account the
actual correlation of forces in the country today, the urge
among the people and the needs of the country ea;:: 1::!
forward policies and measures tl-:a‘tv would !\: Ie
position of imperi lism and cur! oopely
capital and strengthen the forces of democra:;. his 1
the specific way in which the struggle for advan

the democratic path has to be waged today.

build the democratic front, to build
The stEge g of national economy and

ational unity for strengthenin
:hethmggle for people’s democracy—these are not sepa-
63
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rate struggles, one to be waged today, another to be waged
tomorrow. On the contrary, the struggle is the same.

‘OUR ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE BOURGEOISIE

The task of building national unity raises the question
of the bourgeoisie and our attitude towards it. Some
comrades have stated that I did not mention about any
differences inside the bourgeoisie, that I have treated the
whole bourgeoisie as a homogeneous mass. This is not
true. We have stated that there are collaborators and
non-collaborators, that there are big and small; generally
the big are more closely connected with imperialism than
the small, but in many cases, the small are more closely
connected with feudalism. Generally in relation to im-
perialism the small takes a more progressive stand because
it does not benefit from collaboration and in many cases
the goods that it produces are subject to competition from
the imperialists even in the home market. There we
support the small as against the big. These are not denied.
The resolution itself speaks of elements and sections in
the bourgeoisie. Sections, as you know, can mean eco-
nomic sections and political sections. There may be light
industries, heavy industries, there may be some elements
who group themselves together for a particular purpose
and form a section for the time being. Kasturbhai Lal-
bhai and some others came out against the Soviet steel
agreement. They too could be called section for the
purpose. Section is a general tefm which can connote
various things and no one in his senses will deny the ex-
istence of sections.

But the question arises whether the collaborator as
well as the non-collaborator, the small as well as the big,
are part of the mational bourgeoisie. This is the issue
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and let us hot try to confuse this issue. ,
understand the difference that has anse‘: l:; :atuyzhe:
are also part of the national bourgeoisie. They &re part of
the national bourgeoisie by this criterion that they are not
interested in the maintenance of imperialist control and
want to develop an independent capitalist economy which
brings them into conflict with imperialism despite collabo-
ration. The ind d itali 1 that has
taken place in England, France, etc., is not possible in a
colonial country, but a certain amount of development will
take place. I maintain that if by capitalist path is meant
“bourgeois development both in industry and in agricul-
ture at the cost of the masses and for the benefit of
monopolies,” then this is the common policy of the whole
big bourgeois class. In this sense, they are all in agree-
ment. I gave the example of the Federation of Indian
Chambers of Commerce and Industry plan. This plan
is a full-fledged capitalist plan. This plan has allotted
2,000 crores of rupees for industries, out of which 65 per
cent is to go to develop heavy and basic industries.

Differences are there amongst the various sections of
the bourgeoisie but still they are to be consi.derAed as
national bourgeoisie, for they have,cunﬂicts with impe-
rialism and these conflicts can sharpen. As a matter of
fact this is the reason why we changed the fo?n\ulah_nn
of earlier years about nationalisation of key industries
1o nationalisation of British industries only in the Pro-
gramme. This concept forms the basis of our Etrogramfne
itself. The basic concept of the Programme in ‘el,mo?
to the bourgeoisie is that the class as a whole is mtmuzA,
and also that it is not revolutionary but re{?n:hlsti I
fundamental idea accepted inside the Party is 1aug'° :
bourgeoisie cannot complete the democratic revolution;



Equally it is fund 1 that the national bourgeoisi¢ of
a colonial country does not finally go over to imperialism
except in a period when there is the danger of class
revolution. That is why till the eve of the revolution,
till the period of acute differentiation and the going over
of some to imperialism, we do not give the slogan of con-
fiscation of capital of even the monopoly bourgeoisie.
Some comrades seem to maintain that if conflicts over
policies arise they must be due to conflicts amongst sec-
tions of the bourgeois class. This view is unsound. Ihave
given the example of Churchill and Chamberlain. Let
us give an example from India’s own history in 1942, when
there was a threat of Japanese invasion of India. Subhas
Bose had gone to Japan and was working for Japanese
invasion of India. Gandhiji took a defeatist position in
the beginning. Later his line became one of driving a
hard bargain with the British. It is well known that
Nehru and Azad were hesitant. Now would you say that
there were three sections amongst the bourgeoisie, one
pro-Japanese, another pro-Allies and the other wanting
to fight the British? It is not that the class gets split up
and then the representatives go to argue as lawyers.
Generally it happens the other way. The political leaders
first put forward the policies and then members of the
class begin to take positions around certain policies.
Conflicts on policies do not necessarily represent the con-
flicts between the different sections of the class. In this
specific case, the class had not split into sections and yet
different policies were ad d h leader thinki
that the policies he advocated were in the best interests
of thecountry. .
" ."Semetimes differences in policies also relate directly
to différences in the interests of particular sections. Some-
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political Trepresentatives
e h}ag-term political-economic in-
wl-n.ch come into conflict with the

