P. Sundarayya

My Resignation
From the Offices of General Secretary and PolitBureau Membership

Dear Comrades,

In my letter of 22-8-1975 to PBMs and CCMs I have briefly narrated the reasons for
my resignation. They are:

1. My resignation is due to the fact that the CC majority has decided for joint actions
with pro-imperialist Jana Sangh with para-military fascist (storm-trooper like RSS) as
its core in the name of fighting emergency, which I consider very harmful for our
party; both among democratic masses in our country and abroad, we will be getting
isolated from the anti-imperialist and socialist forces.

2. My resignation is also due to the PB's failure to concretise the tactical line, its
application in 7.U., Kisan and other mass fronts, and its application in building the
party organisation, open and secret sections. It has been put in cold storage for all
practical purposes.

3. My resignation is also due to the way the main class front, the 7. U. Front, has been
functioning in formulating the demands, in winning the democratic sections and other
classes to back up their demands, in building party branches, fractions, and their
functioning, especially at all-India level, bypassing the Party centre and over the heads
of State Committees.

4. My resignation is also due to some major Party units not taking seriously the
agrarian resolution in practice, neither delegating enough cadre to the front, nor
building the unity of agricultural labour and the poor peasants on the one hand with
the middle peasants on the other.

5. My resignation is also due to ignoring the building of secret part of our Party
organisation, as envisaged in Muzaffarpur Resolution.

6. My resignation is also due, on the top of all, PB ceased to function as a collective
body, most of PBMs working in their own States, but meeting once in six weeks or
once a month, taking decisions on the current events or urgent issues. Com. M.B. [M.
Basavapunnaiah] after 1970 illness, left the headquarters and stayed in Vijayawada,
and contributes his advice, opinion, but not actually fighting for his line or participates
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in carrying out the responsibility of PB. When in the PB, there cannot be frank
discussion about major Party Units like Bengal, Kerala, or T.U. front, before the PBM
of these States and fronts, and when the PBMs, BTR [B.T. Ranadive] and myself, are
at loggerheads on many issues, and with no prospect of improving the situation, it is
better to resign from the post of G.S and P.B. instead of further damaging the party.

7. I have also come to the conclusion that without a PB of homogeneous political and
organisational outlook functioning from the centre and not getting attached to any
State without a firm majority in the CC, it is wrong for one especially like me who
came from a movement, whatever its contribution in the past is today of small
proportion, while there are not big States with their big mass organisation and big
party units with their own rich experience to hold the responsible post of G.S.

8. So, in the period of emergency it is much more necessary for a unified PB and a GS
in tune with the majority political line, and who can command the confidence of
major units and have the authority and confidence to undertake the responsibility.

9. When I am resigning on these grounds and especially on the immediate political
line, which I consider very harmful to the party, there is no meaning to keep my
resignation as GS and as PBM a secret from the party rank and lower units. So, as
soon as other CCMs from other regions’ opinions are collected by the PB, whatever
its decisions, should be communicated to all party units.

10. In fact, if sufficient number of CCMs or party units representing at least 1/3 of the
party membership are there to support me, [ would demand a party congress to decide
the political line and elect a new CC, PB and a new GS.

Certain PBMs, I was told, wanted a more detailed note on the same for making it
understandable or easy to explain to the State Committee members and to comrades of
lower committees.

Before I go into detailed explanation of the factors for my resignation, I want to make
it once again clear that the differences in PB have persisted from 1969 beginning,
which led Com. M.B and sometimes later PR to submit their resignations from PB but
withdrawn later at the request of other PBMs. The differences became more acute by
1972 Madurai Congress of our Party, and it was decided that these differences be
placed before CC and to continue the PB and CC without anyone resigning or
withdrawing at the Party Congress. Documents enumerating differences were
prepared by Com. BTR, M.B. and PS but they were not pressed or placed before the
CC. But a statement was made before the CC in Nov. 1972 that the decisions of
Madurai Congress (9th Congress) of our Party had given sufficient basis for carrying



on the work and that in course of working them, if differences arise, they would be
placed before CC for decision.

Yet in spite of CC decisions on Agrarian questions, the resolution "On Immediate
Tasks before Party Organisation" (Muzaffarpur CC March 1973), differences on other
issues had worsened. Even in implementing the decisions arrived at on agrarian and
organisational resolutions, differences had become acute. I had to place all these
differences before the CC in the beginning of 1974 in opposition to the advice given
by other PBMs. CCMs have all the relevant documents, or extracts pertaining to these
differences written by me, comrades BTR, MB and Surjeet. It was decided in June
1974 meeting of CC to take up one issue after another in the CC, and on the outcome
of these discussions, the question of my continuing as GS or resignation was to finally
be decided.

In this process, CC had passed resolutions "On Party & Trade Unions" (June 1974)
"On Trade Union Unity and Bharatiya Mazdoor Sangh" and "On Certain T.U.
Problems" (Sept. 1974). The way these resolutions were explained or implemented
had become an issue of acrimonious debate between PB members, especially between
Com. BTR and P.S. Further differences arose with regard to the estimation of Gujarat
and Bihar movements, JP movement, our attitude towards them, the question of a
"broader front including Kerala Congress" advanced by Kerala State Committee, joint
actions and joint action committees with All India Right reactionary parties like
Congress (O), BLD and Jana Sangh, especially with the latter, except on the issue of
fighting for civil liberties through Civil Liberties Union, It was decided in the PB
meeting of June 10-11-1975 (which Com. MB avoided attending) that the question of
my resignation from GS and from PB be discussed in the CC meeting to be held from
July 17th to 22nd, 1975, along with other pending issues on the agenda, the priority
being given to this.

Meanwhile, on June 26th, new emergency on the ground of internal security danger
was declared by Indira Congress Govt. PB found itself and the party to be totally
unprepared for this development and itself so scattered and dislocated and politically
so disunited as to become virtually ineffective and practically non functioning

Now coming to detailed explanation:
Section 1.
Joint Actions & Joint Committees with Jana Sangh

The CC resolution on "Declaration of Emergency and the Situation Thereafter" as
finalised by PB and released on 2-9-1975 says “Here is the biggest chance to develop



the united front from below 1i.e., the United front of the masses following all
opposition parties and even the Congress followers to growingly fight the emergency
and secure back the normal democratic rights."”

After this it continues, "While developing such a movement from below, we must
remember that the CC has already decided that it will unite with all parties, groups
and individuals in the fight for, civil liberties. In view of the conditions created by the
declaration of emergency this assumes greater importance. Every endeavour must be
made by the party for such unity in order to bring about the broadest mobilisation for
the common fight".

I consider this to mean that we can have and "every endeavour to be made to have
joint action and joint action committees with all parties (including Jana Sangh — P.S.),
groups and individuals, from above, while developing such a movement "from below."
This is nothing but a political united front with Jana Sangh though “the CC wants to
make it clear that this unity is confined to the issue of Civil liberties and democratic
rights and though it reiterates its well-known position that there is no question of
political "united front with Jana Sangh and other parties of the right".

In the earlier CC draft in April 1975 which was sent to the State committees and Dist.
Committees or State Plenums for discussion, before CC could finally adopt it, it was
laid down; "During the course of conducting such united actions with other political
parties (Right reactionary opposition parties, Congress (0) BLD on certain occasions
with J S.) it may become necessary to set up action committees for this purpose, but
they must not be made campaign Committees over a prolonged period which gives the
impression of forming united front committees with these parties. If the action
committees forming on specific issues impart the character of political united front
with such Right parties, our Party's political position will be in danger of being
compromised in the eyes of the people. Hence the necessary precautions to avoid such
pitfalls".

No such warning or precaution is given here. Since the emergency is of a prolonged
character, joint action committee with the Jana Sangh and other Rightist political
parties, in the name of restoration of Civil liberties and ending emergency will be of a
prolonged character, and hence such a forum or joint action committee is bound to
give the impression of a political united front before the people.

Jana Sangh and other Rightist parties may be anxious to join in such action
committees with us because they, without committing themselves into concrete
actions on economic and political issues against the landlords, monopolists and,
imperialists and in the interest of toiling masses, can readily join the political agitation



against the Government and try to reap the benefit of such agitation in the company of
left and democratic parties and forces.

Further, it is wrong to equate the struggle for defence of civil liberties under a
bourgeois-democratic regime with the struggle to restore civil liberties under one-
party authoritarian rule of bourgeois-landlords Govt. headed by the big bourgeoisie.
The latter is one of replacing the one party authoritarian rule by a democratic regime
of different class composition. Hence a front of all political parties including the
Rightist parties and Jana Sangh cannot but be a political front, and as such, it will not
be able to achieve this aim and will be positively harmful.

After all, how do we characterise Jana Sangh? Is it only a Rightist bourgeois-landlord
opposition party like Congress (0), BLD, Swantantra, etc. or something worse? In our
Programme we have stated in Para 109:

"Reactionary and counter-revolutionary trends in the country have found concrete
manifestation in the programme of the Swantantra Party which is trying to unite all
reactionary forces under its banner. Also, it is forging links with communal parties
like Jana Sangh. (It means Jana Sangh is characterised as much worse than Swantantra
party, because it has the additional character of being "Communal", of having policies
of advocating most reactionary racial and communal feelings of the Hindu majority
community — P.S.). These people carry on vicious attacks against the public sector and
demand still greater concessions to monopolists both Indian and foreign. They are
openly advocating an almost open-door policy for penetration of foreign capital,
particularly from the USA while striving to sabotage trade with Socialist countries.
They seek to sabotage all agrarian reforms. After the military conflict with China on
the border dispute, they have been emboldened to demand military alliance with USA.
The Communist Party will firmly combat the reactionary ideology and programme of
Swantantra Party".

The CC in its resolution" On Trade Union Unity and Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh" in
Sept. 1974 has thus characterised the Jana Sangh:

"The party regards the Jana Sangh as a reactionary organisation basing itself on Hindu
revivalist chauvinism, organisationally dominated by the RSS and violently anti-
communist, anti-socialist bloc and anti-proletariat in words and in deeds. It pursues a
Policy of Muslim-baiting, and in the foreign policy matters, a pro-Western line.

As such, I wanted the draft statement sent for discussion by April CC meeting, to
which I also agreed at the end; should be revised and a categorical statement by our
party should be made that "Jana Sangh being a reactionary organisation dominated by
big bourgeoisie and landlord classes, with pro-imperialist policies, basing itself on



Hindu revivalist chauvinism and on communalism of (type Stormtrooper)
organisation as its core, no joint actions or action committees with Jana Sangh or with
any combination in which Jana Sangh is a component part is permissible.

Joint action committees and joint platform with Jana Sangh do create the impression
of U.F. with it among the people and as such, it is harmful to the development of left
and democratic movement against the ruling classes, against one-party authoritarian
rule of Indira Congress.

The CC in its resolution of 14th March 1975 "On the movement in defence of
democratic rights and civil liberties" directed all its State Party units to make serious
efforts to form committees in defence of civil liberties and democratic rights
comprising of prominent members of all parties. We would also strive to bring in
mass and class organisations and prominent individuals from different walks of life,
while taking care to see that such committees do not acquire partisan colour of anyone
or other political party.

"The CC also draws the attention of all our party units and members that these
committees which are to be formed for the defence of civil liberties and democratic
rights and to fight against the imposition and perpetuation of the repressive laws and
Acts should not be confused with the concept of united action and united front of
different parties that are formed and forged on some agreed minimum programme,
consisting of definite economic, political and social demands. These are to be strictly
treated as broad platforms to campaign for civil liberties and democratic rights. If their
unity of purpose and effectiveness of such committees are to be safeguarded and are
made to adhere to the limited objective for which they are constituted, then every
attempt to convert or substitute them for political fronts and alliances should be
resisted.

"In forming and functioning these committees for the defence of civil liberties and
democratic rights, our members and cadres should always bear in mind our basic
concept of the unity of left and democratic forces, a concept that steers clear of the
slogan of the so-called all-in-opposition parties unity against the Congress as well as
the slogan of the formation of Jana Sangharsh Samithis under the leadership of J.P.
1.e. Bihar type fronts".

At that time, the understanding and interpretation given to this resolution was that our
party should take initiative to establish civil liberties' union at Central (all India level)
and at State levels, with all prominent individuals of all political parties (underlines
mine and including of Congress Party if they are prepared to join — P.S.) but it should
not be a front of all political parties:



But now the CC resolution (latest Sept. 75) interprets this resolution, as "that the CC
has already decided that it will unite with all parties, groups and individuals in the
fight for civil liberties." Since March Resolution the words "Civil Liberties' Unions"
are not used, but "Committees" in deference of "civil liberties unions" under its
normal understanding it may also conclude that the anti-emergency "Unity" of all
parties, groups and individuals "to secure back the normal democratic rights" is not a
political front because it does not include agreed "minimum programme of economic,
political and social demands".

1 do not agree with this interpretation of that resolution, if this is now the stand of
the CC even then I do not agree with it. The step which in March 1975 we had taken
to allow our party members and leaders to join civil liberties' union along with Jana
Sangh members which upto 1975 we refused, is not to be interpreted as a first step of
joint action committee with J.S. on civil liberties at party levels, later to be interpreted
as a first step of joint action committee with J.S. on civil liberties at party levels, later
to be developed as U.F. action with it against Indira Congress Govt. in the name of
fighting for civil liberties, or in the name of fighting against emergency and one-party
authoritarian rule of Indira Congress.

Further, I do not agree that a 'successful' struggle for lifting emergency and ending
one-party authoritarian rule can be successfully carried on or developed by forging
strictly broad platforms to campaign for civil liberties and democratic rights. Mass
struggles to secure back civil liberties and democratic rights and also mass struggles
for achieving economic and political demands of all the working people and middle
classes have to be combined.

They cannot be separated.

A persistent tendency in the party to joint actions and committees with Jan Sangh and
other Rightist opposition parties.

This idea of joint actions and action committees with the Rightist opposition parties
including the Jana Sangh is a persistent idea in certain sections of our party and of our
party leadership,

The most glaring example is that of Com. Jyotirmoy Basu, MP whip of our
Parliamentary Group. He used the position and in spite of repeated warnings, he
continued his public statements and parliamentary activities in such a way as to create
an impression m public that there is in effect an united opposition bloc from Jana
Sangh to CPI (M) in the parliament. His latest act was his attending the meeting of the
leaders of Janata Front as an "Observer" on behalf of our party, CPI (M), some time
on June 16th 1975 or so. I sent him a telegram that it was against party policy and



against all party decisions and asked him not to attend the meetings of leaders of
Janata Front proposed to be held from the June 22nd onwards to chalk out the course
of action to enforce Indira's resignation. Yet he attended June 25th meeting of these
leaders.

The PB could not discipline him because majority of PBMs did not see the harm he
was doing and especially when the W. Bengal PBMs did not take his activities
seriously, other PBMs from other States did not feel it useful to make it another issue
of serious controversy.

2. From Nov 1974, Comrades P.R., Jyoti and BTR were for some kind of joint action
and/or closer solidarity actions with the movement led by Jayprakash in Bihar and
with his efforts to build a similar movement on all-India scale modelled on Gujarat
and Bihar movements. PR even advocated joining JP's All-India Coordination
committee. They had been advocating joining March 6th, 1975 demonstration led by
J.P. before the parliament. BTR placed a document before April 1975 CC wherein he
had reaffirmed that it was wrong on our part not to have participated in that March
demonstration and that we lost a good opportunity to demonstrate to the people that
we were in unity and solidarity with the movement led by J.P. against Indira Congress
Government.

3. When CC passed the resolution on “The movement in defence of democratic rights
and civil liberties" and gave a call in a separate resolution to celebrate April 6th as
anti-emergency day along with J.P. Coordination Combination wherever it adhered
only to the question of civil liberties, lifting of emergency and withdrawing of MISA,
DIR and other repressive measures, this was taken as permission for joint actions with
the Jana Sangh and J.P. Combination. That is why I characterise this as the thin end of
the wedge for forging in practice a U.F. with Rightist parties including J.S. against
Indira Congress Government.

April 1975 Draft of the CC for discussion sent to the States and Dist. Committees (or
State Plenums) has further strengthened this understanding. Com EMS issued a
statement that our party was prepared to have joint actions with JP's movement and
certain electoral adjustments with Congress (O), in certain States which (of course
with the sanction of the CO appeared in the press immediately after April Draft of the
CC.

4. There is the whole controversy with regard to BMS being invited to anti-Wage
Freeze Convention, the formation of a Committee with BMS in contravention of PB's
direction (because according to PR, he could not prevent it because majority of our
own party TU leaders were opposed to the idea of no all-India Action Committee.
When the Convention was convened and also they were not convinced why BMS be



excluded from our United Trade Union Action Committee); later the permission to
anti wage freeze Committee to be convened and functioned was given by CC and
from that Action Committee a call was given for another All-India Strike or mass
action, even without waiting for our CC meeting which was to be held within a week
of this anti-wage freeze action committee meeting of 9th April. This is in spite of the
earlier CC meeting laying down that no further commitment should be undertaken
which precludes the CC to take any final decision.

Later in the PB meeting on June 10-11th, Com. PR & BTR proposed that the All-
India Convention that was called for June 28th 1975 should discuss the question of
taking current problems of workers, the growing lay-offs, retrenchments and
unemployment. When I raised whether from the initial mistake of allowing BMS to be
a participant in the Anti-Wage Freeze Convention and our inability to extricate
ourselves from that position, instead of treating it as an exception, as CC permitted,
whether they were going to make it a normal feature of having united committees of
Socialist Party, CPI (M) and Jana Sangh. Comrades BTR and PR said that was the
decision of the CC in-its April meeting. Com. Jyoti had to intervene and say that it
was not so. CC gave permission for BMS to be in the Anti-Wage Freeze Committee,
as an exception. If it was to be a normal feature CC should abrogate or modify its
resolution of Sept 1974. Till that time, the Convention called for June 28th should
confine its activities within the earlier object. Com. Jyoti himself said that he was for
revising the earlier CC decision and for going in for united actions and action
committees with BMS at all levels.

The CC resolution says; “The Jana Sangh, however, at least, is extremely weak in the
trade union field. It is a negligible quantity and the large mass of workers do not
regard it as an inevitable component of working class unity. Left to itself the Jana
Sangh is no force in the trade union movement and can be safely ignored, boycotted.
The struggle for trade union unity today does not demand that Jana Sangh
organisations be included in the united front of trade unions. To do so is to promote
the false claims of the reactionary party in the working class and give it credentials
among the workers. The inclusion of Jana Sangh in the Convention was politically
wrong and unnecessary from strict consideration of trade union unity. The mistake
arose because of certain previous developments.

