
They probably think that in the present situation of the 
international communist movement it will be tactically 
more advantageous to declare for "armed struggle" and 
"people's war." 

(iv) Our Party's desire for peaceful transition should
not be interpreted in such a way as solely or mainly to 
mean the winning of a parliamentary majority. We must 
fully utilise the parliamentary majority. We must fully 
utilise the parliamentary form of struggle while not for a 
moment forgetting the limited role it plays and the utmost 
need to proceed with the hard work or accumulating 
revolutionary strength. 

Our critics are dead set against it, and maintain that 
parliamentary work breeds illusions, that it has become 
obsolete, that assemblies and parliament are nothing but 
"talking shops and brothels" of bourgeois deception, and 
that we should not attach any importance to this work. 
Our cont'esting elections, joining electoral fronts, partici
pating in the anti-Congress democratic state governments, 
etc., according to them, is the crassest form of revisionism 
and parliamentary cretinism. 

Such in brief are the fundamental divergencies between 
us and our critics who denounce us for lack of "perspec
tive", and present this "perspective" of "people's war". It 
is for the Party comrades to judge whether there is any
thing common between the Marxist-Leninist standpoint on 
the issue and the one advocated by them describing it as 
"Mao's thought, as the Marxism-Leninism of the present 
era". 

Do our comrades care to understand the meaning and 
significance of the following st'atements by Comrade Mao. 
Speaking at the CPC's National Conference in May 1937, 
Comrade Mao said, "A bloodless transition is what we would 
like and we should strive for it, but what will happen will 
depend on the strength of the masses" (Selected Works, 

Vol. I, Page 290). Similarly, in August 1945, right in the 
midst of the revolution and in the face of the impending 
civil war, he assert's, "The Communist Party of China is 
firmly opposed to civil war" and, "The problem now is that 
this enemy of the people wants to start a civil war" 
(Selected Works, Vol. IV, pages 42 and 44). We hope our 
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comrades will not smell rev1s10nism in these statements, 
but will understand them as correct Marxist-Leninist 
revolutionary tactics. 

PARTY PROGRAMME 

Now we come to the criticism of the Party Programme 
made by our comrades. 

The Party Programme, a product of twenty years of 
struggle for a correct analysis of the national and inter
national situation and concrete application of Marxism
Leniqism to Indian conditions, a product which strove to 
steer clear of both rightist and leftist errors, to draw the 
lessons from our past mist'akes and achievements, is based 
on firm Marxist-Leninist ideological foundations, contrary 
to the critics who challenge its sound ideological basis. 

To cite the main points : 
(a) New epoch: The right-reformist and revisionist

interpretation of it as an epoch of peaceful competition 
between socialism and imperialism, peaceful coexistence of 
states as a general line of foreign policy of socialist revolu
tion is decisively rejected. The gross underestimation of 
imperialism and the deliberate underplaying of the role of 
foreign ciipital and, consequently, ignoring the dangers it 
poses to the political independence of the newly liberated 
countries, etc., is sharply exposed and pinned down. 

While doing so, the Programme has guarded against 
the danger of int'erpreting events in the old framework, 
the framework of international correlation of class forces 
as it existed prior to the victory in the anti-fascist war, 
the emergence of east European People's Democracies and 
the gre&t Chinese revolution, and viewing developments in 
that framework. Some of the grave mistakes in the Poli
tical Thesis of our Second Party Congreess and the 1951 
Programme can be traced to this defect. The Programme 
corrects both these errors. 

(b) On national independence : Moving in the old
framework our Party was, for long, interpreting it as formal 
independence and was dogmatically maintaining that there 
can be no political and national independence withouL 
economic independence. Thereby, while correctly upholcl-
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dation of imperialism and feudalism in the country, as 
plans and a path dictated by the foreign capitalists to be 
put through by their Indian lackeys in the state and govern
ment. They were reluctant to learn from the revolutionary 
concept, "despise the enemy strategically and tactically 
take him into account", and were content with denouncing 
it as an utter failure,' thus repeating only the ultimate 
truth that such a path is no substitute for the democratic 
revolution to smash the existing feudal, imperialist and big 
business fetters on the productive forces. They refuse to 
take into account either the limited possibilities of advance 
present in the path or the actual growth of capitalist 
industrialisation and development while indulging in 
mouthing the general truth that the capitalist path is 
closed since the world capitalist order is on its way out 
of the stage of history and the world socialist revolution 
is in the epoch of its final triumph. 

They assess the entire developments during the last 
two decades of national independence as merely strengthen
ing of foreign capital and the strengthening of feudal and 
semi-feudal landlordism while tending to clean miss the 
powerful growth of capitalism in the fields of industry 
as well as agriculture in the country. 

Our Party Programme does not allow either of these 
deviations both in assessing the capitalist path and in the 
tasks of exposing it and fighting it in the concrete. 

Similar is the case with the issues of foreign capital 
and its role, the role and character of Soviet aid, and 
National Democracy and the parliamentary path. In the 
face of these facts, it is utterly untenable to criticise the 
Programme as one without a sound ideological basis. 

Let us take up the main points of their criticism levelled 
against our Party Programme. 

They challenge the correctness of our characterisation 
of Indian independence as 'political independence', and 
call it 'formal independence' or 'nominal independence'. 

They challenge the class character of the present Indian 
state and government as made in our Party Programme
a bourgeois-landlord state led by the big bourgeoisie which 
is collaborating with foreign capital in pursuance of their 
capitalist path of development-and assert that it is a "neo-
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collonial state with a puppet regime serving mainly the 
imperialists and feudalists." They, in order to buttress the 
above two points of theirs, characterise the present Indian 
big industrial bourgeoisie as comprador bourgeoisie, which 
acts as the 'lackey', 'puppet' and 'stooge' of U.S. 
imperialism. 

They emphasise exclusively the collaboration aspect of 
the Indian big bourgeoisie with foreign monopoly capitai 
and refuse to take note of the conflicts and contradictions. 
that do exist between them. 

They a�sess the int'ernal and external policies of the 
present Indian state and government from the above stated 
standpoint of theirs and tend to negate the extent of the 
capitalist development that has taken place in the indus
trial and agricultural sectors during the last two decades, 
and depict it as merely strengthening of foreign imperia
lism, native feudalism and the Indian big comprador 
class. 

All these differences with the Party Programme to a 
superficial observer may appear to be minor or matters of 
greater or lesser emphasis on certain aspects. But a care
ful analysis reveals that they are of a vital and funda
mental 1,1ature. If all these are accepted as correct, the 
Party Programme cannot have any legs to stand on and 
will cease to be valid anymore. It can remain and serve 
the Patry only if these are rejected as totally wrong and 
utterly untenable. 

Such is the essence of the problem before us. 

CONCLUSION 

If we take all the arguments of the critics of the· 
ideological document, what do they amount to ? They 
amount to a tot'al repudiation of the understanding of the 
epoch. They imply liquidation of the Socialist camp ; 
they convey that capitalism has been restored in, the USSR 
leading to imperialist policies; that the major fight of the 
working class of the world, of the peoples and nations of  
the world is not against American imperialism but against 
the Soviet and American imperialisms. The fight , against 
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