of the class look to th

only answer is that the political representative of the
class undertook a measure to placate and win over large
masses of people in distress which ran counter to the
immediate interests of big sections of the class,

I have been asked : If the whole class is to be con-
sidered national, then why not have united front with the
whole class, including the big bourgeoisie and the govern-
ment ? A very pertinent question. But, as I pointed out
in my opening speech, our struggle against imperialism
and feudalism cannot be isolated from our struggle against
the big bourgeoisie which is the leading force in the pre-
sent government—the very government that protects Bri-
tish capital and feudalism. The fact that the whole class
has its conflict with imperialism and feudalism—this fact
alone does not create the basis for a general united front
with it. We have to see how it seeks to strengthen its own
position in that conflict—by attacking the people or by at-
tacking imperialism and feudalism? If, in the main, its po-
licy is one of attacking the people, then that policy does
not hen the forces of d does not expand
the home market to any great extent and does not appre-
ciably weaken the fetters on the forces of production. It
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does not fight the crisis in our economy and help us to
liquidate the colonial order.

This for us is the decisive question : Not the existence
and growth of conflict merely but the manner in which
the conflict is sought to be resolved ? At whose cost ?
At the cost of the people or by attacking imperialism and
feudalism ?

Hence, it is that the question of general united front
with the government does not arise with its present
policies.

At the same time, there are issues on which united
front between the democratic forces and the government
is both possible and has actually taken place. On the
question of peace and defence of national freedom, on the
issue of Kashmir, on the issue of French and Portuguese
territories in India. On specific issues, on certain occa-
sions, because of the very character of our country, of
the nature of our struggle, this kind of united front takes
place and will take place; but as yet its possibilities are
limited. .

The conflict over policies that is arising in the bour-
geois camp is neither a basic conflict, nor can it be iden-
tified with specific sections of the bourgeoisie at this stage.
Some critics of the CC say that they also do not assert
that the bourgeoisie has got split into two sections or
that the differentiation has proceeded very far. They say
that they feel that such a differentiation is possible be-
cause the germs are already there. If that is the view,
I fully agree with it. I would go even further and state
that not merely is there a possibility but that we must
work in such a way that the possibility becomes a reality.

But this itself d ds that ibility is not confused
with li The jon that the g re-
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presents the na.t'mnal bourgeoisie as against the collabora-
tionist bos or the p ive big b

inst the pro-i list reacti f e as
at]%ia;nz:nt 5 ‘mperialist reactionary big bourgeoisie—
germs ofe;iﬂ: Ppresumes not'm‘erely the existence of

¢ F difference, but a split in the class or at least
gnﬁerentlatxon that has already proceeded very far. This
is what we deny—not merely because it is theoretically
untenable and factually incorrect but because it has very
serious practical implications. If such a differentiation
has already taken place, if the pro-imperialists are out to
sabotage the Second Five Year Plan and maintain the
colonial order —then it would be perfectly correct on
our part to join hands with the government and to fight
against the pro-imperialists.

It is precisely because the theory of split-in-the-class
has such implications—implications which we consider
disastrous for the whole movement, implications which
would reduce the Party to an appendage of the bour-
geoisie and disarm the masses in face of its attacks—it
is because of this that we consider it so necessary to
combat this theory. It is by no means an academic issue.
It has vital bearing on the day-to-day struggles of the
masses.