"But we as a party should have noted it and warned our comrades that this cannot be a
normal and inevitable part of our line of trade union unity.”

“The warning and vigilance are required because though the BMS is not a force,
certain left parties or trade union organisations insist on its inclusion in the common
front. They see no reason to exclude it. Non-party leaders of some mass organisations
(Central employees etc.) do neither agree with our political understanding about Jana



Sangh not do they desire to exclude it from the common front. Sometimes, it becomes
next to impossible to forge a united front of these unions, unless we agree to accept
the BMS as a party of the front.

"The problem arises because of the insistence by other parties on the inclusion of
BMS.

"Our tactics should be to continue to develop this broader front without allowing BMS
to creep in with the help of some parties and organisations. Our tactics should be
based therefore on the following: 1) The reactionary character of Jana Sangh 2) The
lack of mass basis behind BMS 3) The necessity of broader trade union front with
other central trade union and mass organisations.

“We have to consistently fight for this broader front without BMS.

“If on some occasions [sic] we have to yield, it must be regarded as an exception and
not the normal carrying out our lines."

But comrades BTR and PR want to make it the normal practice on the ground that
when other left parties like SP, RSP, etc. are insisting on the inclusion of BMS in
united actions and united front we ourselves are getting isolated.

It is the same argument that is being advanced by certain CCMs that "However
occasions [sic] may arise when united actions with Jana Sangh also may become
unavoidable" in the CC's April draft is to be interpreted that whenever other left and
democratic parties insist, we should accept Jana Sangh as a component part of joint
actions and Joint action committees as "on issues of our choice".

5. Com. EMS: In his article "On Bourgeoisie and Bourgeois Democracy" written

in 'Deshabhimani, Malayalam daily of the party, just a few days before the declaration
of the Internal Emergency on June 26th, advocates an anti-Indira Govt. front including
the Right Opposition parties like Jana Sangh etc. He justifies this on the analogy of
Anti-Fascist Front during 1930s advocated by C.1., as well as Soviet Union and
Anglo-American allied powers, waging war together against Hitler. I consider his
arguments in justification of his advocacy for a front along with Jana Sangh against
Indira Gandhi Govt. and bringing the analogy of the Anti-Fascist Front, or Soviet and
Anglo-American allied powers' war against Hitler, are wrong, mechanical and do not
correspond to the present objective situation in India.

He places his argument thus: "In the present Indian conditions, the dominant section
of the ruling classes is the Congress. And in this party itself, a ruling clique headed by

Indira Gandhi exercises power over the Congressmen. As opposed to Congress, there
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are Jana Sangh. Congress (O), BLD and such parties also represent the ruling classes.
In Kerala, the Muslim League and Kerala Congress are included in this section.

“These opposition bourgeois parties and CPI (M) separately or jointly fighting the
Congress, safeguard the interest of workers-peasants and other toiling masses. At the
same time, in the united opposition, any proposal for merger in the name of a united
opposition, any proposal for merger of all parties, ignoring or covering up the
differences among the parties cannot be acceptable to the leftists. (BMS is only
against merger into one party. PS)

"The only relevant issue is: In India who aids the growth of monopoly capitalists?
Who converts the feudal landlords into agrarian bourgeoisie and protects them? Who
creates the climate for growth of capitalists here? Who robs the people of bourgeois
democratic rights by perpetuating the "emergency" and the draconian Acts? And who
organises the physical attacks against the movements of workers, peasants and other
masses? Is not the Indira Govt.? Or is it the bourgeois opposition?"

He answers rightly that it is the Indira Gandhi Govt. which toppled the Kerala & W.
Bengal U.F. Govts in 1969 October and 1970 March and even then "when the
movement still advanced undaunted by these manoeuvres, ventured to establish a
semi-fascist terrorist regime in W. Bengal. Today, schemes are drawn to extend it an
over India." He goes on to say "This is the practical form of development of Fascism.'
He concludes:

“Just as the imperialist powers opposed to Fascism were used by the Communist
International, the working class in India uses that section of bourgeoisie in opposition
parties against the dominant section of the ruling classes.

“This is part of Marxist-Leninist tactics of smashing the main enemy confronting
presently, using at least temporarily the antagonism and discord existing among the
enemy classes. World revolutionary movement could face the Anglo-American
attacks, once with their help Nazi Germany and its friends were defeated. Similarly,
there is no doubt that Indian Revolutionary movement can face the bourgeois
opposition parties when they threaten it, once the main enemy confronting it — the
dictatorial tendency of the Congress is defeated with the help of these bourgeois
opposition forces."

It is no wonder with this understanding and propaganda, the Kerala State Committee
issued a circular to the lower units and cadres on 27-28th June:

"There are only two ways before the ruling circles to meet the situation. Either realise
the growing reality, hold democratic elections as demanded by opposition parties,
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accept the verdict of the people, vacate the seats of power and prepare the ground for
another regime which will pursue new policies: or smash whatever is left of the
democratic set-up and move towards total fascism.

"The ruling circles have decided to choose the second path".... There are all
possibilities today of organising a type of secret activity which can include not only
the five parties of the opposition front formed at our initiative, but also parties like the
Congress (O), Jana Sangh, National RSP, etc, and also the discontented sections of the
ruling parties".

Though, later CCMs from Kerala had stated the call for an opposition front to include
Jana Sangh was considered to be wrong and the State Committee instructed the two
Dist. Committees to disband such united committees in which Jana Sangh was
included, yet the understanding that it is correct and necessary to form a front with all
the elements irrespective of their political character, past and present, to fight Indira
Gandhi rule, the main enemy of the people is there.

C.I. advocated anti-fascist front during thirties to fight the Govts. that are nursing
fascist forces, and their policies. It called for an anti-fascist front of those who are
really opposed to the drive to fascist rule, even if they belonged to the Govt. party. In
the antifascist front, C.I. did not include parties like Jana Sangh which had been
advocating policies which had been more reactionary than the Govt.'s policies and
were near to the polices of the full-fledged fascist forces themselves.

Similarly, the analogy of Soviets waging war against Hitler in cooperation or in
alliance with Anglo-American allied powers is completely irrelevant to the present
Indian situation. Firstly that was in relation to imperialist States and Fascist States.
Anglo American and French imperialist States strengthened the fascist States hoping
that they would attack the Soviet. It is the strength of Soviet State that made Hitler
turn first to pick up easy pickings in Europe, taking advantage of appeasement of anti-
fascist popular movement, as well as Hitler's gains during the 1'% years of war against
the Anglo-French imperialists that made it impossible for them to join hands with
Hitler or even be neutral. The immediate interest of these powers could be
safeguarded only by the defeat of Hitler to take the main burden, / do not think the
context of imperialist and fascist States and they too involved in imperialist war to
redivide the world and especially the fascist attack on the only then existing socialist
State, wherein this alliance fructified, can apply to our situation in which the people
are to achieve the overthrow of the ruling classes and take over power.

Even the Chinese party forging (or more correctly forcing upon) an anti-Japanese
Front with Chiang Kai-Shek Govt. when the Japanese had invaded China and the war
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of aggression was going on for over 5 years while keeping the liberated areas and its
own Red Army intact cannot apply to the present Indian situation.

The criterion in evolving correct tactics to meet the present situation is not historical
analogies of entirely different situation, but whether forging a front, however
temporary, restricted to the fight for civil liberties, is going to help the development
and strengthening of left and democratic movement.

We have been characterising the Rightist opposition parties as avowed reactionary
parties advocating pro-landlord, pro-monopolist and pro-American policies. We have
never preferred these parties to the ruling Congress party or called for a joint front
with them to fight the ruling Congress party. We have not changed, no facts or
realities even today are such as to make it necessary to change, and to characterise
these parties, specially, Jana Sangh, as parties with whom a front, to fight the
emergency and the authoritarian rule of Indira Congress Govt. is to be forged.

We cannot fight a very reactionary Govt. by allying or forging a front with parties
who are more, avowedly reactionary like Jana Sangh. So it is not for us to say that any
Govt. of opposition including Jana Sangh is preferable to the one existing
authoritarian one-party rule of Indira Congress. From this it does not follow that we
should adopt measures to support Indira Congress authoritarian regime, its declaration
of emergency, to prevent the avowed reactionary Govt. including Jana Sangh coming
to power.

The reality today, the change that has taken place, compared to 1969, is due to the
intensification of economic crises both on world scale and especially in its disastrous
form in India, with weaker economic and industrial base, the ruling classes,
dominantly representing the bourgeois-landlord classes, have resorted to these
authoritarian steps against workers', peasants' and middle, classes' economic and
political demands. It is adopting more and more most of the policies and steps
advocated by the avowed reactionary parties. It is also losing fast its mass influence
measures. About these developments we have been warning left and democratic
forces and have been appealing to them not to fall into either of the alliances of the
ruling classes but forge 'the real alternative, left and democratic front.

From my note of July 13thl have taken these paras and moved them as amendments to
PB's draft but it was rejected by the rest. I think still that my amendment is correct. If
that is adopted, it does not have any loophole for a front with Jana Sangh or a so-
called broader front which can include any reactionary group or party. This
amendment is as follows: (This can be included in the beginning of the section
"Culmination of previous development" of the CC resolution released by PB on 3.9.)
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"Our party has been warning that the 1967 Congress defeat in elections and split in the
Congress party that started developing from April 1969 were the reflection of the
crisis of the capitalist path of development pursued by the Congress party of the ruling
classes. The Indicate and the Syndicate (later the Grand Alliance with Swatantra and
Jana Sangh) both represent the bourgeois-landlord ruling classes, and were headed by
the big bourgeoisie. The split was not between the big bourgeoisie and non-big
bourgeoisie as was being propagated by the Right C.P.

"There was difference in the policies, advocated by these two political groups of
representatives of the same bourgeois-landlord classes. The Indicate advocated a
policy of radical land reforms, of curbing monopolists and nationalisation of key and
major industries and develop the public sector, of a non-aligned policy of developing
friendly relations and economic deals with Soviet Union and with Socialist countries.
These would increase its bargaining position with the imperialist powers especially
the American. In the garb of these policies the Indicate wanted to defend the big
bourgeois-led Govt. and attack the toiling masses, and the left and democratic forces.

"The Syndicate and the Grand Alliance advocated avowed reactionary policies
opposed to the abolition of landlordism and radical land reforms; opposed to the
nationalisation of monopolist concerns and to public sector. It stood out for outright
attack on communists and UF Govts. in Kerala and W. Bengal and for more reliance
on American imperialism and against Indo-Soviet friendship and cooperation.

"Our party had taken a correct stand against the attempted parliamentary coup of the
Syndicate and defeated it in the presidential contest in '69.

"At the same time, our party had warned the democratic forces that the real alternative
was neither the Indicate and the Right C.P. alliance, nor the grand alliance to which
SSP then opted, but building the united front of left parties and of all democratic
parties, and forces on the basis of independent mass mobilisation and mass struggles,
and on the basis of workers-peasants alliance.

"We warned that failure to develop such an alternative would inevitably lead, as the
economic crisis further gets intensified, to the Indicate resorting to all the reactionary
steps advocated by the Syndicate and the Grand Alliance, and to intensification of
repression and attacks on the toiling masses and the CPI (M) and of instituting
authoritarian dictatorship ending bourgeois parliamentary democratic system.

"After the toppling of U.F. Govts in Kerala and W. Bengal and after repression let
loose, especially after the rigging of W. Bengal elections in 1972, we should have
realised the fast-developing threat of one-party dictatorship of the big bourgeois-
landlord classes. We should have developed the mass movements of the workers,
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peasants and middle classes and built their organisations and our party and its
unexposed part with its secret apparatus in such a way as to be able to face the
developing threat and be able to counter-attack at the appropriate time.

"We failed because we have been nursing illusions that parliamentary democracy
would continue in spite of its negation in W. Bengal, in the rest of India for a
considerably long period and that our party could function legally as before.” When
Indira Congress Govt. has become the main enemy of Indian people and started
resorting to more and more one-party authoritarian rule ending the parliamentary
democracy, yet the united front of left and democratic forces to fight this has not
materialised socialists again moving back to their grand alliance strategy by joining
J.P. led movement in Bihar and an all-India scale in Janata Front with Jana Sangh,
BLD and Congress (O), etc.

"The Gujarat and later Bihar movements, the outburst of mass discontent, backed by a
section of the ruling Congress itself and led by Right Opposition parties, especially
after Sri Jaiprakash took over the leadership of Bihar movement, have focussed the
attention of the people as an alternative to Indira Congress Govt. This alternative has
been considered by a good chunk of our party from top to bottom, as a good way to
fight out Indira Congress Govt. the party in power. This is in spite of our CC
Resolution pinning down the class character and limitations of these movements, as
well as the character of JP led movement as resurgence of old Grand Alliance in the
new garb of Janata Front or Jana Sungharsha Committees wherein Jana Sangh with its
RSS, BLD and Congress (O) have become major components. S.P. has also joined in.

"The draft statement of April CC, sent for discussion to State Committees and Dist.
Committees or State Plenums, permitted joint actions on issues of our choice not only
with Congress (O) and BLD but even with Jana Sangh when they become
unavoidable, with the permission of Dist. Committees. It is based on the assumption
that these joint actions would lead to strengthen left and democratic forces, isolating
Jana Sangh. It underplays or even ignores the avowed reactionary character of this
Janata Front alliance with its concentrated attack on Indo-Soviet agreement, its anti-
Communist character, its essentially big bourgeois-landlord character and its anti-
people's character. It ignores the para-military and semi-fascist character of RSS, the
real core of Jana Sangh and Jana Sangh's key role in the Janata Front.

"This call for joint action with Jana Sangh is the thin edge of our party sliding into the
Grand Alliance in practice, as the Kerala Committee circular showed. This is suicidal
for our party and for developing U.F. of left and democratic forces as an alternative to
the ruling Congress.
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"We should give up this wrong orientation which we sought to put before the party
and categorically come out against any joint action with Jana Sangh or with a
combination in which Jana Sangh is a component part. Only synchronisation on
certain class and democratic issues when actual mass actions take place."

Comrades M.B. & Surjeet Note of 3-9-75: and cutting out the slogan "Replace the
one-party authoritarian rule by a democratic regime," from PB's resolution of 17-7-75:

In their note they say "we are of the opinion that we should clearly demarcate from
the attempt made by J.P. combine and the section of Congress MPs led by Jagjivan
Ram on June 23-24 to unite and replace the present Congress Govt. by another Govt.
comprising of Jagjivan Ram's Congress faction and JP's Combine. While it is
absolutely correct on our part to demand the resignation of the Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi, following Allahabad Judgement, It would be wrong for our party to either
associate with the planned movement from 29th June to 5th July 1975 by J.P. combine
or to lend support to the faction led by Jagjivan Ram.

"Our party should state its forthright opposition to the Congress led by Smt. Indira
Gandhi, and simultaneously demarcate our position from that of the united front of
J.P.'s combine and Jagjivan Ram's Congress faction.

“We feel that the finalised CC Resolution on emergency and our tasks does not bring
this above-cited aspect as clearly and sharply. If they have moved any concrete
amendment to their viewpoint they should have circulated their amendment for other
CCMs and State Committee members to understand the real differences that still
persist. One way of doing this is tracking the developments since 1969 and
categorically conclude that we were not for the ministry of Jagjivan Ram and JP's
combine, but for a ministry of different classes opposed to the present Indira Gandhi's
one party authoritarian rule.

But they dropped completely the existing formula of Democratic Govt instead of
clarifying and explaining what it means. Further they have also agreed to the paras
wherein it is stressed that "the party will unite with all parties, groups and individuals
in the fight for Civil liberties. In view of the conditions created by the declaration of
emergency this assumes greater importance." Of course the same resolution in the
very next para says that this unity with all parties is confined to the issue of civil
liberties and democratic rights and it reiterates its well known position that there is no
question of political U.F. with Jana Sangh and other parties of the Right Joint front
with Jana Sangh in the name of civil liberties and against emergency, while declaring
that we are not for a political front with it. People will not make this fine distinction
but would feel we are in the same front with J.S. against Indira Congress and thus the
damage to our party and left and democratic movement is bound to occur.
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Com. P.R. commenting on M.B. and Surjeet's note says: “The demand for her
resignation was certainly tantamount to her replacement by someone else, most
probably by Jagjivan Ram. Was this demand wrong because of the new correlation of
forces that had come about? If we are not to be a party to her ouster, the only course
should have been not to demand her resignation... To say that the demand was not for
replacement by J. Ram is a political conundrum. There is no question of being a party
to J. Ram replacing Indira. Had she resigned, who asks for our support for the election
of this or that person as the leader of the Congress party?"

This is not the question we are faced with. We know she is not going to resign, then
should we join in a joint campaign and struggle with J.P. and Jana Sangh combine to
see that Jagjivan Ram becomes the Prime Minister? PR is evidently for that.
Otherwise how is it wrong to demand Indira's resignation and carry on struggle to
replace her Govt with a left and democratic Govt.? Our slogan in the given correlation
of forces may not be achieved but for that reason are we to satisfy ourselves and Join
Campaign with J .S. & J.P. to get Jagjivan Ram as premier as a lesser evil than Indira
Govt.?

This once again shows that there are two different understandings to the CC
Resolution as finalised by the PB Itself. One for joint action with Jana Sangh and
other rightist parties and another opposed to that line of action but for struggle to build
a left and democratic front, fighting both Indira Congress and J.S. alliance to usher in
a real democratic Govt.

On Banning of RSS Anand Margis & Jamaiti-i-Islami

In the CC Resolution on page 4 para 1, it says "Our party has been the most consistent
fighter against RSS, Shiv Sena and such other reactionary organisations. It has
always been of the opinion that such organisations should be fought politically.” 1
consider the last sentence to be very wrong. It means we disapprove the Govt banning
RSS, Anand Margis, Jamaiti-i-Islami. We have in the past in 1948 and sometimes
later, also demanded the banning of RSS (I cannot just now quote the references.)
Further how is it wrong for our party or for a democratic organisation to demand a ban
on pro-imperialist and anti-people's organisations? Whether the ruling classes and the
Govt will ban is a different matter. It is also correct that, we have to judge when to
raise such demand taking context. It is wrong on our party to support the ban. Yet it is
equally wrong to condemn the ban. The sentence I referred to above in a way
disapprove the ban as if such organisations are to be fought politically but should not
be banned.

When we discussed this issue in the PB Meeting of July 1975 we are all agreed that it
will not commit ourselves to disapproving the ban but criticise Indira Govt. that she
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and her Govt. encouraged these forces and now by banning these organisations, the
Govt. seeks to justify its total war on democracy, as a progressive step. We decided
that it should be on this line our spokesman in the parliament has to speak. AKG’s
speech was on these lines.

But in our PB statement sent to units on 26-7-1975 a similar sentence as in the
finalised CC resolution is there. “it has been our stand that ban on reactionary
organisations like RSS or organisations like the Naxalites is correct.” The earlier part
referring to RSS etc. is wrong. [ missed it when it was finalised and released. It was
wrong as my position is clear on this issue.

Section I1.

Tactical Line and Its Concrete Implications in TU and Other Mass Fronts and
on Party Organisation

In my note of July 1975, sent to CCMs, in para 16 I have said.

If our party has to function under this emergency and total (it should be corrected as
"growing ") illegalisation and growing terror, we cannot afford to go on postponing
taking firm decisions on some basic differences.

(1) The perspective of how Indian Revolution will have to be worked for. Though our
party congress and CC Resolutions again and again endorse the “Tactical Line” (the
policy statement), but in practice it is being negated. The line and understanding given
in the policy statement must be strictly adhered to.

"Our revolution cannot capture major industrial & administrative centres and cities,
by general strike and armed insurrection of the working class and holding them,
spread to the countryside and finally seal the victory.

"Firstly, because the working class is not such a dominant factor in our country (as a
whole), nor a party based on Marxism-Leninism is a leading force among them in any
of the key industrial strategic centres, our party or such a party does not exist now in
overwhelming majority of such industrial centres (areas or regions).

"Secondly, there is no strong widespread peasant movement around these strategic
industrial centres based on agricultural labourers and poor peasants. Without such
peasant backing, even when the working class uprisings in certain centres capture
them, they cannot hold on the fact of armed forces being brought from other centres
by the ruling classes. (Even with the peasant movements their uprising is confined to
two or three centres, and not countrywide or widespread in large number of such
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industrial and administrative centres, peasant backing can give them large enough area
to deploy and continue the armed struggle for over a long period, by when the
uprisings in the rest of the country can break out, while enemy can be weakened.)

"Thirdly, to expect a simultaneous all-India-wide general strike and armed
insurrection of the working class backed by all-India-wide peasant armed uprising and
action, or preparing (or hoping) for such an eventuality is to forget today's Indian
reality, the tremendous uneven development of the democratic and revolutionary
movement (as well as vast difference in industrial and agrarian development in
various regions or states in India).

“The extraordinary special conditions of the Russian Revolution have not been
repeated in any other country during the last 60 years.

"So, the path of Indian Revolution will have to be to concentrate on regions and areas
with industrial working class centres and around them in vast contiguous areas, the
peasant movements have to be developed in depth, first as political base areas, then
guerrilla areas which may develop into liberation areas; the working class in these
centres should take the leading role in developing such areas. It should not fritter
away its forces on adventuristic ventures or in engaging the ruling classes in
premature and unequal confrontations (in cities alone).

“The working class must not confine itself to fighting for its own immediate economic
demands, but at the same time, formulate its demands along with the demands of other
sections of toiling masses, especially, the toiling peasants and secondly of middle
classes. It must also draw in the backward, unorganised sections of the working class
and the unemployed. It must actively and directly devote its energies and cadres to
develop the peasant movement, students and other auxiliary movements (youth,
women etc.) as well as develop the democratic movement bringing in the middle
classes and non-big bourgeois sections as well.

"In other areas where the democratic movement and our party is negligible (correct it
as "a small") force, whatever contacts, members, and movement we may have, should
be developed into small pockets, on similar lines so that when big struggles are fought
in the priority areas, these can also act disrupting or diverting the enemy concentration
on the main areas. They are to be spread all over the country, as leopard spots."

It is this perspective that should guide our plan of work and day to day work on
different mass fronts, especially in trade union and Kisan fronts. It was agreed in the
southern CCMs meeting unanimously that Tactical line and its implication on
different mass fronts and on party organisation should be discussed and clarified in
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the following CC meetings within 6 months. Com. M.B. also agreed with it. But today
the PB has decided and sent a circular dated 2-9-1975.

"The PB is of the considered opinion that it is both impractical and harmful(underline
mine — P.S.) to initiate an inner-party discussion on several of the political-
organisational differences that were prevailing in PB and CC since long. Most
important and urgently pressing issues alone will have to be chosen by the PB, subject
to the approval of the CC for discussions and decisions either in the CC or extending
upto State Sectt. of all major states|Note only sectts. of major and not even all State
committees (all minor State Committees) P.S.] It is not prudent and advisable to
initiate discussion immediately on the perspective Tactical line, its interpretations and
implementation, etc. However, if the CC decides otherwise, the discussion should be
condoned to the CC. At best it can be extended to the Sectts. of major State
Committees."

Com. M.B. in his note submitted to CCMs August, has this to say: “I am one with
Com. P.S. who holds the view that the perspective tactical line is virtually reduced to
the status of an icon, though everyone pleads loyalty to it. No serious attempt is made
by our party to study and understand its full import, not any earnest effort, to educate
the party on its basis during the last 10 years. This document was worked out some 25
years ago in 1950-51. During these years, many changes have taken place in the
socio-economic sphere in our country, besides numerous developments in both
capitalist and socialist worlds. The perspective tactical line needs to be rediscussed, at
least at the CC and at the State Committees' level in order to deepen our
understanding and make necessary amendments and further improvements. But so far
no such thing was done, nor the party and the mass movement building is undertaken
on the lines indicated by the perspective tactical line document, This will have to be
rectified in as short as possible time.

"And yet to do all this, at once, here and now, (MB's underlining) as demanded by
Com. P.S. in his note to CCMs may be neither prudent nor practical. He has put forth
his understanding of the tactical line, as enunciated in 16th or 17th paras of his note to
the CC. For example he writes, "So the path of Indian Revolution has to be areas", etc.
(see above).

“The concept of industrial centres along with the adjacent agrarian areas developing
into guerrilla areas and liberation areas, according to me, goes far beyond my
understanding of the perspective tactical line. Some other points too are at variance
with my view of the Tactical line document. I may be wrong. Unless it is properly
formulated and discussed I cannot vote in favour of paras 16 and 17 of PS note, as
they are formulated there. If Com. P.S. demands that I either accept his interpretation
or his resignation, [ will be in a great predicament. The same may be of some other
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CCMs. Why we cannot decide it after some proper discussion and within 6 months'
time from the date we initiate the discussion on the subject?"

I do not want any CCMs to accept my interpretation, modify it as the majority wants
it, but not continue "to treat it as an icon" and not continue the present practice of "the
party and mass movement not being built not even undertaken to build on the lines
indicated by the perspective tactical line," as MB himself puts it. Now MB has been
converted to the postponement of the discussion on Tactical Line itself and its import
for its day to day development of mass movements and building the party. Especially
in the Muzaffarpur Resolution of CC "On Immediate Tasks on Party Organisation" is
not being implemented on T.U. front and on developing unexposed section of the
party. Why not com. M.B. say what he thinks the perspective tactical line indicates
"on which the party and mass movement building is to be undertaken?" and pin down
why we have been failing to do it. At least how to do it from now onwards?

It is this attitude of postponing issues indefinitely and not confront PB comrades of
state committees with whom he differs or specifically in case of MB even when he
differs, that made me despair of any improvement in the PB and come to decision,
better resign from the G.S. and P.B., than to pretend that I could shoulder the
responsibility.

It is as early as 1969 March that I submitted my note on how to develop the party
organisation and functioning of the CC Centre, keeping the perspective Tactical Line
in view. There had been a series of documents exchanged and in a number of PB
meetings discussions were also held in 1970. Yet, we left the matter unclenched [sic].
They again erupted in connection with differences on T.U. front. It was again
discussed. This specific aspect of implications of perspective Tactical Line is left
unclinched [sic] and postponed to be taken up after State Committees discuss how far
they have implemented in their respective States in T.U. and party organisation fronts
in the light of Tactical line.

Importance of Partisan Struggles for Our Revolution

The Tactical line (the policy statement) means to me and must mean to all our party
members that "for the Indian Revolution to succeed it is absolutely essential to
combine two basic factors of the revolution — the partisan war of the peasants and
workers uprisings in the cities."

It negates the tendency which was dominant in the party leadership especially in
1943-50 period "to forget the colonial nature of Indian economy, to refuse to draw
lessons from the experience of revolutionary movement in China and other colonial
countries, to minimise the importance of peasant struggles and to put forward the

21



thesis that political general strike in the cities and industrial areas is the main weapon
of our revolution; that such strike will itself unleash countrywide insurrection and lead
to overthrow of the present state. Hence it stresses that in a vast country like India
with a backward and basically colonial economy and with 80% of its people
depending on agriculture partisan war is one of the most powerful weapons in the
armoury of the revolutionary movement.

It also negates the thesis that was put forward in opposition to the above thesis that
"the Indian Revolutionary movement would develop exactly in the same way as the
revolution in China and that partisan war would be the main or almost the only
weapon to ensure its victory." After enumerating the different conditions in which the
Chinese Revolution had to contend with "We have no army to start with. It has to be
created. The transport system in India is far more developed enabling the Govt. to
swiftly concentrate big forces against partisan areas," etc.

It concludes that "all these do not mean that partisan warfare has no place in India. On
the contrary, because of the factors given earlier partisan war must be one of the major
weapons in our armoury as in the case of all colonial countries. But this weapon alone
cannot ensure victory. It has to be combined with the other major weapons, that of
strike of the working class, general strike and uprisings in cities led by the armed
detachments of the working class."

It is true that during the last 25 years after the Tactical line was evolved, the Indian
economy has far more developed. It is not as dependent on foreign imperialists as it
was then, it has developed a considerably heavy industry, its transport and its agrarian
economy. It carried out certain agrarian reforms aimed at converting feudal landlords
into capitalist landlords and increased considerably agararian [sic] output. It has trade
and economic relations with Soviet Union and other Socialist countries. The working
class has also grown both in numbers and in skills. Yet the basic factor is that it is still
linked up with the imperialist economy and still dependent upon it, continuing its
collaboration. Feudal burdens still remain a major feature of Indian agrarian situation.
75% of our population still are dependent on agriculture and allied occupation and
80% living in rural areas, villages. As such, the importance of peasant partisan
warfare for making Indian revolution successful is still valid.

The changes in international situation, the tremendous weakening of world
imperialism, especially American imperialism, the ending of direct colonial rule and
achieving of independence of African and Asian countries, the tremendous growth
and strength of economy and military might of the Socialist world from Soviet Union
to China, the historic victory of Vietnam and other Indo China peoples over American
imperialists, the growing strength of working class and democratic movement even in
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American and West European countries and we can go on enumerating many other
factors. The conflicts between Soviet Union and China etc. have taken place.

It is also true that big scope for developing partisan warfare is in the fight for national
liberation, in the struggle against foreign imperialism, the national factor, as BTR and
MB in their notes raise, than it is against the dominant bourgeois and they will
certainly have its effect on the course of development of Indian Revolution in details
and in time.

But none of these factors make it invalid the main idea — the importance of peasant
partisan warfare along with the general strike and uprising of the working class in the
cities.

Partisan war of peasants: "In the rural areas, the party has to rouse all sections of the
peasants, including the rich peasants against feudal exploitation and build their unity
basing itself firmly on the agricultural workers and poor peasants, who together form
the overwhelming majority of the population. While liquidation of feudalism and
distribution of land to the peasants must remain the key slogan of agrarian revolution
for the entire period it is necessary to formulate immediate specific demands for each
province, and each area, like reduction of rent, fair price for agricultural produce,
abolition of feudal levies and forced labour, living wage for agricultural workers, etc.
and lead actions for the realisation of these demands. The agrarian crisis is maturing
rapidly and the peasant masses are seething with discontent against the present Govt.
which rose to power on the basis of their support and afterwards betrayed them.
However, despite this widespread discontent and despite numerous peasant actions
that have taken place in many parts of the country, the peasant movement in the
country as a whole remains weak and large sections of peasants have not yet been
drawn into active struggle because of the absence of organisation and firm leadership.
It 1s our task to overcome this weakness by intensive popularisation of our agrarian
programme by formulation of such concrete and easily understood demands as can
become the basis for the broadest mass action by patient day to day work and correct
leadership of struggles to realise these demands and by building up in the course of
these struggles a network of peasants and agricultural workers' organisation with
underground units in the villages as their leading and guiding centres. Voluntary
squads of the most militant and conscious sections of peasants have to be formed to
defend the peasant movement against the attacks of the enemy squads that will form
nuclei of partisan squads as the movement develops and reaches the stage of seizure
of land and partisan warfare.

"It must be realised that because of the vast area of India, because of the uneven level
of mass consciousness and mass movement in different parts of the country, uneven
acuteness of the agrarian crisis and uneven strength and influence of the party itself
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the peasant movement cannot develop at the same tempo everywhere. Premature
uprisings and adventuristic actions of every type must be undoubtedly eschewed. At
the same time, it would be wrong to lay down that armed action in the form of
partisan warfare should be resorted to in every specific area only when the movement
in all parts of the country rises to the level of uprising. On the contrary, in the course
of the development of the movement, the situation will arise in several areas which
would demand armed struggle in the form of partisan warfare. For example, in a big
and topographically suitable area, where the peasant movement has arisen to the level
of seizure of land, the question as to how to effect that seizure and how to defend the
land so seized will become a burning live question. The party is of the opinion that
partisan warfare in such a situation, undertaken on the basis of a genuine mass peasant
movement and the firm unity under the leadership of the party, of the masses,
especially the most oppressed and exploited strata, combined with other forms of
struggle such as social boycott of landlords, mass no rent struggle, agricultural
workers' strike, can, if correctly constructed and led, have a rousing and galvanising
effect on the peasant masses in all areas and raise their own struggles to higher level.

“Wherever such partisan struggles develop, they must also be combined with mass
actions of the working class, especially the neighbouring areas in the form of strikes
and demonstrations undertaken on the basis of most careful assessment of all factors
the partisan struggles must be conducted with utmost boldness and tenacity, defending
the gains of the movement by every means at our disposal.

“At the same time, the party has to act with the utmost flexibility when overwhelming
forces of the enemy are concentrated against the partisan areas and the partisan forces
run into danger of defeat and total annihilation."

In further clarification, in answer to certain questions, it is explained:

"Q: Is it correct to resort to partisan warfare in one particular area where the
conditions are ripe for it, even though other rural areas are not ripe for it and the
workers are not ready to support it with mass actions?

A: Yes. You can and should resort to it. To start or not does not depend upon us. It
depends on the organisational state of the masses and their mood. If the masses are
ready, you must start it.

Q: Have we to take up partisan struggle only when the peasant struggle for partial
demands reaches the state of land distribution and establishment of village peasant
committees? Or can we take it up when the movement is still in the stage of struggle
for partial demands, for example, rent reduction?
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A: The partisan struggle also has stages. It starts with smaller demands — let us say,
reduction of rents. It is not yet a partisan struggle. If the enemy refuses to grant
demands and the peasant is eager to win it by force, then partisan struggle can start.
True, it is not the struggle for seizure of land, but only for reduction of rent, still it will
be a partisan struggle.

Hence, it does not depend on us. If the masses are ready and eager, we should assist
them.

Q: Can partisan warfare even of most elementary type be developed in areas where
communications are well-developed?

A: Yes. When encirclement occurs, transfer the best forces to another area. Lead out
the armed forces so as to join it with armed forces of another area, so as to create a
liberation army of your own."

The tactical line clearly demarcates [sic. Demarcates] the partisan war to win partial
demands, in particular areas, even when other areas are not ready, even when the
working class is not in a position to back it up with its actions, even when the struggle
has not reached the stage of land seizure, from partisan warfare as an integral part of
struggle for liberation, or of revolutionary armed struggle to overthrow the existing
bourgeois-landlord regime. Com. M.B. in his notes on this question exchanged among
PBMs in 1969-70 and circulated to CCMs in 1974 beginning stresses this distinction
to be always kept in mind. "The latter is possible in revolutionary situation which will
be countrywide, even if in every state or region of India, subjective factor to utilise it
and develop it into a revolutionary struggle may not be present."

Here, I am not discussing all the implications of tactical line, or partisan war in the
stage of revolutionary battle. But once we see the need of peasant partisan warfare for
making our peoples democratic revolution a success then the problem is how the
working class, the leader of that revolution has to go about this task of winning over
the leadership of peasant masses, and what immediate tactics or steps it has to take or
plan out its activity in a way to materialise this perspective?

Tactical line itself describes how the working class is to achieve this perspective.

Partisan areas will inevitably arise in various parts of the country, as the crisis deepens
and as the mass peasant movement rises to the revolutionary seizure of the land and
food grains, paralysing and wiping out of local forces operating in them, however,
will continuously face the danger of encirclement and annihilation at the hands of the
enemy. Even the coming into existence of liberated territories with their own armed
forces in several parts of the country will not eliminate this danger because these areas
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will themselves be surrounded by hostile forces from all sides. Therefore, partisan war
alone, no matter how widely extended, cannot ensure victory over the enemy in the
concrete situation prevailing in India. When the maturing crisis gives rise to partisan
struggles on a wide scale, when the partisan forces in several areas are battling against
the enemies, the workers in the city, in vital industries and especially in transport
system, will have to play a decisive role. The onslaught of the enemy against the
partisan forces, against the liberated areas will have to be hampered and paralysed by
mass strike actions of the working class with hundreds of streams of partisan struggles
merging with the general strike and uprising of the workers in the cities, the enemy
will find it impossible to concentrate his forces everywhere and defeat the
revolutionary forces but will himself face defeat and annihilation. Even inside the
armed forces of the Govt., the crisis will grow and big sections will join the forces of
revolution.

"Such a perspective demands the closest alliance between the working class and the
peasantry and the realisation of working class leadership in this alliance. This alliance
will be built in action by the bold championship by the working class, of the demands
of the peasantry, by the direct support given by the working class in the form of
demonstrations, strikes to the struggles waged by the peasantry. Leadership of the
working class will be realised not merely through the leadership of the communist
party itself but above all, through the direct mass actions of the working class itself, in
support of the demands and struggles of the peasantry.

"Of all classes, the working class is looked upon by the peasants as their friend and
ally. Many workers come from the rural areas and are connected with the peasants by
a thousand and one ties. Actions of the working class help not merely the existing
struggles, but also, as the history of our national movement shows, inspire the
peasants in the neighbouring areas, radicalise them and help in developing new
peasant struggles.

“In the present situation in India when all classes, all sections except the exploiting
few are facing starvation and when hatred against the present government is growing,
strike actions by the working class on such issues as food, ration cuts, can be most
powerful weapon to inspire the entire people, to give concrete form to their

discontent, to build their unity in action and to raise the popular movement to a higher
level. By fighting not merely for its own demands but demands of all discontented
classes and sections especially of the peasantry, by acting as the foremost champion of
the interests of the general democratic movement the working class will come forward
as the leader of the revolutionary people and build their revolutionary unity.