I have dealt with this at great length because we feel
that this thesis will have dangerous results. 1 know well
that this is not what the comrades who propose the thesis
desire but we know well from our own history that a
wrong thesis leads to wrong practice.

l
IMPORTANCE OF THE STRUGGLE FOR POLICIES

ise that the whole
It is not enough however to recognise he
class isl national and that fundamentally the policies that

g N th
it is pursuing are in conformity with the interest of the
a9



class, Nor is it enough to understand the dual role of
the class. These supply the basis of our strategy, our
general approach. For determining the specific tactics
to be adopted in a specific situation, we must also serious-
ly take into account the conflicts that are arising inside
the class. We do not make these conflicts the basis of our
tacics—that would lead to reformism. But nor do we
ignore them, on the ground that they have not yet deve-
loped fully, for that would mean refusal to build a broad
democratic front.

How have these conflicts arisen ? They have arisen
because of the sharpening of the basic contradiction in
Indian society—hetween the people on the one hand and
imperialism-feudalism on the other. Also because of the
sharpening of the specific contradiction between the bour-
geoisie and imperialist-feudal vested interests.

How do they express themselves ? They express
themselves over the issue of economic relations with the
Soviet Union and the socialist world. They express them-
selves over the questions of agrarian reforms. They
express themselves on the question of state sector and
private sector, on the question of nationalisation of cer-
tain concerns, etc.

Are these conflicts of no importance to the democra-
tic movement ? To take that stand or even to belittle
their signifi would mean repudiation of the task of
building the democratic front. It would mean entertain-
ing the hope that through partial struggles for economic
demands alone the mass movement would gather enough
strength to attain victory. Such ideas, as we know, no
matter in what rad;cal phraseology they are cloaked lead
to sheer bined with ab
of the g and high: ding slogans lated
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merely that. Ap attitude indi
conflicts—on the plea that i iferen
nature—means failure
allies and therefore we
gles of the masses,

to make serious efforts to win
akens even the day-to-day strug-

Some comrades, for example, on
main emphasis should be on t.hl: I;asic :aisieaigg:-te :l‘::
question of the rich Deasantry and minirnise’ its signifi-
cance. They advance the argument that only in the mea-
sure Fhat we strengthen our Pposition among the poor
Deasants and agricultural workers, in that measure will
we be ablf to win over the rich peasants.

It is perfectly correct to state that the kisan movement
must draw its main strength from the agricultural work-
ers and toiling peasants and be firmly based on them.
This has been and continues to be the chief weakness
from which the movement in most areas suffers. The
remedying of this weakness, the drawing of the vast
number of agricultural workers and poor peasants into
action, resolute defence of their demands—these are tasks
of supreme and decisive importance without carrying out
of which the kisan movement as a whole cannot acquire
the necessary sweep, depth and militancy and bring about
radical agrarian reforms.

But while paying utmost attention to these tasks the
Party has simultaneously to take steps to build broad
unity on issues on which all sections of the peasantry can
be united. This too is an extremely important task.

The argument that through the strengthéning of our
base among the poor peasants and agricultural workers,
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we shall strengthen our position among rich peasants is
fallacious.

It often becomes difficult even to develop struggles
of poor peasants and agricultural workers, to defend them
against government offensive, if the whole of the rich
peasantry is hostile. To have allies in the rich peasantry,
at least in sections of it, is therefore of great importance
for the development and success of peasant struggles—
even struggles of agricultural workers and poor peasants.

This is true about the general question of united front
also.

It is not true that all policies emanating from the
bourgeoisie are equally reactionary. The agreement with
the USSR cannot be placed in the same category as agree-
ment with imperialists. The extension of the public
sector, the emphasis on heavy industries, etc., are features
in the Plan-frame which we do and must welcome. The
basic issue at this stage is not whether these too help
capitalism. The basic issue is whether they strengthen
our independence vis-a-vis imperialism.

Our attitude towards the conflicts that are arising
in the bourgeois camp is one of utilising them to weaken
the position of imperialism and feudalism, to isolate
compromising trends and policies, to strengthen demo-
cracy and to build the broadest united front of the Indian
people. This is how we approach the question.

In this connection, one comrade has stated that there
are two aspects, collaboration as well as conflict, but we
have to find out what is dominant at the moment. I say
that this is not easy, this finding out of what is dominant.
This will lead to endless controversy. We have to see
what is growing and we have to utilise that which is
growing in such @ way that it weakens the position of
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and feudalism and st } the positic
;fhdemocljacy. In our economic, political and socl'::l ;;;:
The question is how do you intend to utilise these conflicts
;n urt?er to weaken the position of imperialism and
eudalism and strengthen the position of democracy.