"It 1s of the utmost importance therefore, that the party creates a political
consciousness in the working class, makes it conscious of its role of hegemony,
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overcomes the present disunity of the working class, wins over the majority of
workers in the vital industries and builds a powerful working class movement
with underground (underline mine P.S.) factory and workshop committees, as its
nucleus. The best and most advanced elements must be recruited into the party.

“All this demands intensive political agitation in the working class, patient day to day
work, leadership of immediate struggle for the winning of the concrete demands and
the building up of a strong trade union movement. Only a united working class and a
working class conscious of its role of hegemony can build national unity."

Sharp differences between BTR & PS

It is in pursuance of this tactical line and keeping in view the decisions of the CC 1n its
Task Documents on Kisan, 7.U. and organisation and the broad tasks as outlined in
Pol.-Org. report of Cochin party congress, I have enumerated priority regions and
areas to be developed as compact and contiguous areas, making major industrial and
administrative centres as centres of our working class and peasant movements, in
March 1969 in a note to PBMs (No. 27/69). There are about 20 inner-PB letters
prepared by PB members in this connection during 1969 and 1970, and yet, when we
could not come to a common understanding. [ was allowed to place a report
containing my proposals to the CC in Feb. 1970. It was broadly endorsed by the CC.
Yet when it was to be finalised by the PB, there was sharp criticism by Com. Bill on
my understanding and on the proposals I made. I replied equally sharply to him. All
these documents are made available to CCMs.

In my report to CC in Feb. 1970, I have stated:

"Immediately after our 7th Congress, when practically whole of our party leadership
and 1200 leading comrades throughout the country were arrested, a sharp criticism
from our ranks arose that the leadership had talked about a revolutionary programme,
but had not cared to take elementary vigilance to safeguard even a part of the central
and state leadership from the impending attack of the Govt. They sharply questioned
whether it was not due to too much constitutional, parliamentary and legalistic
illusions.

"We constantly warn our party ranks about the deepening political crises, the danger
of Syndicate Jana Sangh-Swatantra reactionary alliance and its efforts to make our
party the target of annihilation." "CC warning all party members that with the break of
U.F. and its ministry in Kerala, with the same danger rapidly threatening the UF and
democratic movement in Bengal (where the reactionary forces have already launched
murderous attacks on our party workers and on working class, peasant and middle
class militants) and with the destruction of UF and its ministry. In Bengal, its path of
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attack and annihilation against democratic forces and specially against CPI (M) cadres
will be quite open. Be prepared for every twist and turn in coming weeks." (Oct.
1969) Yet it has not been driven into the consciousness of our leading cadre, the
necessity of our party being ever prepared to face this perilous period through which
we have to pass.

First and foremost reason is that even our leading cadre have not yet grasped the
implications of our party being a party of the proletariat attempting to achieve P.D.
Revolution. In our programme, policy statement, constitution, in our task documents
on T.U., Kisan and party organisation and in our political resolutions we again and
again stress and outline the tasks from the angle of revolutionary party. But on the
whole, all that remains in words while our practice is based on deep-

rooted parliamentary, legalistic illusions and on possibilities of peaceful development
of our party and movement for a long period to come. We are unable to shake off the
revisionist habits, thinking the mode of functioning in all mass fronts and in party
building.

"Another aspect of the same malady is lack of clear understanding of the perspective
development of our Revolution, as outlined in our policy statement". We are all
agreed that our path is not exactly of Russia or China but will be our independent
path, based on the working class peasant alliance, if possible simultaneously
synchronising of peasant armed revolts (leading to establishment of guerrilla bases
and then to liberation bases) and general strikes and armed insurrections in the
industrial and administrative centres. To make our revolution successful, the necessity
of combining these two main forces on All-India scale becomes essential. But from
this we slip unconsciously in the name of preparing for working class and peasant
movements on all-India scale to plan all-India mass actions which taking our party's
present organisational weakness, and the weakness of general democratic movements
leads us more or less to constitutional, and parliamentary forms of activity, neglecting
other basic task of the party.

"...We must soberly estimate the realities of our own capacities cadre available and
then chalk out a line of action, on the basis of which the whole Indian revolutionary
movements can develop. Movements as a whole should be kept in mind, not a state or
frontal sector. They are only part of the whole thing... If the organisational direction in
my following note is accepted, the details could be varied and worked out..."

(The direction is based on CC Resolution "Tasks on Party Organisation", "The first
and foremost tasks before every State unit is to fix up the priority areas in each State
and in each region of a State or in each Dist., groups of villages or centres." Then the
factors to be kept in mind in concretely fixing them as in pages 51-52 of Resolution of
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1967 "On Organisation." In the CC Resolution of 1973 March, all these principles are
reiterated and direction to PB to sit with State Committees to finalise them — P.S.)

"It is an undeniable fact that our party is a real political force only in Kerala and
Bengal... In all other States, our party is not such a political force even though in one
or two States we may in certain pockets wield considerable mass and political
influence. We have devoted and self-sacrifising [sic sacrificing] comrades scattered
here and there in almost all states but as a political force we are ineffective.

What Should be Our Party's Organisational Direction?

" ... The two advanced political bases which Indian revolutionary movement has got
at present and where our party is in a leading position among the democratic masses
are Kerala and W. Bengal, whatever weaknesses there might be in the movement and
in our party organisation in these two areas. Our party must take these two areas in
our country as our political bases and develop them and to the extent, that we can
defend and develop these areas, the democratic movement in other parts of our
country could be inspired and developed ultimately into nationwide struggle to
liquidate the bourgeois-landlord state led by the big bourgeoisie.

"In these two states, since the masses are on the move and party has great influence
and a comparatively stronger organisation, we cannot but lead the mass movement on
their own demands, the rural poor and the working class and middle classes in the
towns, even to the point of militant defence of their struggle with every weapon at
their disposal, by every form of struggle that may become necessary as the movement
develops. Not to do that but flinch back and try to make the masses desist from going
on to these struggles would be betraying the masses and democratic movement and
disrupt it. But at the same time, seeing the level of all-India-wide movement, and its
extreme weakness, we should not jump to hasty conclusions that these two bases
would become revolutionary bases (immediately) for liberation of whole of India.
They would galvanise the whole country by their heroic struggles and movement but
till all-India wide movement and struggle reach more or less the same sweep, depth
and organisation, we should not confuse them with the final liberation struggle. We
must always seek outlets for retreats, winning certain concessions to the masses and to
the democratic movement, from where again we can, when occasion develops, make
another advance. This process will continue till all-India situation develops.

"It is from this angle, our PB and CC must subordinate its whole work to this supreme
need of the movement and fix up priorities of areas to concentrate and ultimately link
them up with these two areas. PB & CC must also decide, in different parts of our
country and different parts of different states with centres we should choose where a
combined working class and peasant movement could be built in as short a time as
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possible, depending upon our existing cadre and strength of the democratic
movement."

After enumerating the priority areas in different parts of the country the report (note)
goes on:

"The idea of fixing up these areas of priority is to concentrate whatever strength,
influence, resources and cadre we have on a priority basis to develop future
revolutionary bases.

“...Another principle that is kept in mind in selecting these areas is (1) the strong
industrial, educational and administrative centres and (ii) around them a strong rural
base. Taking this as starting point, the movement has to be developed to the nearest
strategic territorial area. This should equally be kept in mind.

After dealing with issues like "choosing cadre and deploying them, trade union and
Kisan fronts, student front, regarding youth and women, combined secret and open
work, secret apparatus penetration into, enemy apparatus, the report concludes with a
para on “Base areas” where it says:

"Recently, in our party, under Chinese party's influence and Naxalite distortions, the
rural base areas are being reduced to tribal areas or mountainous and forest areas. This
is a total distortion of Marxism-Leninism or the concept of workers' and peasants'
alliance, or even of the experience of the Chinese revolution. Fantastic ideas like
developing a movement in the foothills of Himalayas or Terai region or tribal area as
the first priority are being advocated. Let us be clear, let this fantastic idea be rooted
out and not be given any quarter in our plan of organisation. It is only mass
movements linked with the working class in adjacent rural areas develop as political
bases. Later, as the ruling class launches violent attacks to suppress their economic
and political struggles and when the people in these areas are prepared to take up arms
to defend their partial gains, at only such a stage we can think of revolutionary bases.
It is only when the possibility of establishing such revolutionary bases develops, then
these forest and hilly belts will give us enough space to manoeuvre and become
territorial base from which we can guide and lead the mass struggles and mass
movements, in plains and the cities. It is more a technical headquarters than really
mass political headquarters. The real battle has to be fought in the cities and plains
where 90% of our people are concentrated. Without these masses in action, to think of
revolutionary struggles starting from tribal areas based on tribal people is like
standing on our heads. We may have to evolve tactics of resistance and fighting the
repression even in plains and cities, underground tunnels, does not mean that we
should not be conscious of the importance of these hilly and forest regions which will
give the revolutionary movement the cover and territorial manoeuvrability in face of
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heavy attacks from the enemy and that is exactly the reason in choosing the areas and
the direction of the development of the movement. We should keep these hilly and
forest belts always in mind and try to reach them from the strong political mass bases
of cities and plains."

One point [ want to make it clear. The main advanced regions, Kerala region and W.
Bengal region, the contiguous and compact areas in different states and in these areas,
the priority to working class and then to peasant front, they are more or less the same
in March 1969 and in the report to the CC in Feb. 1970 and the report placed before
the CC at Muzaffarpur in 1973 March resolution, on "Immediate Organisational
Talks" with necessary changes, taking note of changes in the mass movement and in
our party organisation.

Com. BTR's main criticism of my report to CC in his 32/70 note in the PB meeting of
April 27-30, 1970 is: (1) PS turns a blind eye to all organisational problems: the basis
of party, its class composition, its compact character, its cell functioning all the
problems raised in Calicut Resolution and quite arbitrarily jumps to zonal scheme in
the name of future liberation areas. PS note is to justify and continue the status

quo 1i.e. occupy ourself primarily with Kerala and W. Bengal and neglect other states a
line of least resistance of surrendering to spontaneity hides from it by loosely talking
about revolutionary areas, as if we are now entering a period of armed struggle in
these two states and hence everything must be subordinated to it. In the absence of
immediate possibility in this direction PS's rigid scheme will only mean abandonment
of efforts to expand party activity elsewhere. (ii) It is lacking or hazy of the basic
concept — priority of class. The logic is of areas, masses in general, but not proletarian
and of semi-proletarian priority. Actually, the document virtually denigrates the role
of the working class by failing to stress priority: (ii1) It ignores the spontaneously
developing mass movement and upsurge. His rigid mechanical adherence to it will
only result in failure of our party to link itself with the actual movement. This facile
concept has in some instances led to concentration on adivasi areas and actual neglect
of non-adivasi areas because it represents a tougher battle. The zonal idea is in reality
abandonment of all efforts to develop or even propagate for all-India resistance or
movement. (1v) One should not imagine in a facile way that student organisations can
be developed with the party weak or absent in the basic masses. The idea the student
movement will supply the main cadres for organising workers’ or peasants' movement
is a facile idea and should be discarded. (v) The idea of building a party apart from the
direct struggle of the masses is a fictitious idea. The idea that the entire party from
right bottom is to be run by whole-timers is wrong idea. It only arises when party is
conceived apart from the class working in production. It arises when the party
organisation is not conceived as based on factory. If in our party the major part of the
work is not done by non-whole timers, the party has no future.
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BTR also says, "In this connection it should be remembered that if you can visualise
revolutionary developments in W. Bengal and Kerala, it is not on the basis of a few
pockets of influence but of the general political influence and strength of the
movement. The mechanical repetition and uncertainty of the experience of other
countries should be abandoned. In all countries, the experience is that of a guerrilla
struggle against a foreign enemy of the nation. National feeling gives an ipso facto
advantage to armed action. At present, at best in our country this is absent. The fight
against an indigenous Govt. demands a stronger cultivation of the democratic
movement and support.

BTR's criticism point 4, regarding student cadre is in regard with my following para in
the report to CC, Feb. 1970. It says:

"Unless in all states, we make special effort, on student centres starting in colleges
and develop first politically conscious cadres for our party and enthuse them to take
up work among the working class and the peasantry, our future would be dark,
especially in weaker states, the first priority, attention and concentration must be on
the work among students. There should be no open student organisation separately
under our wing. There in the existing college unions or their student associations
under different political groupings, we must patiently build secret student groups of
our own. Only when we have sufficient mass democratic support, then only we may
be permitted to function organisations under our banner. Even in such places, as well
as in strong States with developed student movement, large number of them join the
Govt. apparatus and industrial establishments as future cadre of our party and as
standby cadre.”

My reply to these wild accusations of BTR as follows: (Note No. 37/70 dated 29th
April 1970).

"Nowhere in, any document, speech or conversation- after my Telangana experience
and after its withdrawal in 1951, I have characterised any period, even the period of
1969 (in W. Bengal), as a period of immediate armed struggle. On the other hand in
my reply to Nanda's slander, in the struggle against Naxalites in 1967 and 1968, the
broad guidelines I have discussed for developing Kerala agricultural labour and
peasant movement after U.F. ministry fell, in my speech to W. Bengal Plenum in Feb.
1970, in all the notes I have submitted to PB and in the organisational report I
submitted to CC I have made it again and again clear that we are not in a period of
revolutionary crisis or a period of armed struggle. Even though Kerala and Bengal
movements are at far higher level than in any other state, all that I have said is "about
the possibilities of the people taking to armed resistance to safeguard their gains, or to
enforce their partial demands and the conditions under which these partial partisan
struggles (my abbreviation for partisan struggles for partial demands) can be resorted
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and warning that we should always keep the door open to retreat or to arrive at
possible partial settlement, till the correlation of forces balances in our favour. This
was again and again stressed. (I told them as well as in Kerala the mood and
organisation of the peasant masses was not ripe for even partial partisan struggle.)

In fact, it is BTR 1in his note of 3rd Nov. 1970 says, “We have nowhere reached just
now an insurrectionary situation in which a call for capture of power through armed
uprising can be given. But at the same time we are in midst of a rapidly developing
situation in a revolutionary period when the main shift is on the militant activity of the
masses in W. Bengal because in our leading this mass activity we are faced with
armed attacks against us and reply with arms has been put on the agenda...

“A situation in which the advanced party is forced to use arms even in a limited way
is an extra-ordinary situation, one leading precisely to the situation visualised in the
tactical line... In our country, in W. Bengal, things are reaching the point of armed
struggle in certain areas. There is no chance of avoiding it unless surrender is
advocated." (The whole idea of BTR was put in cold storage when W. Bengal PBMs
said that neither peasant masses under our influence, nor organisation was anywhere
near that position.)

I have not spoken of Kerala or Bengal regions as revolutionary areas of today or
"future liberation areas". I have spoken about them as "the advanced political bases
which the Indian revolutionary movement has got at present."

I have enumerated the areas which have to be included in the two Kerala and Bengal
zones, and suggested in different parts of our country and in different parts of each
state, which centres we have to choose as priority areas, where a combined working
class and peasant movement can be built up in as short a time as possible, depending
upon our existing cadre and strength of democratic movement. It is not a question of
strong states of Kerala and W. Bengal and neglecting other weaker states. It is a
question of how we could expand our existing political bases most fruitfully to the
widest extent possible, in as short a time as possible.

As for his criticism of lack of basic concept of priority of classes:

"In all priority areas, I have suggested the centre of activity is always one or another
major industrial centre. Even in those states or areas which are not in the priority areas
because for the time being we do not have cadre to develop them, it has been made a
cardinal principle that whatever cadre we have, should be concentrated on major
industrial centres like Madras, Bangalore, Hyderabad, Vizag, Gwalior, Bhilai, Indore,
etc., The mode of functioning in these isolated centres may be open or secret
depending upon our mass strength and cadre available whichever helps to develop our
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movement." In fact, on page 19 it is clearly stated, "Another principle that is kept in
mind in selecting those areas is the strong industrial, educational and administrative
centres and around them a strong rural base. Both these aspects are kept in mind and
taking this as starting point the movement has to be developed to the nearest strategic
territorial area. This should be equally kept in mind."

BTR says, “We should argue on the basis of our tactical line and the role that the
working class has to play in relation to the armed struggle. The public sector
undertakings, heavy industries, engineering factories and big industries and rail and
water transport these must be assigned the highest priority all over India and
systematic building of the party and for trade union organisation.” I agree that these
industries, along with electricity (and mining) should get priority in every state or in
every industrial centre where we are working.

But in the name of all-India 7.U. movement if we have to go on extending all-India
wide, on each of these industries, I do not consider it practicable to achieve when we
do not have party units in most of the States and centres where these industries are
located. Further, while we try to extend our party groups in these centres even in weak
places, let us not deceive ourselves that we have become politically dominant force
among the workers till we can develop their political and socialist consciousness (and
draw them into our party). I think this can be done when we can build strong
democratic movement in these industrial centres as well as a strong peasant movement
around these centres, in as extensive an area as possible. If we neglect this work, only
concentrate on 7.U. demands and organisation of these sections, we are confining
them as well as ourselves to sheer economism and revolutionary development of (our
class), the basic industrial working class would remain an empty phrase.

I feel that Com. BTR's functioning in TUs is more based on his past (vast) experience
than activising the party on 7.U. front. Does Com. BTR envisage an all-India T.U.
organisation, led by us alone, now at the present stage, will be all pervasive, in all
industries, and in all States? My understanding of AITUC (led by us — at that time
CITU was not yet formally inaugurated) that it should utilise our existing organised
strength and making it as a lever, to launch campaigns, struggles and resistance to
enemies' offensive, should draw in as wide as possible other workers make them
successful.

BTR says: "It is a pity that PS did not throw any light on the state of the party even in
the two advanced States. In the absence of it, every remedy becomes an essay in
general principles.”" I have given my estimation of the party's position not only in
these two States but in other States too, to the extent I understand it. But so far neither
Com. BTR nor PR have given the PB how they are functioning the various TU sub-
committees, what decisions they have been taking and what is the party's
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organisational and political position in the TUs even in these two States. Without
either of these two comrades who are in charge of TU front submitting report about
the state of party organisation and party’s influence in our own class, one should not
expect that I can give some other estimation over their heads. (Now 5 years later the
position is same as per this aspect.)