AII. is a natural tendency of the bourgeoisie whenever
a difference arises, when a conflict arises between the
})ourgeoisie on the one hand and imperialism and feudal-
ism on the other, to try to solve this conflict at the cost
of the people, which means not attacking the ezisting
position of British capital in the country but developing
more industries here so as to gthen the position of
Indian capital and make the masses bear the burden.
What should be our strategy ? Our strategy does not
allow them to do that. We have to resist and fight back
any steps that attack the masses, such as new taxes, efc.,
but at the same time support those targets and proposals
which are progressive, ourselves put forward concrete
proposals and demand their implementation at the cost
of imperialism, feudalism and by curbing monopoly
capitalism. By this we encourage progressive elements o
take up the policy of attacking the position of British
capital, feudalism and curbing monopoly capitalism. On
the basis of this, the broadest unity can be brought about.
This in its totality will be the method of sharpening the
conflicts between bourgeoisie and feudalism and imperial-
ism and defending the interests of the people, facilitating
differentiation inside the bourgeoisie and building of na-
tional unity. Therefore, it is a three-fold precess. “On the
other hand, if we take up the position of say, supporting
certain targets and principles and demanding their im-
plementation, but not putting forward our own alterna-

tive proposals regarding method of attaining them, then
3




it becomes tailism; and, of course, if we do not defend
the interests of the masses in the interests of national
reconstruction, then it becomes total surrender. But it
is the integration of these three together which really
speaking forms the basis of the line that we have to work
out. Defend the inferests of the masses, support certain
measures, put forward our own proposals, demand their
implementation and fight against any reactionary modi-
fication. For all this, forge broadest unity, national unity.

As a matter of fact. the campaign in support of cer-
tain proposals in the Plan-frame and our own concrete
proposals has not been carried out by the Party perhaps
due to fear that this will breed reformist illusions. So
when the reactionary modification has come, the govern-
ment was able to carry it out and we were not able to
expose it. This is not the way to fight the reactionary
policies of the government.

A correct line on our part will facilitate differentia-
tion inside the bourgeois class, will broaden the mass
‘movement, create the basis for broadening the democra-
tic front. This is how we have to look at the whole
perspective.

SUPPORT THE “PROGRESSIVE SECTION”
— A WRONG SLOGAN

Some comrades argue: If you recognise that there
is a conflict of policies, then you have also to recognise
that progresslve policies are being put forward by specific

s in the gov and d by specific
individuals. Why don’t you in the interests of building
broad unity, declare support to these specific leaders and
opposition to the other leaders?
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enti:}g: dt; not do that because as yet that kind of differ-
l:ll as m?t taken Place when progressive policies

as a whole get identified with specific individuals i

government or the ruling class. el in the

In respect of foreign affairs, the pr i ienta-
tion has got identified to a great el:dzirtes::i‘;: QI::}'::,
Therefore we support the general stand taken by him.
In respect 40f such matters as friendly relation with Pakis-
tan, opposition to communalism also Nehru takes a gene-
ra.lly correct stand. To that extent we support him. But
this cannot be said about general internal policies which
as a whole are reactionary—agrarian reform, labour
policy, attitude towards British capital and landlordism,
taxation measures, civil liberties, ete. I would repeat again
that the attempt to solve the contradiction between impe-
rialism and feudalism on the one hand and the bourgeoisie
on the other at the cost of the people is basically a reac-
tionary policy, because it has serious implications in terms
of democracy, in terms of the condition of the masses and
also in terms of national economy, as I tried to show.
Therefore both in the interests of national economy and
in the interests of the masses, we say that the internal
policy is reactionary, despite the growth of contradiction
that has taken place. Therefore we can neither extend
general support to the class nor to particular sections
inside the class. That is the position of the Party.

It is recognised by all that Nehru compromises with
the reactionaries. But why does he do it? Can we say
that B. C. Roy or T. Tt Krishnamachari is so powerful in
the country that Nehru has to compromise ? If Nehra
were to rely on the democratic forces, then nobody can
dare to stand in his way. So Nehru compromises because
of his own basic policy. As I stated earlier, the govera-
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ment is trying to develop capitalism, while maintaining
the links with imperialism, allying with landlordism and ~
throwing the burden on the masses. The compromise
arises from this policy of Nehru himself.

Has Nehru got any prejudice against the Communist
Party ? Nehru’s prejudice or hatred against the Com-
munist Party arises from his policy of attacking the
people, whose champion, he knows, the Communist Party
is. Let it not be forgotten that whenever the masses move
in action, it is Nehru above all who comes out with vio-
lent denunciation—not only of the Communist Party but
of the masses. The speech against the bank employees’
proposed strike, the speech at Patna a few weeks ago are
instances. It is giving an alibi to him, to screen him, if
we argue that all this is due to the pressure of reaction-
aries or to Nehru's prejudices against the Communist
Party.

If we do not see this, then we shall weaken the strug-
gle against the reactionary policies of the government and
create the illusion that the whole trouble is due to the
presence of certain ‘bad people’ in the government, due
to their ‘evil influence.’ The movement will get diverted
from its path.

Today the blow has to be directed against compro-
mise and not against specific compromisers, because it is
only at a much higher stage of the movement that such
a differentiation can take place which will identify spe-
cific policies with specific sections of the class,and its
leaders.

This is also the reason why u 15 incorrect to gwe
the slogan of removal of pro-i and
from the government as a general slogan. There are
Congress leaders who are anti-imperialists, who desire
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to cle_fend Indian freedom but are simultaneously anti-
working class and against civil liberties. It has been argued
that B. C. Roy is pro-imperialist. He may be. But the very
"O"",ades who say this also say that the Bengal govern-
e o el s n ey g

n in other provinces. How do you
explain this ? It only shows that differentiation has yet
to take place.

Certainly, as the movement grows, as the struggles
develop, the differentiation will proceed .and in places
where particular ministers or officials get identified with
anti-people policies in a sharp and clear-cut manner, their
removal will have to be demanded—as an essential part
of the struggle for progressive policies. That goes without
saying. But to make reorganisation of the g
with removal of reactionaries as the major slogan today
would mean diverting attention from the main issue. It
would mean giving an alibi to Nehru and make him
appear as a prisoner of reactionaries—precisely what some
Congress leaders want to be done. Such a course on our
part will mean ideologically disarming the masses in face
of Nehru's attacks which will grow in intensity as the
Congress policy of putting more and more burdens on
the masses gathers momentum.

Equally incorrect is the slogan of § nat:xonal ?:halmon
government. This slogan in today's'sltuat.\on wi 'outh a
crisis and with the present cotrel::;nczi ;:»::sg;:eme'

try can only mean an exten
:::t ieaded by Nebru. The argment ﬂ:;te v;eve:?
demanding the removal of reactionar.xes f'tomd‘ gwem—
ment as a pre-condition to the formation of such a &

i ich can deceive no one.
i spurious argument which c: i
et B licies at this stage can

The assumption that reactionary pol
kil




be associated with particular reactionary groups or indivi-
duals is'wrong. Also the assumption that the progres-
sives in the Congress are so strong as to eliminate the
reactionaries is baseless. No matter in what way the
slogan is presented and how it is clothed, it is a slogan
of surrender. The theoretical basis of this slogan is also
the same as that of reorganisation of government, viz, a
split in the big bourgeois class—one section allegedly
wanting to pursue progressive policies but being prevented
from doing so due to the pressure of reactionaries.

All these slogans have one and same root and the
same effect. They ignore the fact that government’s poli-
cies in internal matters are still basically reactionary.
They attempt to present these same policies as progressive
by applying criteria which are liberal bourgeois criteria.
They make not actual practice but declarations and pro-
fessed objectives the basis of judging the government.
They ascribe the anti-people features of government’s
policies to the pressure of pro-imperialists who allegediy
are out to sabotage the real aims of the government.
They thus, despite the best intentions of their authors,
result in adoption of tactics and slogans which can only
weaken the mass movement.

OUR LINE OF UNITY AND STRUGGLE

The period ahead is a period of big struggles. Mass
actions will have to be fought for wage increase, for oppo-
sition to new tax burdens, for agrarian reforms. All these
will suffer if wrong ideas are allowed to strike root in
our Party about the character of the government and its
policies.