Regarding BTR's criticism "PS note ignores the spontaneous development of the mass
movement", etc. [ have always in mind the spontaneous mass upsurge. I have seen it
and gone through it, during the course of Telangana movements and mass rallies. But
I am equally conscious that without a conscious Marxist-Leninist party, however
small and inexperienced it might have been, the great victories of Telangana and of
Bombay working class in 1927-28 or present day movements in Kerala and Bengal in
spite of many acute weaknesses could not have been developed (won). That is why we
cannot nearly run hither and thither after any and every spontaneous mass upsurge.
We must consciously build and develop our party to lead mass upsurge.

"I agree that the idea of building a party, apart from the direct struggles of the masses
is a fatuous idea, which in any case, I have never believed in or advocated; but I also
strongly feel that Com. BTR quite often in practice negates the role and need of the
party organisation and deifies spontaneity.

"Nor did I advocate that "entire party from top to bottom is to be run by wholetimers."
I too agree that if a major part (overwhelmingly major part) of the work is not done by
part timers or ordinary party members, the party has no future. But to make these
large number of part-time active party members to function and discharge the major
(even overwhelmingly major) part of the work there arises the necessity of a
minimum number of whole time professional revolutionaries (in my report to CC, it is
true that I said that even branch secretaries should be whole timers, to coordinate and
develop and guide the mass influence in organised channels. It may be an impractical
and even wrong idea — PS addition in 1975 Oct.) They need not come only from the
middle classes or parasitic classes. They have to be drawn from the working class and
toiling peasant section in large numbers. But com. BTR’s thesis “It arises when the
party is not conceived from the class working in production and when the party
organisation is not conceived as based on factory," reminds me about the dangerous
theory vehemently advocated by the right revisionist leaders in Andhra that every
party functionary must be engaged in some economically productive job, otherwise he
will be out of touch with the working people, and disbanded large number of whole-
time functionaries in 1955-56 and did immense damage to our party organisation in
Andhra.

Now coming to the remaining main criticism of BTR about student organisation and
their role (No. 4 as listed) "I never had any hope that student organisation can be
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developed, with the party weak or absent in the basic masses" in a big way. But I do
think that we should seriously make a beginning of building student groups, especially
where our party is weak or absent. These student members and militants are to be
drawn into activity among the basic classes. It is a correct Marxist and Leninist idea
that Socialism is to be taken to the working class from outside. Com. BTR seems to
deny the important role the cadre from students and the intelligentsia will be playing
in helping and organising the working class and peasant movement. Whether the main
cadre will be from students or from workers directly from the factory is not the point
at issue. The students can be also from workers and peasants. They need not be only
from middle and upper classes. In the former case (if from working class or poor
peasant) it will be far more easier for them to develop their class affinity and ideology
than when they come from the latter (from middle and upper classes). In any case,
educated cadre is a must for developing and organising the working class and peasant
movements. Herein lies the necessity of developing the student movement and
recruiting from them cadre by (drawing them into the work among the basic masses)
and developing their Marxist-Leninist consciousness.

BTR concluded his note 32/70 of 28th April 1970 thus: "Further I want to stress that
the state of party organisation is partly at least the reflection of the level of party
consciousness. We may deceive ourselves with revolutionary slogans but the state of
organisation exactly shows us our place. Today, this has corroded PB. The PB is no
longer united; its inner discipline and cohesion is gone; subjectivism has grown and
appreciation of each other's work and difficulties has gone, and fault finding has
started. New division of work is no remedy against this. Division is the least part of
the situation. The crisis inside the PB has come because of loss of common outlook.
Besides PB members allowed discipline to be violated by state committees. How to
overcome the political crisis inside the PB and how to master subjectivism — these are
the main problems. But | have neither the authority nor the clarity to offer any
solution."

I have summed up my criticism of BTR's note thus: "I reject all the points of BTR's
criticism as total distortion of the views I have put forward in my organisational note
to CC. It is com. BTR who is going back on the CC resolutions of 1967 on Party
Organisation, Kisan and TU. Its whole criticism arises from his wrong understanding
of our perspective tactical line, if not total rejection of it. It arises from his failure to
see how the workers and peasants alliance in India, is to be forged in the context of
uneven development of workers' peasants' and Communist movement even if it is not
total denial in practice of that basic concept however much one may stress it in words.
It is he who is succumbing to economism and surrendering to spontaneity without
making the working class to overcome them, while all the while speaking of class
priority and of working class leadership.
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“Since com. BTR has put his point of view bluntly, I thought expressing my views
equally bluntly would help to overcome subjectivism and may help to find a solution."
P.S. Note 37/70 dated 29th April 1970.

Let me narrate the further development on this question of priority area during the last
5 years, since then, before I proceed to other points of differences.

Muzaffarpur CC Resolution in March 1973: On immediate organisational tasks, on
page 7, says:

“This concept of priority areas and developing them first as political bases from which
the revolutionary movement can be extended and defended better, will become a
reality if the whole party takes it up seriously. There is no use accepting this in words,
but the first opportunity running after every part of the state and dispersing cadres all
round.

“It is no use, in the name of building a State-wide trade union movement, even in the
key and basic industries, the party dispersing its energies throughout the State. Trade
union work in these priority areas means, beginning with key industries and spreading
to other industries in that area, spreading among the peasantry all around and
developing work among students, starting from the colleges and to secondary class of
high schools, then taking up trade union work throughout the State. Work among
railways and road transport or other strategic industries means priority to these in
those priority areas and expansion of these throughout areas are looked after and in no
case, at the cost of other fronts in the priority areas.

"The present tendency of totally neglecting the work among the peasantry in the
surrounding areas of an industrial city and among the other sections of the people in
that industrial hub and city itself and only of thinking in terms of trade union
extension into some farther away centres, would not help either the politicalization of
the working class or building the alliance of workers and peasants, nor does it become
the basis for broad people's front.”

But com. BTR in his note to PB on CITU conference (dated...?) most probably after
Cochin conference of CITU (?) says, "We have decided to concentrate or penetrate
into strategic industries, in state transport, railway, dock, in heavy industries, in big
industrial complexes. We have also decided to pay better attention to areas which we
consider as having political priority, but most of the State committees have no such
perspective and do not even make an attempt to break through any important area."
He goes on to enumerate our achievements in this respect. "However, in passing it
may be mentioned here that in consonance with our general line certain attention to
vital industries, persistent attempts to build our strength in the ports and docks, spread
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our influence in the vital section of P & T, State employees, with regard to heavy
industries we have unions in every Steel centre, the Bhillai Union has started leading
struggle; with the aid of non-party people we are in position to lead the union in
Jamshedpur, our union in Rourkela is perhaps only a name, not a union, the only place
we have not got a union is in Bokaro..." After referring to our achievements in Bhillai,
Jamshedpur, Rourkela and in a number of coal mines attached to various steel
concerns, he concludes, of course, all these have been done more from the Centre than
from the State committees. We have been trying to organise a federation of State
Transport employees but we have not succeeded (They have set it up in 1974 or
1975).

(This report does not give the strength of our unions in these places in number and in
influence, in relation to other unions and in relation to the total workers employed. It
does not give the number of PMs in each of "these our unions" to evaluate whether we
are justified to start these unions and function the manner we functioned. — P .S. 1975
Oct. Apart from that, confining ourselves to the question of "priority". I have stated in
my note to PB No. 49/73, 30 June 1973, the following:)

"I do not agree that either at an All-India wide level or State wide level, all these
industries which Com. BTR has pointed out, or some more like electricity which may
be added, should be attempted on priority basis. If this is our task and on that basis,
demand State Committees to allot cadres and pay necessary attention to these, it
becomes beyond the existing capacities and realities in many States. This undermined
the importance of our work in the Kisan Sabhas and students, round about certain
industrial and administrative centres.

"My understanding of the three paras of Muzaffarpur CC resolution quoted above, is
different from what Com. BTR's understanding on these priority industries on State or
All-India level. If he is right, then all talk of developing contiguous areas as big as
possible, centring round a particular industrial and administrative centre has to be
given up. If our working class and the trade union movement .and cadre from these
movements do not take the responsibility of developing these areas, not merely on the
working class front, but also on Kisan, student, youth front, but if they pursue as a
first priority State-wide and all-India wide based unions or federations of Railways,
Govt. employee (State and Centre), Steel, Mines, Electricity, then to expect others to
fulfil the lacuna (of developing other fronts) is futile. It only means the same old
practice will be continued. It may be justified from "pure trade unionism", but not
from the angle of developing political bases or building workers' and peasants'
alliance.
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"It is only from this trade union angle that all-India wide federations of different
industries are being formed, jute, steel, rubber and tyres, bidi, etc. and there is a
persistent demand for similar all-India federations for other industries.

“The question is not the desirability of such all-India industry wise federations, but
with the existing levels of the movement in different industries, in different States,
whether such federations can be organised as part of CITU federations. Even if we
organise in a number of industries, they would be formal and they will be confined to
one or two States. Secondly a good chunk of these employees in most of the states are
also in unions which are under the influence of other political parties. It is doubtful
whether such federations will help better functioning or for better carrying out the
united actions and fulfilling the task of uniting the working class.”

1974 BTR's note of July 18th and PSs reply on 10th Aug.

BTR in his note says: "We have designated some areas as priority areas in an
endeavour to develop work in these areas so that we would be effective in our
resistance and there should be solid base of active support for peasant areas whenever
they reach the stage of partisan struggle.

"Our main trade union development has precisely taken in these priority areas which
include the main industrial centres also.

"This idea of priority areas should not be however reduced to mean banning of all
activity behind these areas and discard our basic idea of developing working class
leadership of this revolution.

"Priority areas certainly claim party's attention first. When there is a question of
allocation of cadre as between different areas, priority areas should get preference.
But PS is reducing the idea to mean unless there is 100% organisation in every sphere
in the priority areas, nothing should be done elsewhere. In fact, his concept of priority
areas means virtual ban of extension of work in other areas. This is wrong.

“That is why he opposes all India organisations-Federations and sees in them a
departure from our tactics of giving more attention to priority areas. He comes to the
wrong conclusions that railway union should be built only in priority areas and rest we
need not bother about. It follows logically from his argument that our work in all-
India organisations, like LRSA, AIRF, P & T, Central Employees, State Employees —
is incorrect, since it includes work in non-priority areas. Similarly work in defence
establishments, port and dock, state transport — all are to be carried on only in priority
areas. That is why he opposed formation of unions in Bhillai and Rourkela in the
strategic heavy industry. (This is the same old charge of 1970. I gave them my
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explanation that [ would prefer sending available, cadre if any, to Jamshedpur first
than to Bhillai.) There is opposition to State-wide organisation of workers in transport
etc. This constitutes a distortion of the original concept. The original idea is to prevent
unnecessary dispersal of party's efforts in all directions when they could produce
better result by concentrating on certain areas. But this by no means bans extension
according to plan as the needs of the movement demand."

P.S. reply is: “We have to demarcate areas as priority areas keeping in view the
present strength (position) of our movement where there is greater possibility of
developing contiguous areas SO that both the peasant and working class movements
can develop together and that areas can be developed first as political bases and later
as partisan areas or bases. It is only when such extensive areas in different parts of the
country are consciously developed, we could effectively develop the revolutionary
struggle against the Central Govt. Without the working class actively supporting and
leading the peasants, in their efforts to enforce their demands even taking resort to
partisan struggle it is difficult to achieve even their partial demands, leave alone
developing them into partisan bases, to eliminate the power of Central Govt. Further,
it should be stressed that the job of the working class is not just to render active
support for peasant areas whenever they reach the stage of partisan struggle, but to go
to rural areas to help develop the peasant movement and raise it to the stage of
partisan warfare.

"We cannot develop peasant partisan struggles in all parts of our country
simultaneously in view of the present uneven level of our movement. In certain areas
when the movement is already developed, we cannot ask the peasant masses or
working class to go on marking time and prevent them from resorting to partisan
struggles whenever they are ready and keep them to the minimum. It is true that they
will be forced to compromise, accept certain terms and retreat, in face of
overwhelming forces the Central Govt. can bring on these isolated developed areas.
That is why our policy statement (Tactical Line) has envisaged an Indian path of
revolution peasant partisan warfare combined with the workers uprising in cities. It
did not envisage simultaneous general all India wide peasant armed struggle. That was
the conception of the Russian party which was specifically considered not feasible in
the conditions prevailing in our country. If there is simultaneous all-India wide
general strike and countrywide peasant warfare, then the need for partisan bases do no
arise, unless the revolution itself fails.

“2. 1 did not demand there should be 100% organisation in every sphere in the priority
area and no work should be done in other areas. But I did object and even now object
to the formation of all India organisations to be formed directly under the leadership
of CITU, to the formation of all-India organisations and Federations just on paper.
The CITU leadership forgets that our party cadres and others not belonging to our
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party, who are working in the CITU, are very few in a large number of states, and in
many areas even in the states where we are a force. In such a situation without taking
the actual realities just from the All-India Centre giving mandates to start or develop
all-India wide organisations. We must have at least (two or three) or a minimum
number of cadres devoting themselves for functioning these all-India

wide T.U. organisations to movement in different states in a particular front, otherwise
it becomes impossible to convey experience of one state to another, leave alone
functioning the organisation and guiding the affiliated organisations in different states.

"I also object to the formation of such organisations, directly under the leadership of
CITU, which also in the present day reality means under leadership of our party alone
(and given them that colour). After all, when we decided to form CITU and function it
on an all-India wide scale, we were very clear at that time that this should not lead us
to give up our work in other T.U organisations which were under the leadership of the
reformist or revisionist. Only when we had considerable mass support in particular
areas and sections in particular enterprises, when we feel that by organizing our own
separate unions we can focus attention of these other organisations, to the correct
methods of waging struggles for their affiliated to the CITU. CITU should become the
focal point for developing united T.U. movement standing firmly on the principle of
class struggle and not betraying the workers at the dictates of the employers and the
Govt. We have warned against the tendency which was even then strong to start
separate unions whenever we face difficulties in functioning in the reformist trade
unions, without ever taking into consideration whether the unions which we are going
to start will command any reasonable influence among the masses and whether these
could be rallying them for further developing the working class struggle and unity. |
can boldly assert that after the CITU has been formed, now it has become the practice
of the CITU leadership to sanction starting separate TUs and getting them affiliated to
the CITU in the name of developing it throughout the country in every state and dist.
and in every industrial sector.

“3. Com BTR repeats the charge which he made in 1970 that I opposed the formation
of unions in Bhillai and Rourkella in the strategic industries. With the wholetime
cadre available I preferred sending them to Jamshedpur which is nearer (adjacent to
W. Bengal) than to far-off Bhillai. For me, then even now, developing the steel and
other ancillary industries in Jamshedpur and linking it up with W. Bengal movement
is more essential than developing Bhillai and as such Jamshedpur is to get the priority.
If we have more cadre and opportunities we will have to give next priority after
Jamshedpur to Bokaro and Dhanbad areas, on the same consideration of linking them
with W. Bengal movement. Without doing this, trying to send cadres to develop
working class movement in Rourkella and farther away Bhillai is not taking up
seriously the development of the revolutionary movement or developing the
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leadership of the working class in the Revolution. If there are comrades already there
in Rourkella and Bhillai we have certainly to help them to function as fractions in the
existing unions and build up more and more contact and gather greater influence. If
for that we can spare one or two comrades without weakening our work in the priority
areas then certainly we should do it. Even if we can send certain comrades there, how
is it justified to start separate unions and get them affiliated to CITU in this huge steel
enterprise, instead of silently working in some other trade unions and gaining
influence? Our own separate small unions are not going to give us even from a purely
TU angle much additional strength to a united movement of all-India steel workers.
The import of Durgapur and Bumpur could certainly be utilised to develop our
influence in other unions there, without their being affiliated to the CITU and draw
larger and larger number of workers who are not yet conscious enough to join CITU.

I have never said that railway unions etc. "should only be built in the priority areas
and the rest we need not bother about." Nor my argument logically leads to conclude
(as com. BTR does) that "our work in all-India organisations like AIRF, LRSA, P & T
Central Employees, State Employees, and similar work in the defence establishments
port and dock, State transport etc. is all incorrect since it involves work in non-priority
areas." If Com. BTR wants that we should have separate TU organisations in all these
sectors and they be affiliated to CITU, I certainly would object to it. But without
going into whether all these sectors which Com. BTR has mentioned can be
characterised as strategic industries or the order of priority of these industries I would
certainly say that if we have to be effective even in these fronts, our party must
concentrate in these centres where the employees of these sectors are concentrated in
large numbers and also on the key categories in each of these sections. Otherwise, we
will neither have effective TU nor develop them to give effective assistance to other
democratic movements in the area where they exist.

“I agree with COM. BIR that TU movement in sectors like railways, etc. cannot be
confined to priority areas alone, but from this it does not follow that we should set up
all-India wide federations on our own. Even when we are forced to setup separate
organisations in particular centres in particular divisions or zones of the railways, it
does not necessarily follow that we should logically extend it to develop all-India
federations under our leadership. These pockets where we have mass influence and
start functioning separate union under own leadership should be used as focal points
and patiently work in other places in other unions to rally them to forge organisations
of all TUs under the leadership of their parties or of belonging to other central or all
India federations. But in the name of developing such All-India wide organisations we
cannot neglect the work in other fronts, especially the Kisan front, even in our priority
areas.
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“4. My objection is not to forming federations of any section of the industrial workers
or of commercial and Govt. employees either for carrying on negotiations with their
employers, or for effectively participating in all-India wide struggles of this sector of
employees or in the democratic or revolutionary struggle. But my objection arises,
that without proper estimation of our own capacities, to starting all-India federations
and urging our State Committees to develop branches of them, we may be justified in
forming all India jute federations, all-India plantation workers' federation, (but it is
definitely unnecessary and wrong to form all-India road transport federation and all-
India Beedi Workers' Federation without even informing the PB leave alone taking a
prior decision of PB as per June 1974 CC decision.)

"Our party strength in different states so varies and setting up all-India organisations
and not being able to function them would be meaningless. Since we do not have
cadre to function them at all-India level it will be left to one or two individuals to
guide such federations. It will lead to by-passing party committees at all levels. The
decisions of central federations will either remain on paper or become mandatory
decisions to all our party units. Their decisions will go direct to the affiliated unions
down in different states and the party nowhere will be in the picture. That is why 1 do
not want them formed on paper while we can have them where necessary and where
we can function them, Com. BTR himself says: “The federation of entire industries
formed "after adequate strength” enables you to attract non-CITU unions and honour
the unity yet. But who is to decide that it has got adequate strength?” This is exactly
the point that many federations are being set up even without adequate strength or
mass base that will enable them to attract the non-CITU unions. This is apart from the
question of neglecting or ignoring the importance of developing Kisan and democratic
movement in the priority areas.

5. Finally Com. BTR reiterates his accusation that PS is ignoring the question of
hegemony of proletariat. "Besides, the question of priority areas and T.U. work,
cannot be viewed in isolation from the basic strategy of working class hegemony
either we mean it or not. In the whole discussion of priority areas, the working class is
often treated just as any other class, just as a front along with students and its priority
is forgotten. In modern industry, we have to win the majority of this class. At least,
this is what our policy statement states. To be able to do this, we have to organise it in
TUs and the ban to organise it in non-TU’s and the ban to organise it in non-priority
areas should not be there. Priority concepts should not be used to negate all-India or
state-wide TU movement.

“In the discussion on TU’s and priority areas, the historic role of the working class is
forgotten and hence deviations arise.”
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Com. BTR has given three paras from Tactical Line. I have given them elsewhere
above and he goes on to conclude, “we will not get the correct perspective unless we
link the question of TU movement with question of developing proletarian hegemony.
At one place Com. PS objects to extension of TU work, organisation of state-wide
organisation on the ground that work among the peasants in the priority area is
neglected. This is nothing but confusing of the issues. Firstly the TU movement is not
just TU work but part of our struggle to lay the basis of the proletarian hegemony.

“PSs’ stand point objectively amounts to abandoning all state wide and country wide
Trade Union organisations. It amounts to demanding a liquidation of CITU and
industry wide organisation. He is opposed to organise unions in steel industry —
Rourkela, Bhillai — he is opposed to industrial federation — jute, rubber. At this rate we
should not have worked in the All-India Loco-Running Staff Association, AIRF. If
pursued this line will lead to denial of our all India movement and work in all-India
organisations and create impediments in the way of the working class acting as a
class.

“Today when every effort is being made to splinter the working class, on the basis of
linguistic chauvinism, such an outlook will only add grist to the mill of our class
enemy.

PS’s reply: “since we are the party of the working class and party of entire class and
not of a section, that is why we are vitally concerned that the working class should
develop its TU organisations, as well as its party based on Marxism-Leninism; so that
it can effectively achieve the hegemony of the entire Revolutionary movement
through building the workers and peasant alliance in the first instance. That is why we
are insisting that whatever base we have in certain industrial and urban centres among
the working class, the working class there should be roused to champion the demands
of the peasant masses around the urban centres. If the working class even where we
are strong among them, cannot be made to realise the importance of the work among
the peasantry and to formulate the demands of both the workers and peasants in such a
way that they could join hands and fight together and if the working class cannot
spare cadre, then who else will go into the rural areas and develop the movement of
the peasant who are more scattered and more backward in class and political
Consciousness.

Then it would not be discharging its historical task of leading the revolutionary
movement. The working class can achieve its alliance with the peasants and its
hegemony in the revolution, only by developing its party based on Marxism-
Leninism. If the working class consciousness gets limited to TU level, this task it can
never fulfil.

44



“Further, without developing the party and developing alliance with the peasantry and
through it building up the democratic front we will not be able to extend the TU
movement on a state-wide and on all-India level. Without developing the peasant
movement in the surrounding areas and also movement among the democratic section
and especially among the students in certain areas, the working class will not be able
to maintain its TU organisational strength even in our present strong areas. Because it
is constantly threatened with the influx of backward and unemployed section both
from rural areas and from certain centres flocking and competing with them and
corroding their existing consciousness and organisational unity.

“Com. BTR explains why over decades, even around our strong working class centres
in most of the states, total neglect of work among peasantry continues and no peasant
movement is developed? Does BTR think that the hegemony of the working class can
be established by developing TU organisations on state and all-India level without
working class taking up the work among the peasants, championing their demands,
building organisation and forging alliance with them? It is because if this
understanding, whenever I stress on priority areas, and in those areas next to the
working class, the priority is to be given to the work among the peasants, and without
doing it not to disperse our cadre throughout the state, throughout India, in the name
of developing TU organisation (State and all India wide), he understands it as my
banning any kind of 7U work in non-priority areas.

"I do hold if we do not develop the peasant and democratic movement in contiguous
areas on a priority basis but go after developing of state-wide and all-India-

wide TUs and that too directly under the CITU, we will not be able to politicalise the
working class nor forge workers' and peasants' alliance nor develop even in any
stronghold. Com. BTR's idea of establishing proletarian hegemony on the basis of
state-wide and all-India wide organisations comes from his whole understanding that
it is the all-India-wide general strike and insurrection of the working class that will
spark off the armed actions of the peasant masses. In fact, this advocacy is nearer to
his own tactical line of 1949. He does not understand the importance of the work
among the peasantry and the way to force workers peasants alliance and how the
working class has to act in forging it. Finally one important difference that exists
between our country and other industrially developed states is that ours is a multi-
lingual and multi-national state. As such our mass organisations if they have to be
developed and be effective, can be only of state-wide character. All India centres will
be only coordinating centres; laying centralised line. If we forget this linguistic and
multi-national character and only try to form TU organisations on all-India level, as
if it is unilingual and one nation state, we would be depriving the initiative and
effectiveness of TU organisations even at the state level. This again raises the question
of understanding of our party programme, question of nationalities, linguistic states
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which Com. BTR formally accepts but does not give due importance in day to day
functioning, which I will deal later after dealing with 7U differences.”

CC Statement of September 1974:

"Questions are raised whether the activities of the CITU leadership are in conformity
with the understanding laid down in the perspective tactical line of our party. Whether
the setting up of several all India Federations and their functioning is correct?
Whether the attempt at spreading into different centres of industries under the pleas
that they are strategic industries would not result in ignoring the task of developing
political base areas, as defined by the CC resolution on "Immediate Organisational
Tasks" etc.

"The discussion in the PB on this subject, shows that there are some differences in
understanding of the said CC resolution and also of perspective tactical line, and what
are the implications of developing political base areas.

"There exists a view that the line pursued by the CITU leadership and the widespread
extension of the CITU activities in different industries of far-fetched places would
undermine the intensive work of concentration in the chosen areas, and the centres of
our working class activities and centres of Kisan activities would get separated,
resulting in the loss of perspective of developing partisan struggle areas.

"Opposed to it there is an opinion that such an outlook severely restricts the activities
of CITU as an all-India organisation limits our TU movement to the states and
districts where our peasant movement is stronger and hinders process of struggle for
the assertion of proletarian hegemony in the envisaged People's Democratic
Revolution. It is also apprehensive that such an understanding of the perspective
Tactical Line is too rigid which does not take into account different possible twists
and turns in the development of class and mass movements in the country and the
political developments.

"The perspective Tactical Line and the immediate organisational tasks though are read
by every CCM and PBM and formally accepted as correct, they really need some
more discussion in depth at the PB and CC level to arrive at a genuine understanding.

"The implementation of the tactical line and the 'i'mmediate organisational tasks' it
should be stated does not depend on the leadership of the CITU alone, and it mainly
depends upon the CC and the state committees in particular. If some definite
guidelines are laid down by the CC in close association and cooperation with the state
committees regarding the plan of work on TU and Kisan Fronts as to fit into the
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perspective tactical line, it becomes easy to check up and review whether our Party is
implementing the line or diverting from it.

"In the absence of such a firm and definite decision it is difficult to pinpoint whether
the state committees and the CC are adhering to the line laid down or whether this or
that section of CC leadership either on TU front or on Kisan Front are diverting from
it.

"Regarding the issue of setting up state and dist. CITUs, the formation and
functioning of different all-India Federations, the formation of separate unions in
some strategic industries which are far from contiguous areas of planned development
of the movement and their being aftiliated to the CITU and the work m the other
reformist unions — all these will have to be reviewed properly and mistakes corrected
if any, in this regard. But one thing is to be emphasised that in the formation of
federation and their scope and functioning etc. a prior discussion and decision at PB
or CC level is necessary so far not being practised. Similarly, the state committees
should review whether there are any mistakes in the matter of setting up new unions
under the CITU in the light of our perspective — Tactical Line, the CC Resolution "On
immediate organisational tasks" and the June CC Resolution on the functioning of the
party, TU sub-committees, fraction and fraction committees, etc."

So this issue is still to be discussed and settled. Further a party centre, a PB that is
capable to see the decisions taken are implemented is also to be developed.

In the above PB statement, the para in which it is said of one opinion "that the centres
of our working class activities and centres of Kisan activities would get separated
resulting in the loss of perspective of developing partisan struggle areas" does not
fully convey my idea. It should be stated that Kisan work will not be carried at all or
hopelessly neglected round the chosen areas and around working class centres, which
will not be conducive to develop workers' and peasants' alliance, or achieve working
class hegemony over that alliance, resulting in the loss of perspective of developing of
partisan struggle area." It is not merely separation of strong working class centres
from strong Kisan centres.

Tactical Line stresses the importance of building unexposed units, in every village, in
every factory, workshop and training of volunteer corps, etc. These aspects, our
failure to make efforts in carrying out these tasks, will be dealt in the section “On
differences on party organisation".

Before that I would like to denote other major differences that are persisting on TU
front on the development of Communist movement in India. There are differences on
ideological issues and on Mao's theory of contradictions, on which Com. MB feels
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very bitterly and he feels that because the PB and CC refuse to discuss and educate the
party is facing the present crises. I am not dealing with this side.

Section II1.
DIFFERENCES ON TRADE UNION FRONT

I submitted a note to the PB, as early as April 1972, detailing some of the differences.
In the Note prepared to place before CC, in August 1972, I submitted another detailed
note on 30th June, 1973, to PB posing more concretely my differences, the way
certain trade union demands are formulated, certain organisational problems of
coordination of party and Trade Unions functioning of fractions and fraction
committees, vis-a-vis party units and party sub committees. A note on Central Pay
Commission and the way our Trade Union Sub-Committee is carrying on the trade
union struggles was also placed before the PB.

This Note was discussed in two PB sittings in September and October 1973. Com.
MB was present in the September meeting but did not attend the next meeting though
he knew the discussion on it would be continued. Com. Promode fell ill and could not
attend the October meeting. The rest of the PBMs rejected my Notes and upheld Com.
BTR. He said that my outlook and Notes express what Dange and INTUC had been
advocating and upheld the present method of functioning and formulation of the
demands. I could not agree with them, and placed my differences on this front, along
with other differences before the CC in January 1974.

The CC passed a resolution in June 1974, "On Party and Trade Union Organisations"
laying down how fraction committees are to be nominated by respective party-
committees at the corresponding levels and the party units to be built in the Trade
Union organisations etc. This issue at least in the form of a CC resolution is settled
though its implementation at all India level is yet to take place.

On other issues, Com. BTR wrote a sharp criticism of my view on July 18th to which
I wrote a reply on August 10th. PB went through these Notes and placed an agreed
statement before the CC, that statement dealt the following issues: (I) On the issue of
correct party attitude towards the introduction of Modern Machinery, Labour Saving
Devices and Automation etc. (2) The issue of Need based Minimum Wage and the
differences over its formulation etc. (3) Wage Differentials and our Stand, (4) On the
demand of Minimum Bonus to be increased from 8.33% to 10% and after that at 1%
every year till 15% (5) The statement had also stated that perspective Tactical Line
and the direction of CITU activities to be discussed in depth. This is fully quoted
above.
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Com. MB who piloted the statement also stated that the question of how to win
democratic mass support to the working class struggles and the issue of fighting
corruption was not dealt in the statement and is left over.

He also stated that the statement be confined only to the CC. I did not object to it at
that time and did not demand that it should be explained to our lower units though |
felt it was meaningless to confine it to CC itself and meaning it in practice of no avail.
But Com. MB reported to Andhra PC in my presence on the statement on broad lines.

In the next PB meeting I demanded that the statement should be similarly explained to
the state and lower committees. Com. BTR objected to this reporting and demanded in
that case let the CC discuss fully his Note as well as PS's reply and clinch the issue
instead of glossing over the differences under some consensus. Com. BTR's Note and
PS's reply were circulated to the CCMs. The discussion could not take place in March
or April meetings. It was to be taken in July CC meeting. Meanwhile the Emergency
is clamped.

The issue of perspective Tactical Line and the direction of CITU activities and the
question of priority areas and hegemony of the working class, the differences on this
have been detailed in earlier section. As for the other issues on which the CC
statement took stand, what is understanding and interpretation of the other PBMs and
CCMs, I do not know. Since the whole thing is going to be discussed, I am
summarising the issues that I raised com BTR's criticism on it, my reply, CC stand on
those issues as passed in September 1974. Earlier I asked all of them to be circulated.
But now I think, a summarisation would be better — P.S. 20-12-75.

I. Automation, Modern machinery, etc.

In my notes prepared in 1972 and 1973 to be submitted to PB and CC, I have referred
to certain resolutions passed by our 7U committees and question the correctness of the
general formulation that “we are opposed to any labour saving device or machinery
that would freeze the growth of employment, that reduce the Job potential or

destroy potentiality of employment."

The resolutions I referred to are;

...In the joint programme that was mooted in May 18-19, 1971 by different Trade
Union centres and federations in item No. 5, the following formulation is there: —
"Stoppage of so-called labour saving devices as lead to retrenchment or freezing of the
growth of employment.” My objection is to the portion underlined by me.

49



...While drafting the resolution for the 9th Congress of our party there was some
discussion in the CC and in the sub-committee and in the resolution on TU and the
workers fight for living conditions, item 2 reads as follows:

"For need-based minimum wage for the working class, against wage freeze, lock-out,
layoff and closure of mills, and against automation and measures aggravating
unemployment, against all anti-working class legislations, for full employment and
pending employment relief to the unemployed." The words underlined by me in the
above were substituted for the earlier phase "against labour saving devices that
destroy potentiality of employment".

Yet in the CITU resolution of 26-27 April 1973, it is stated ".....and further shrinkage
of even the existing employment potential by financing textile, jute and other
capitalists for modernisation, introduction of new automatic machinery in certain
industries, further mechanisation of agriculture.... job killing measures with
government support."

Similarly in the critique on the Approach to the plan submitted to Planning
Commission, on behalf of our party, on page 24 cyclostyled, the following is said:—
"Under official patronage industries are being financed to introduce very sophisticated
machinery which is intended to reduce the job potential of theindustries concerned.
The Minister for Foreign Trade has threatened to take over Textile mills which
refused to do this and attack the jobs of the workers already in employment"
(underline mine).

After giving the above references, I concluded my comment thus:— "It is right
(correct) that we should oppose any device or any measure of the Govt. that leads to
the retrenchment of existing employees and increases the workload in the name of
rationalisation etc. It is also right that in the present capitalist conditions, for
development of industries, introduction of "automation" will lead to large scale
unemployment and as such, we have to oppose it, But from the quotations given
above, there is a tendency to oppose introduction of any and every kind of modern
machinery on the ground that it is a device for labour saving or "job-killing" and to
that extent reduce the opportunities for employment or reduce the potentiality of
employment and thus lead to growth of unemployment. I do not consider this way of
posing the problem is correct. We should not come before the public that we are
opposed to every labour saving and to the extent, reduce the potentiality of
employment. On this ground, we do not go to the old backward techniques in various
fields of production even when the need to replace the present machinery and go in
for new machinery arises.
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We have to come forward that whenever modern machinery is introduced in certain
lines of industries, or certain factories, the Govt. must insist on lightening the burden
of labour by cutting down the hours and increasing wages, as well as mopping up all
the surplus profits, to ensure minimum wages in other enterprises which continue to
utilise backward techniques or old machinery. Secondly, we should demand more
employment by cutting down the hours of work without reducing the wages and
without increasing the work load. We should also propagate that unless
simultaneously those changes are made and steps to guarantee them are taken, we will
oppose the introduction of this machinery at the cost of workers. '"This approach
would enable us to mobilise the democratic masses behind our just demands of the
working class. It will also educate the working class that mere opposition to modern
machinery is not going to take them far and they have to struggle against the system
itself and to change it. The need of mobilising the democratic opinion and fighting for
the demands of other sections will have to be emphasised.

Com. BTR's criticism on this point is as follows:

"Firstly, no one conversant with the existing employment situation in India with the
job done to industrial employment by modernisation and various other methods,
mechanisations etc., will treat the problem in this fashion." After giving figures in
textiles, mining, etc. of the fall in employed persons in spite of increased production
compared to a decade or two, com. BTR goes on: “This is mainly the result of
modernised" new devices. But the struggle is to save one's job and not put on
academic question.

"If the TU movement cannot take a forthright stand in defence of job security, it is
worth nothing. The tragedy is that it has not persistently taken the struggle. As the
workers' resistance grew, the govt. tried to buy over leaders like Dange who agreed to
"rationalisation without tears" bribing the workers to accept it with little addition to
their earnings, accept intensified work and asking for the dismissed workers some
monetary compensation.

"This wrong attitude toward attack on working class stems from a complete failure to
understand the role of machinery's war against the working class, in the class war
between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. It looks upon machinery as symbol of
"society's progress" forgets that it is used as the instrument of class exploitation.”

The replacement of labour by machinery is the central point in capitalist exploitation
of the workers. Increasing extension of surplus value requires increased use of
constant capital (machinery etc.) and reduction — relative and absolute — of variable
capital (living labour), a surplus labour army, the industrial reserve army. This is a
basic pillar of capitalist society and hence the replacement of labour by machinery, by
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improving it, perfecting it, is nothing but a constant class war which the worker has to
fight. If the workers win wage increase, the capitalist again circumvents it by
introducing new machinery and reducing the strength of the employed. "Thus it comes
about," to quote Marx, "that machinery becomes the most powerful weapon in the war
of capital against the working class; that the instruments of labour constantly tear the
means of subsistence out of the hands of the labourer, that the very product of the
workers is turned into an instrument for his subjugation." (page 378 Anti-Diihring —
Engels) “....the struggle against the constant machinery's war against the labour is a
duty and obligation of the trade union movement. Unfortunately, the TU movement is
less conscious of this than of wage question. During the struggle workers realise that
the means of unemployment through constant substitution of machinery will continue
so long as capitalist rule exists. Only under socialism the working class and
instruments of production can march without any conflict.

“Therefore, whenever possible, the trade union movement organises resistance to
protect workers' jobs and trains the army of resistance. They must raise the demand
for acceptance of the right to work or pending it unemployment wage. During the
course of the struggle, defeats, compromises, etc. are inevitable and they do take
place. They sometimes take the form of accepting retirement compensation,
retirement of those above a certain age etc.”