Why then, it may be asked, are we not giving the
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e o et et
of democratic unity as slogan of government

Some comrades ha:egene“l slogan? )
principle to give this sl%a:rgluo::yt::ca::s;sﬁ:mng -
‘ment is defending peace, defending freed: govern-

forward an industrial ;-o i o _and has put
on heavy industrios programme with special emphasis

‘We do not agree with this view. Despite all this, we
would have tried to remove the government from power
if there had been a crisis in the country, if the correla-
tion of forces had been changing fast in favour of demo-
cracy, if there had been a big swing among the masses
against the government and towards the left parties. A
government formed out of such a situation, a democratic
government in which the Communist Party plays a big
role, would certainly follow a more consistent policy of
peace than the present government.

We are not giving the slogan of a government of
democratic unity as a general slogan not because we
consider it wrong on principle but because we do not
consider the situation mature.

Such a slogan also does not help us to unite the
masses—under the influence of left parties as well as
Congress—for progressive policies and measures ‘which
we consider to be the job of decisive importance at the
present moment.

Such a slogan therefore does not help the growth of
you give the slogan, as a general
slogan, you have also to present it in such a way ::t l:
appears as a practical slogan. And today, Wf no‘aliiio‘n
practical, you have to present it as a slogan of ¢

with Congress. M
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We gave the slogan of government of democratic unity
during the elections and afterwards on the basis of a cer-
tain estimation of the national political situation. There
was exaggeration in that estimation. At the same time,
it cannot be denied that those were years which marked ,
rapid swing of the masses away from the Congress. Not
merely were there struggles on a big scale but they had
a powerful political impact. This was seen in the tram-
way workers' struggle and the subsequent bye-election in
Calcutta. This was seen in other states too.

Such is not the situation today. Hence the continua-
tion of the slogan of a government of democratic unity
as a general slogan would be wrong.

Does this mean that we have no slogan of power ? No.
It only means that the slogan of power in the specific
form of an interim government can be given in a specific
situation and that situation does not exist today.

As regards the slogan of power—we have to popu-
larise it as ined in our Pr the concept of
people’s power. We have to show that this is the only
way to socialism.

T would again take up the question of national umty
As far as the concept is d, the CC
agrees with it. Today we want to unite the broadest sec-
tions of the masses for certain specific policies and pro-
posals related to the issue of national reconstruction and
democracy. Struggles for immediate demands are essen-
tial for this but they are not enough. There was a time
when we achieved national unity in the struggle against
the British. Today national unity should be to struggle
for the removal of the obstacles which stand in the path
of India’s advance.
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We put forward certain proposals. We sa'y to the
PSP: Come, fight together with us and also inside your
organisation for these! We also say to the Congressmen
that they should fight for these proposals together with
us and inside the Congress organisation. So we strive
not merely to defend the interests of the masses in their
immediate struggle, but we take steps so that a fight for
these progressive policies, for national advance can be
carried out inside the Congress and other parties on a
nationwide scale.

Our task today is to build national unity for defence
of freedom, for defence of peace, for defence of mass
interests, for policies of national advance. We are ready
to co-operate with all for this truly national task.

This demands a change in our agitational methods
too. Even when speaking to the masses who are under
our influence, we have to keep in mind the vast numbers
who are still members and followers of the Congress. Our
appeal, our slogans, our approach have to be such, that
their doubts, their loyalties, their aspirations are taken
into consideration and the building of united front is
facilitated. .

During the period of inner-Party discussion, we ha::
to keep all these factors in mind and evolve an integra d
line which will arm our cadres and masses with a lpowi.“
ful weapon to advance the democratic movement in
spheres.
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EXTRACTS FROM THE
CONCLUDING SPEECH

Delivered at the Uttar Pra-
desh Plenum, October 16-19.

Nobody here has actually argued that the bourgeoisie
has already split into two sections of which one section
is fighting the other. But it has been said that differen-
tiation between progressives and reactionaries inside the
government has reached an advanced stage or is taking
place rapidly and that the CC refuses to see that.

In this connection what I have to say is this :

First, no such differentiation as described by these
comrades has taken place although differences are arising
over certain policies, e.g., economic relations with the
USSR, public sector vs private sector. On the basic policy
of devel of itali of strengthening the posi-
tion of Indian monopoly capital vis-a-vis imperialism and
feudalism while ising with them and protecting
them, of throwing the main burden on the masses and
denying them d ic right this basic policy
(which we have called reactionary) there is broad general
agreement inside the ruling big bourgeoisie as a whole.
Hence it is that the conflicts that arose over certain issues
did ‘not lead to a crisis but were resolved within the
framework of the basic policy.