PS's reply: "I have not disputed that modern machinery is used by the capitalist class
to increase the exploitation of the workers and keep always a growing reserve army of
unemployed; but the point which I have raised and which every communist has to
raise, is, what is the way to fight this increasing exploitation of labour and growing
unemployment? Is the working class to be educated to fight the introduction of every
modern machine, because it leads to shrinkage of even existing potential of
employment, to fight job killing machines or machines that reduce the job potential of
the industries concerned? The working class's elementary and first reaction when he
sees the machinery taking away his job and replacing him, is to oppose the machinery
itself. It is the job of the communists while fighting immediately every effort of the
capitalist to deprive the worker of his job or to increase the workload of existing
employees, to educate the workers that it is only by fighting the very system of
capitalism and destroying it, the working class would be assured of full employment
and total elimination of unemployment. However much you may oppose the
introduction of the machinery, you would not be able to prevent its introduction as
long as the system continues. If the attention of the workers is focussed on the
machinery as the cause of unemployment and not consciousness to a higher level to
safeguard their own immediate interests as well a fight for a new social system where
wage slavery would not exist.”
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Com. BTR continues his argument further: "Equally erroneous is the objection to the
demand for ensuring potential employment especially in reaction to automation. In the
first place, in the declining state of capitalism, especially in our country the working
class has to raise this demand and fight for it. Because as in the early days of
capitalism unemployment is not temporary, it is not followed by employment on a big
scale. In an underdeveloped country, the prospects are gloomier. In all capitalist
states, the number of unemployment has increased."

"It should be realised that such words as Modernisation, improvement of machinery
only means greater exploitation, more intense work and less employment. In our
country, besides, we have often to agree to prohibit or restrict the use of machinery for
protecting the jobs of workers in unorganised industries. If agreed signal is given to
the textile mill owners to install automatic looms in the name of export, it will not
only affect the job of hundreds of textile workers but thousands of handloom workers.
We have supported the reservation of production of sarees etc. for handlooms and its
prohibition in textile mills. Restricting increase in the weaving capacity of mills has
also helped the handloom weavers.

"In the first place modernisation means introduction of automatic looms in the
textiles, jute etc. and throw thousands out of employment thus creating the
unemployment problem for handloom workers. Secondly we are dealing here with the
big industry and job killing or labour saving devices mean practically devices which
intensify labour, save labour power for the capitalists and lessen and freeze
employment. Let PS point out which job killing means he is prepared to support or not
to oppose. The practical question that faces the trade union movement is when
workers are thrown out of employment, we are not fighting the introduction of new
machinery in the abstract, we are taking up the question when it threatens to take
away the job of hundreds! Here resistance has to be organised. (Thirdly) under the
present conditions most modern techniques can be adopted by the big and monopolist
bourgeoisie and none else.

"I have stated elsewhere that the question of protecting employment potential directly
links the employed with the unemployed, which is absolutely essential in the present
period when unemployment is mounting.

“PS confuses the workers' fight against unemployment — the specific form of class
war under capitalism — with the question of introducing advanced technique. He
mainly suggests "on this ground we do not go to old backward techniques even when
the need to replace the present machinery arises." If we accept this, there cannot be
any fight against unemployment in the country. Because our techniques are backward
for the most part and in the name of exports, international competition, efficient
production, we will have to put up with onslaught everywhere. Modern techniques can
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be successfully used for our people only under People's Democracy and socialism.
That has been our stand. For the rest they may give huge profit to the capitalists but
spread misery all round. This is our stand. Even advanced countries are experiencing
the same thing. The capitalist class imposes it in spite of our resistance.

"Besides are we not consciously supporting less sophisticated techniques to ensure
employment? Why do we support protection to handlooms? Why do we support
special facilities for small industries, for village industries? Which of course cannot
use modern technique? As a transitory means all these are necessary: keep our army
together, keep all opposition forces fighting. At the same time where new industries
have been opened with advanced technique and when the problem is not immediately
displacing labour the trade unions have not opposed and cannot oppose. Here (loss of
job) potentiality is accepted. But time may come when a united working class may
boycott such factories because the new methods may become the norm and lead to
displacement of labour. Here comes the slogan of socialisation of means of
production. It should be remembered opposition comes because jobs are affected.

"Lastly PS is unable to continue his opposition to modernisation (which he calls
modern industry) he does not understand the meaning of the word 'modernisation' in
relation to textile etc. and appears to advocate only a tactical approach. Oppose it but
not frontally but demand conditions which will eliminate all unemployment, reduce
hours of work and ensure the same level of wages; failing this oppose it. Tactics are
essential in TU matters and compromises are also made. But this type of approach as a
basic approach only fails the workers. This is what the Social Democrats preach —
make the worker feel as if alternative employment is possible as if introduction of new
machinery without hurting the workers is possible. Then enter into negotiations and
paralyse all vigilance."

Com. BTR goes on to enumerate the harm that introduction of automation is bringing
and the need to oppose it. I am not reproducing them here as in my note I have
categorically stated, “introduction of automation will lead to large scale
unemployment and as such we have to oppose it".

PS's reply: I have not advocated or defended the govt’s practice of allowing automatic
looms or other textile machinery to be introduced and scrapping of existing machinery
so that the capitalists can increase their profits and throw more and more workers out
of employment. We are advocating the nationalisation of the textile industry to be run

under the control of workers guaranteeing the need based minimum wages even in the
old mills

with backward techniques and also to handloom workers, a minimum wage. The
Govt. must take over the product of handlooms all the existing old textile mills till
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they are scrapped and new mills erected in their place, as well as that of modern mills;
the Govt. must distribute this whole cloth to the consumers at reasonable prices and
guarantee the minimum need based wages for all the workers employed in old and
modern mills as well as a minimum wage for handloom workers. While propagating
this as the most correct and effective way to solve the problem of all sections, we have
to fight meanwhile, the introduction of automatic looms or any other modern
machinery that would increase the exploitation of existing employees either by way of
retrenchment or by way of increased work load.

I do not know how our fight for protection of handloom workers or our demand for
special facilities to village industries and small-scale industries, is equated to
consciously supporting less sophisticated technique, and from that analogy defend the
slogan that we are opposed to introduction of any machinery that would destroy the
potentiality of jobs. We are defending the interests of existing handloom workers as
well as small scale industries while at the same time, demanding more and more mills
to provide more jobs and better scales of pay for newly employed as well as for those
low-paid personnel in the backward interests. BTR himself says “Where new
industries have been opened with advanced technique and when the problem is not

of immediately displacing labour, the TUs have not opposed and cannot oppose".

Here (loss of jobs) potentiality is accepted. Then why raise a slogan that we are
opposed to all machinery that destroys the potentiality of employment? As for Com.
BTR's posure "Let PS point out which job killing machinery he is prepared to support
or oppose." I could equally ask BTR which kind of machinery he would allow, that
would not be the machinery he would advocate?

I am giving below the CC position (Sept. 1974) on this issue. I agree with it, it does
not speak of "job potentiality".

CC Meeting — N. Delhi-3-9th Sept. 1974
P.B. Statement on the issue of Trade Union Differences

The Politbureau, after discussing the issue of trade union differences as promised in
the CC Meeting of June 1974, has come to the following conclusions to be presented
to the CC for its consideration and approval.

(1). The central issue of the trade union differences, the issue of establishing proper
and correct relations between the party committees and the Trade Union Sub-
Committees, Trade Union Fraction and Fraction Committees etc. was established in
the last CC meeting, and a resolution was adopted by the CC embodying its
conclusions. This resolution is being discussed at different levels of the party in order
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to implement different provisions contained in it. The PB is of the view that the
earnest implementation of this resolution would go a long way, firstly, in properly
understanding the nature of the remaining differences on the trade union front, and
also in resolving most of them. The PB is also aware that certain new problems and
difficulties might confront our party committees in the course of carrying out different
aspects of the said resolution and these will have to be resolved in the light of
experiences gained by different state committees and the central committee while
implementing the CC Resolution.

(2). On the issue of correct party attitude towards the introduction of Modern
Machinery, Labour Saving Devices and Automation etc.

The differences in the PB reveal that there are certainly some differences in the
presentation of the particular problem and the emphasis laid on different aspects of the
problem. But they are not of such basic and fundamental character, as one view-point
arguing in defence of the introduction of the machinery and automation and to the
abandonment of the struggle of the working class in defence of their employment and
job security and the opposite point of view arguing against the introduction of the
modern machinery and industrialisation, and in defence of the job security of the
workers and employees. There arose no difference so far on any specific struggle of
our trade union against modernization and automation. Our party, and in particular the
comrades working in the trade unions, will have to oppose all devices and measures of
the employers as well as the State which lead either to the retirement of the workers or
to the increasing of the workload.

It is also necessary to fight against the introduction of “automation” as it is bound,
under the present capitalist order, to lead to large-scale unemployment and curtailment
of employment potential.

Our party is guided by the well known Marxist proposition that machinery is intended
by the capitalists to cheapen commodities, to shorten that portion of the work-day
which the labourer works for his subsistence and to lengthen the other portion of the
workday that produces the surplus-value to the employers, and to the creation of a
reserve army of unemployed in order to beat down the resistance of the working class.
Modern instruments of production are weapons in the hands of capitalist against the
revolts of the working class. There exists an in-built contradiction between the
labourer and the instruments of labour under capitalism. This should be always borne
in mind.

The revolutionary trade union movement can neither afford to welcome the
introduction to machinery and modernisation of industries in the name of a "Social
advance", nor can it afford to be misguided into the channels of Luddite movement of
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opposing and destroying the machinery, as was the case in England during first
quarter of 19th century. The modern trade union movement has learnt "to distinguish
between machinery and its employment by capital, and to direct their attacks, not
against the material instruments of production, but against the mode in which they are
used."

Our party should lead the working class struggles against the introduction of modern
machinery, automation and such other labour saving devices by the employers while
entertaining no illusions that such a struggle alone would either prevent the growing
introduction of mechanisation, and automation, with all the consequent results of
intensified exploitation and ever-increasing unemployment, or would lead to the
growth of class and socialist consciousness among the working class. In our trade
union movement, the struggle against modernisation and automation in defence of the
security of the jobs for the workers and employees, will have to be combined with the
agitation and propaganda for the struggle against capitalism and for socialism.

I1. PS's Note on Need based minimum wage and differentials in pay structure:

I have submitted in my note to PB and CC in 1972-73, the following on this question.
I have also submitted a note on Pay Commission report and the attitude taken by
Central Govt. employees on this question.

During our UF Govt. in 1969, Com Keshto Ghosh as Labour Minister had attended a
Central Labour Advisory Committee meeting and there he made a speech as directed
by the trade union leadership that in granting DA the present differentials in the pay
structure should be taken into consideration and the differentials should continue or
should not be narrowed down.

“Recently in various resolutions of the CITU and in its various memoranda the
demand was voiced that need-based minimum wage should be guaranteed for the
unskilled employees and on that basis, the whole pay structure should be redrawn.
This perhaps means that the present differentials between grades and sub-grades of
different categories should be maintained. Since no concretisation of this whole pay
structure or differentials has been mentioned, whatever the higher paid employees’
demand, it is our duty to support it on the ground that the Central Govt. which allows
the big monopolists and landlords to mint money can be justifiably asked to concede
these demands as well.

“It 1s right on the part of the trade unions and our party to continuously propagate the
demands for need- based minimum wage, either as fixed in 1957 Tripartite Labour

Conference or if there is deficiency in calculating the minimum needs, formulate our
own demand what should constitute the minimum wage and propagate and campaign
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for this. It is true that in the capitalist system this need-based minimum wage cannot
be achieved, except in certain favoured or sheltered industries, from small scale
industries to big capitalist industries is an impossible thing. If all these industries are
nationalised by the state and the state is workers’ state, in that case it is possible from
the value produced by the most competitive (productive) modern industries, after
giving the need based minimum wage, the extra amount could be ploughed so as to
guarantee the need-based minimum wage in other less value producing small scale
industries, or industries with less developed techniques. Even if the need based
minimum wage, at the national level under the new system is guaranteed, the present
differentials that exist in the capitalist society in the pay structure cannot be continued
or guaranteed or justified. The nearer we approach the need-based minimum wage on
a national scale in all industries, it becomes inevitable to reduce the differentials
sharply and the differences between the lowest paid to the highest paid might not be
more than three to five times. This is so in most of the Socialist countries.

“If it is contended that it is not our job at the present stage of the development to go
into these details and as against the Govt. we should go on supporting every demand
of every section and let the Govt. face the music, I consider by this approach we will
not be really leading the toiling masses on correct lines or give them correct
perspective of what they should fight for on a long range basis, and regarding fighting
for immediate demands which they could achieve. By this approach, we will not be in
a position to make them conscious of the need to mobilise other toiling masses, in
support of their demands, and the necessity and importance of comparatively better
paid to join hands with these who are less paid to develop the common movement.

“In fact, we have got the sad experience. The Central Govt. employees even those
who get more than the need- based minimum wage, either in the top section of grade
IIT or Grade II go on demanding more and more pay scales on the basis of increasing
prices but they are not prepared to fight doggedly for the same wages for the State
Govt. employees or lower paid categories except expressing sympathy and holding
some solidarity meetings.

The minimum bonus:

“The working class after plenty of agitations and struggles forced 8 1/3% as the
minimum bonus for all enterprises employing more than 20 persons on the employers
and on the govt. The trade union movement’s contention has been that bonus to be
considered as deferred wage, to reduce the gap between the existing wages and need-
based minimum wage. The Govt. and employers were not prepared to accept this
principle but under threat of organised working class struggles, they have conceded
the 8 1/3 bonus, but excluded from it certain categories like the Central, State and
Local Board employees, the P&T and Railways and the Defence. They have excluded
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all enterprises which employ less than 20 persons and even to these categories which
they say it applies the Govt. took power to exempt whenever the employers put in an
application that their financial position will not enable them to give this bonus.

“When we demand bonus to reduce the gap between the present wages and the need-
based minimum wage, whether the particular factory or enterprise is making profit or
not, the struggle for bonus becomes a struggle for need-based minimum wage for all
sections of workers. In that case, many small scale industries or industries with
backward techniques may not be able to give this need-based minimum wage or
increased bonuses to overcome the gap, which could be achieved. Only the Bonus
Review Committee demanded that in the course of the next few years, the minimum
bonus should be increased from the present declared 8 1/3% to 15% at the rate of 1%
per year and later on it be further reviewed and if necessary further increased in
minimum bonus. They say it is a correct demand. (Refer to page 13 and 14 of the
CITU Memorandum to Bonus Review Committee).”

I think it is right on the part of the trade union movement and our party to raise this
question of additional bonus from factories on enterprises who are making more
profits and the formula after deducting the expenses and depreciation (which may
have to be drastically reduced taking into account the longer life of the machinery)
50% of the profits should be given to workers is also correct. But here also this 50%
of the gross profits should be so distributed in the form of bonus so that the lower-paid
sections will get the need-based minimum wage and better wages to the medium
placed employees but no further increase for higher salaried people. (But I do not
consider that demanding for continuous increase in minimum bonus for every
enterprise whether it is making profits or not, is correct, and in fact most of small and
medium industries, will not be in a position to pay it and would be driven to
bankruptcy ruin.)

A note on Pay Commission Report: By P.S.
Need based minimum wages:

The 15th Indian Labour Conference accepted the concept of three units for one
family, i.e. if one works, he must get such emoluments as would meet the expenses of
three adults, i.e. husband, wife and two children on the norms fixed for food, clothing,
housing and miscellaneous expenses. On that basis, the Third Pay Commission
worked over the "need-based minimum wage at the average prices prevailing in the
four big metropolitan cities of India, Delhi Calcutta Bombay and Madras to be Rs.
314/- per month or Rs. 3,768/- per year of four persons (three units). This works out to
per capita need of Rs. 942/- per year while the per capita income in 1970-71 is only
Rs. 633/-. The gap is Rs. 310/- per year per head. Even if the whole net domestic
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product is equally distributed, it comes only to Rs. 211/- per family of four persons (or
three units) per month as against the need based minimum of Rs. 314/- as calculated
by Pay Commission at controlled prices.

So as long as this present system and because of that, the present national production
level being what it is, it is an impossibility to assure the whole population a need
based income. Only a certain section can be given if large numbers are deprived and
their living levels are depressed far below even the average level possible at Rs. 211/-
per month. (This is what the present bourgeois-landlord system is doing ensuring
enormous profits and accumulation of wealth in the hands of few monopolists — P.S.
1975.)

It need not be stressed that there is no possibility of equitable distribution as long as
the present socio-economic system and the bourgeois-landlord govt. exists. So the
working class must be made conscious that without destroying the present socio-
economic system, replacing it by an entirely different socialist economic system for
all sections of people and even for all employed sections this need based minimum
wage cannot be ensured. To achieve this, it is necessary for them to take initiative to
mobilise other toiling sections of the people, by fighting for their economic demands
and developing united mass struggles ultimately to replace the present system.

2. In this connection, it is to be noted that the standards of food as prescribed

by AykryodCommittee at 2700 calories for moderate work and the balanced diet
prescribed (or even the quantities prescribed by Pay Commission) is simply not
available, even if all the total of present production is taken into consideration and
equitably distributed.

From the ingredients for a minimum need-based food basket, per adult, the physical
availability of some important ingredients like oils, animal foods and milk, vegetables
and fruit is only 1/3 to 1/8. The total calories availability is only 2500 calories.

As such, need-based minimum wage or living wage is unattainable for all our people
in the country, without destroying the present system and replacing it by socialist
system.

Aykroyd |Recommended| National
Norm per | by Third Pay product
adult male | Commission | availability

Hard Work | For moderate | per adult
work

Gms. Calories |Gms. Calories Gms. Calories
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Cereals 400/ 1400 475 1660, 540, 1900

Pulses 85 3000 80/ 280 65 230

pugar & 55 220 40 1600 25 100

Jaggery

Oils & Fats | 55 495 40/ 360/ 12| 110

Fish, Meat, 110 120 14 15

Eggs

Milk 280/ 280/ 200 200/ 125] 125

Veg. & Fruit| 370, 185 330, 160/ 120 60
30,004 2.820 2,540

4 For moderate work 2700 calories — 10% of the above. To this food requirements,
clothing 66 metres for a family of four persons (3 adult units) is provided and a
subsidised housing expenditure of Rs. 25/- per month and 20% of total emoluments
for miscellaneous expenses 1s added.

But this does not mean that sections of workers and employees, both in the public
sector and private sector cannot get the need based wages. Organised working class
and employees while raising this demand and fighting to get emoluments as much
near to this objective as possible, must realise the necessity to mobilise vast sections
of all the toiling, downtrodden people, both rural and urban employed and more
importantly the unemployed sections. Till that is done, they will not achieve
significant advance towards achieving the need-based wages. Even these limited
sections who have now got it cannot safeguard or retain it unless they mobilise other
sections and fight for all the toiling people. Further, it is seen that need-based
minimum wage as per Aykroyd food formula and 15th Labour Conference standards
will be Rs. 530/- at open market rates (which are in fact the real rates).