' While conflicts are arising and must be taken note
of, must be utilised, as I have already stated, to weaken
the position of imperialism-feudalism and of extreme re-

what pre-domi at this stag\e is not these
conflicts but the unity of basic policy. If we do not see
this, if we postulate differentiation having already reached
an advanced stage, then the actual tactics that will follow
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will be the same as those following from the assumption
that a split has already taken place. They will be tactics
of collaboration with the go .

Secondly, even when the conflicts in the bourgeois
camp reach a much higher stage leading to actual—and
not imaginary—differentiation in the class, even then
these conflicts can never become the basis of the tactics
of the Communist Party. The basis of the tactics of the
Party has always to be the conflict between imperialism-
feude‘\lism on the hand and the people on the other. The
conflicts in the bourgeois camp have to be utilised in such
a way as to advance the popular movement for liquida-
tion of feudalism, for shattering the strength of British
captial—and not for lining up behind one section.

It is held that right reformism results from under-
estimation of the strength of the masses, of their move-
ment and from overestimation of the strength of the rul-
ing classes. This is generally so. But not always.

It can also happen—and has actually happened many
a time—that right reformist tactics follow from or are
justified on the basis of an overestimation of the strength
of the masses and underestimation of the strength of the
enemy. We all know how wrong was the thesis advanced
by us during the People’s War that Churchill was a
‘prisoner of the people’ and how several mistakes follow-
ed from it, including the perspective of peaceful attain-
ment of freedom.

The belief that the mass movement ]:msd a].:ext:y

hed a high level, that the Congress is already in the
lg-:;‘; of a crisgis due to the growth of sharp conflicts, that
a rapid differentiation is proceeding in ﬂ'fe E’BT"S c::‘;
as. the result of Qhese,developments—-@l-nsuedm; :;: i

appear extremely revolutionary as comp
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mation made by the CC. And on the basis of this ‘revo-
lutionary’ estimation the CC may also be denounced as
‘reformist.’ But all this can also pave the way to gross
class-collaboration—covered by radical phrases. That is
precisely what is being attempted.

It has also been argued by some comrades that the
CC’s position is not logical. It makes some formulations
but does not face their implications. It ‘comes up to the
door but does not enter the room.’

What is the basis of this criticism ?

The CC has pointed out that a progressive foreign
policy strengthens national freedom. ‘Logically,” there-
fore the CC must take ‘one step forward' and concede
that if the foreign policy grows more and more progres-
sive, our freedom also will be continually strengthened—
leading to the removal of all restrictions on it and all
threats to it!

The CC has agreed that economic relation with the
socialist world can reduce our economic dependence on
imperialists. ‘Logically,’ therefore, the CC must take ‘one
step forward’ and concede that if these relations grow
very close, India will attain economic independence !

The CC has noted that differences over policies are
arising in the bourgeois camp. ‘Logically,’ therefore, the
CC must take ‘one step forward’ and concede that already
a sharp differentiation has taken place or is taking place
inside the government !

Similarly in relation to tactics.

The CC has agreed that the Plan-frame constitutes
an advance over what was proposed by the government
till now and shows new f ‘Logically,” therefi
the CC must take ‘one step forward,’ deelare that the
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internal policies of the government are becoming pro-
gressive and make national reconstruction, as outlined in
the Plan-frame, the basis of its activities !

And so on. *

At first sight, the differences might appear narrow—
differences that can be resolved by mutual discussion.
In reality, however, the differences are basic. They relate
not merely to tactics. They relate to the fundamental
question of the path of advance.

If we take all these and other points on which some
comrades want the CC 1o take ‘one step forward’ and act
‘logically'—we would see that what they are proposing,
while speaking about struggles, is a line which abandons
the fundamentals of the Party Programme itself.

In the name of new features of the national situation,
in the name of the strength of the socialist camp and the
socialist world market, in the name of ‘consistency’—
they are working out what amounts to a ‘peaceful’ path
10 people’s democracy.

Hence we cannot agree with these comrades. We say .
the ‘one step forward’ that you propase is a step that
will mean repudiation of Marxism itself and the betxa}iil
of the mass movement. It wil]:‘l reduge. the Communist
Party to an appendage of the hourgeolsie.

° }éur Part:is and must continue to be a party of
revolutionary struggle. That is our position.
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