I do not see the basis for our 7U cadre accepting the Pay Commission calculation of
Rs. 314/- as need based minimum, while actually the rates prevailing will cost it Rs.
500/-. One may reply that we want to pin down what the Govt. itself has accepted and
demand at least that much be given.

If the objective realities and the concrete conditions under which we have to fight for
increased wages are taken, it would have been better to take up the Pay Commission's
calculations and demand that these quantities which it recommended be guaranteed to
employees at the rates at which the Pay Commission itself calculated food, clothing
and housing etc. If these are not guaranteed and if employee has to go to the open
market, it would be costing him Rs. 420/-. (The Pay Commission calculation at Rs.
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196/- is at controlled rates, and is based on the food basket provided for the other units
at 2400/- calories the sedentary ration.)

The working class and Government employees should have raised the issue of
controlled prices and other social services as the main demand and not merely money
wages. If they had raised that slogan, not only for them but for all the toilers and
middle classes, and for even more suffering from the disastrous consequences of
increasing prices and unemployment, scarcity of essential commodity, the struggle
could be much broad-based and working class would have been in the leadership and
in the forefront but now it seems they are fighting for themselves, completely out of
step with other sections of toiling people, State govt. employees, Municipal
employees workers in unorganised small scale or handicraft sectors, apart from the
unemployed and rural poor.

What is the actual emolument of the Central Govt. employee now and what he 1s going
to get under Pay Commission recommendation as modified by the Govt. decision?

There is a tendency not to give a real picture of what the Central govt. employee is not
getting and boldly defend the justness of what he is demanding. (For instance, the Pay
Commission recommendation gives the lowest paid in metropolitan cities, including
house-rent and city compensatory allowances Rs. 226/- .as against its own estimation
of Rs. 314/- as the need based minimum in Oct. 1972. They only refer to Rs. 186/-
and demand that it be increased to Rs. 314/- P.S. — 1975). If we cannot justify our
demands before the mass of other toiling sections and also draw them in a common
struggle then we will be failing in discharging our responsibilities of building a united
movement of all toilers. Our demand looks fantastic in contrast to the rest of toiling
masses, then we must curiously consider how to reformulate our demands which will
be in consonance with those of other toiling sections (whatever the variations have to
be there) and on that basis, joint campaigns and struggles are to be waged. Not even
try to mould the organised working class in this direction is succumbing to
economism and spontaneity.

Topsy-Turvy Attitude of Pay Commission:

Apart from the bogus arguments which the Pay Commission advance to refute the
need based minimum wages other great inequalities in the Pay Commission
recommendations are to be pinpointed, before doing that a word on parity between
class I and IAS officer. The Pay Commission cannot find the money for need based
minimum wages but they enhanced the pay scales of IAS officers, as well as the
Central Sectt. officers and in the name of removing the disparity between Class I
officers and IAS and IPS and other All India services, they have increased the salaries
of these categories to that of old IAS scales though the disparity is still kept up.
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Further, IAS scales are continuous, the Junior Scale holders getting promoted at 6th
year into senior class I officers. There should have been no increase in scales and
privileges and other perquisites of all India services but they could have extended
these old scales to Class I officers.

(1) The most glaring inequality is that those who work in factories and enterprises and
productive and hard manual processes are given lower pay scale than their
corresponding categories of office workers. They should have been put at least one
category above the present corresponding office employees.

Unskilled workers in factories and such other hard manual processes should be given
the next higher scale, highest category of Grade IV, i.e. Rs. 225-308 (of the present
recommendations). They work for 8 hours a day and their labour is productive as
against sedentary work in the office establishment.

Semi-skilled workers are to be at par with LDC scale and skilled workers at par with
UDCs and highly skilled and two-year diploma holders of technical courses after
certain training are to be in the same scale of supervisory and three-year diploma
holders.

The workshop and artisan staff in the Central Govt. departments including Railways,
P&T, Defence and other departments are 7-2 lakh out of a total number of Central
Govt. employees of 30 lakh 1970-71. Those do not cover public enterprises whose
pay structure is governed on different considerations, and on different basis.

(2) The second great inequality is no mention of State and local board employees
throughout India. It should have recommended to do away with the present glaring
disparities between the Central Govt. employees and the above categories.

Certain points raised by Central Govt. Employees' Organisations:

(1) The Govt. should accept the need-based minimum wage as calculated by the Third
Pay Commission at Rs. 314/- at the consumer index level of 200 of Oct. 1972. They
might accept it in principle even if they may not immediately implement it. It is
difficult to understand what this actually means. Are the employees going to be
satisfied by mere declaration which in practice means nothing. The Govt. is a party to
the standards for need based minimum wage but they never implemented from 1957,
15th Labour Conference on the ground that public or private concern not to speak of
the government itself are economically in no position to implement it.

Some of the representatives have evolved a scheme that the difference between the
immediate minimum pay to be given and the Rs. 314/- is to be bridged in five equal
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instalments, 1.e. the minimum wage of Rs 314/- to be given in 1977. If the prices shoot
up between Oct. 1972 and by the time the need based minimum wage is to be
implemented, that is to be met by the increased DA for full neutralisation. This in
practice means that in the next 5 years, every year new pay scales are to be
restructured on the basis of which we can mobilise other sections of the toiling masses
and democratic people to back it up.

It would have been far better to have demanded the minimum wage immediately to be
implemented at Rs. 250/- including rent and city allowance and all other components
of this need based bracket as enunciated even by the Pay Commission be supplied at
controlled rates as calculated by the Commission itself on this basis uniform pay
scales for Central, State and Local Board employees of all categories to be fixed. If
the Govt. refuses this, they should have organised all sections of the people and gone
on continuous strike to get it enforced.

But it seems the protagonists of the above scheme are more interested in securing a
verbal commitment on the part of the Govt. that they will implement in fixed time and
that too only for Central Govt. employees. The grounds on which they hope the Govt.
would give this verbal commitment and later seriously implement cannot be
understood. The sanctions to force the Govt. even to verbal commitment that in the
course of the next five years, to make them implement it, are the united strength of all
Govt. employees backed by the toiling masses. If the Central Govt. employees do not
have that sanction, only at bargaining counter to expect- the Govt. to concede this
demand looks ridiculous.

In fact, in the whole negotiations, the Central Govt. employees' organisations never
bothered about State and Local Board employees. They were interested in getting
some concessions for themselves and they are not prepared to press for the demands
of State and Local Board employees for parity fearing that if they do, the amount the
Central and State Govts. would hope to fork out to meet this minimum demand would
run to many times of what they themselves are demanding. This they felt would look
too fantastic for the general public, to back them up.

If they had placed their minimum demand at RS.250/- and this to be applied to all
state and local board employees as well as campaigned and mobilised for it, even then
the Govt. would not be prepared to concede it unless they are faced with a determined
all-India wide struggle which makes it impossible for them to evade but to concede.

(2) The second point which they raised is the full neutralisation. From the press
reports, it i1s not dear whether the neutralisation is to which categories or up to which
pay limit. The Central govt. by its latest order has agreed to full neutralisation up to
limit of Rs. 300-00 and for all the scales between 301 and 900/- to the extent of 75/-.
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If the need based minimum wage is about Rs. 500/ -at the prevailing open market
rates the full neutralisation in the first instance should cover this section. If the Govt.
could not be forced, in the first instance to concede the need based minimum wage
then the next best thing would be that their emoluments should be increased, as much
as possible towards this objective of the need-based minimum wage. Till this
objective is achieved, the neutralisation of upper categories who are receiving pay
scales above those of need based minimum wage scales, cannot be 100/- but could be
only less than 100/-. There will be variation in the neutralisation depending upon the
grades of scales, less percentage of neutralisation to the persons earning lower
emoluments, even in category I1I and category II.

I think that the present quantum of differences in the pay scales between one category
and another category cannot be justified on the basis of equality or the efficiency of
the work or on the basis of job evaluation, especially in view of the absolute priority
to be given to reach the minimum need-based wage for all sections of Govt.
employees and other toiling masses etc.

In this connection, the Central Govt. employees correctly raised that the DA should be
increased on the basis of 6 monthly average for every four points increase. In fact,
next to the issue of the need based minimum wage, this should have been pinpointed
and even be prepared to go into action. Because to wait for one full year when prices
go on increasing not to meet the increased costs till one year is over and that too, only
after 8 points increase, is actually cutting even the meagre wages the employees are
forced to accept. In the jute industry Calcutta, it is every three months' review.

(3) The third point which the Central Govt. employees raised is the question of point
to point fixation in the new pay scales. The Govt. conceded in fixing up the existing
employees in the new pay scales, that five percent of the existing emoluments is to be
added subject to a minimum of Rs. 15/- and a maximum of Rs. 50/- and be fixed at the
next higher stage in the new pay scales.

In view of the fact that minimum need based wage has not been granted, it would
have been correct and just that the employees should have got some greater relief and
they would have that relief if their pay is fixed at a higher point even in that proposed
scale. For instance, the Grade IV employees have now a pay scale of Rs. 196/- to Rs.
232/-. A person, who has a service of say, 10 years, is now getting Rs. 180/- as total
emoluments excluding House rent and City allowances. He, according to the Central
Govt. proposals, would now get 196/- and the 'stage or next stage' being Rs. 196/-, the
minimum, he will be just fixed at Rs. 196/-, i.e. the same emolument as in the case of
a new recruit. Here, he should have been fixed at Rs. 211/-1.e. Rs. 15/- over the
minimum wage of Rs. 196/-. The demand for point to point fixation for all those
categories who do not even get the need based minimum wage should have been
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insisted upon and if we could succeed in that then some greater relief would have
been achieved for the low paid sections, in other categories, if the minimum increment
of existing emoluments of Rs. 15/- is considered not enough, we could have
demanded an increment of Rs. 25/-, but in no case a point increase without any upper
limit. The demand for point to point adjustment in upper categories would mean that
those whose yearly increment in the new pay scales would get this maximum limit of
Rs. 50/- which the Govt. has fixed would mean for those drawing salaries around of
Rs. 1000/- whose yearly increment is Rs. 50/- that they would be fixed in the new pay
scale without any increment in the present emoluments except that he would get from
the benefit of the new higher pay scale. An employee who is getting Rs. 500/- is
entitled to Rs. 25/- which may amount to two increments etc. So the demand of point
to point increment cannot be justified for employees who are already getting higher
emoluments than the need based wages. Any point to point fixation should be subject
to maximum limit which in practice means depending upon the years of service, two
increments, three increments or even five increments may be allowed so that the old
incumbents may not feel that they are being denied the advantages of the new pay
scales and the new entrants are being unduly preferred.

(4) The fourth point they raised is the question of date of implementation of the
recommendation of the Pay Commission. The employees wanted it to be from the date
ofappointment of the Pay Commission or at least from First January 1972 as the Pay
Commission has enormously delayed its report. The Govt. refused to accept this
demand on the ground that between the date ofappointment of the Pay Commission
and the date of implementation of the new proposals, the consumer index varied
depending upon the consumer index on that point. Whatever the justification of the
new pay scales being implemented from an earlier date, two years back or one year
back, this should have made sense and appealed to the other sections of democratic
masses, if this demand has been confined to certain low paid categories — class IV —
who are not even getting the need-based minimum wage or the lower sections of
category III whose pay scales and allowance came to a maximum of Rs. 500/- per
month.

No such demand has been formulated.

(5) The Central Govt. employee’s organisations have not formulated these demands
concretely giving preference to the lower paid sections, especially category IV
because they do not want to give preference to these sections as compared to the
higher scales perhaps because if they stress these preferences to lower paid sections,
then they feel that there will be nothing left of the Govt. resources or in higher paid
scales. It is the same fear that made them not to put forth in the front the demand of
the State and local board employees.
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Further, the Central Govt. employees' organisations are not prepared to be concrete in
the formulations of their own pay scales of different categories because they do not
have common understanding and each category however small it is, wants a
preferential scale as compared to others. They always want the present differential
from one category to another should be kept intact whether scale job evaluation is
such that no differentiation need be kept on the basis of efficiency, skill or utility.
There can be a continuous scale for Gr. IV employees so that even the lowest skilled
can reach the maximum of that whole scale in course of time while others with better
skill can have a better initial starting. This they have been rejecting continuously. For
instance, similarly, in the clerical jobs, LDCs in the nature of work there is not much
of a difference and as such they could have common continuous scales, though a
higher initial starting may be there for higher educated or efficient persons.

(6) Certain comparisons are made with public sector concerns like steel factories,
fertiliser factories, machine tools or oil and gas companies, etc. giving higher pay
scales and govt. services should be given equivalent scales. This argument also is not
tenable because these public sector enterprises are production based and the
employees are paid on the basis of the economic returns or profit margins earned by
these concerns and as such, the workers are entitled to get far higher pay scales, than
office employees whose contribution to the production is secondary. Further, the
Govt. office employees are to be paid by taxing the general public, i.e. from the tax
revenue. It is another matter when the Central Govt. employees in joint campaigns
and struggles force the Govt. to tax the big bourgeoisie and the landlords and even
eliminate those classes and take over all their income and on that basis, demand their
due share and especially need based minimum wages. But without fighting for that, to
simply equate a Govt. department (office work) with a public production concern
which is expected to pay its employees on the basis of profits made or economic
returns achieved is wrong.

Similarly, the argument advanced by quoting certain pay scales that are given by the
nationalised financial concerns like the banks, State or Reserve Bank, or certain
private monopoly concerns, whether foreign or Indian, who make enormous profits at
the cost of other sections including the medium bourgeoisie is not relevant. These are
not models to be followed by the Central Govt. or State Govts. In fact, our demand
should be all such concerns should be taken over and democratically managed by the
Central Govt. and these higher economic margins and profits should be ploughed back
to have a common national based minimum wage for all sections of the employees
and workers.

Conclusion: The Central Govt. Employees and their organisations are rightly
concerned with their emoluments but they must realise that even their justified
demands they can win only in cooperation with the general public and only when they
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champion and struggle along with the general democratic and toiling masses, and also
fight for the improvement of their working conditions as well. They cannot achieve
their need based minimum wages or justify their demands while they bypass the
demands of other toiling sections. They cannot get their own demands in contrast or in
opposition to the demands of other sections.

The central or state govt. employees or the Govt. employees in various public sector
concerns must seriously consider their failure to win the support of the general public.
One of the main reasons for this is these govt. employees or employees of public
utilities have not taken it as one of their primary tasks to serve the general public and
cater to their needs, especially of the poorer sections and win their cooperation and
support. There is a tendency to exploit the general public and poorer sections by the
privileged positions they occupy by virtue of their Govt. employment or by virtue of
their positions of the Govt. utility services.

There is general corruption prevalent in various Govt. departments which only a small
section may be indulging in but since no campaign against those malpractices of a
section of Govt. employees is carried out by the Govt. employees' organisations,
people generally tend to look upon these Govt. employees as pampered sections. So
they are not in a mood to cooperate to defend their demands. In fact, the crime of the
higher officials and ruling classes and their indulgence in corruption is being
attributed to all Govt. employees while it is necessary for the democratic organisations
to fight this tendency. It would be successful only if the Govt. employees’
organisations and the organisations of the public utilities should also educate their
members to be in the forefront in the campaign against corruption and in solidarity
campaigns actual participation in the struggles of the toiling masses.

In this connection, it is also necessary that Govt. employees and public utility workers
should formulate their demands in such a way that the general public should realise
that their demands are in tune with the interest of all sections of the toiling people and
that the govt. employees are not demanding privileged positions even as against
toiling masses, the unemployed and the rural masses.

BTR's criticism on my stand: "Equally erroneous is the outlook on the question of
need based minimum wage and differential etc.... It should be realised that need based
wage itself is a formula of compromise between the reformist leaders and the Govt. It
should be further remembered that the demand for living wage had to be accepted in
the Indian Constitution by the bourgeoisie landlord farmers as one of the directive
principles of policy. But the bourgeoisie had no intention of travelling towards a
living wage and they tried to keep off the workers with the minimum wage, fair wage,
all of which were just intended to bolster the existing levels.
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"The pressure of the trade union movement, the bourgeois’ device to conciliate the
working class at a time when the going was good resulted in acceptance of the
principle of need based wage at 15th tripartite conference in 1957. This was really a
watering down of the concept of living wage. The need was reduced to the minimum
and that wage was considered to be an ideal to be attained at some distant date.
Simultaneously every year the concept of need was lowered, the definition of family
was changed, reduction in the number of consumption units, calories were reduced,
groundnuts were recommended as part of diet, vegetarian diet was suggested as the
base and so on. We find total effect of all this in Pay Commission recommendations.

"With the increase in prices the gap between the real wages of working class and the
need based wages was rapidly increasing. The trade unions made it the starting point
of its demand, reminding the Govt. of its responsibility about the minimum
obligations towards the workers, and on its basis exposing the offers made by the
employers and the hypocritical wage policy of the Govt.

"Because the rise in prices, the need based minimum was expressed in a larger money
sum, the Govt. and its publicists began to declare it to be fantastic and beyond the
reach of the economy. They began to contrast the money wages which the industrial
workers are getting with the horrid wages of the agricultural workers. Some contrast it
with the average per capita income of the Indian people to deny not only the need
based wage but any further increase to the workers, instead of concentrating attention
on the inequality between the income of the exploited against the other. This is an old
trick. It is now seen that long before the 'vulnerable' sections, those below poverty
line, are given relief — the declared main objective of the 5th plan — a major attack has
started against those who have better incomes than the rural masses. The bourgeois
ideologists have also raised the slogan, the working class a privileged class is and
some people are getting influenced by it.

"The partial success of the city workers in resisting with determination the onslaught
on their living conditions enabled them to obtain a comparatively higher wage than
the rural masses. Hence the disparity. This has to be explained as a result of constant
organisation and struggle, sacrifices and privations. These should inspire the rural
masses to organise with the help of the city proletariat. The idea should be popularised
that the rural mass has as much right to a decent livelihood as the city worker and that
the landlords, the capitalists and the Govt. must provide for. They are to be educated
in the spirit of alliance and their own rights.

“What is the difference between the earlier years when the demand for living wage
was first raised and now? In years back it had hardly gone into the consciousness of
the workers. The whole concept was completely unreal to them. It hardly figured in
any negotiation, strikes and if it was there, the workers hardly knew about it. It was
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neither popularised by propaganda or agitation. The strength of TU movement, its
consciousness, its organisation had not reached a point when it could be a live issue
for the workers.

“In these years struggles were mostly local and very rarely all India. Even State wide
struggles were rare. A minimum all India strength and consciousness and economic
urgency is required to popularise the demand among the mass of workers. Recent
years with their inadequate DA, rising prices, fall in real wages have forced the
workers to seek a reliable anchor. The all India consciousness has also grown. Hence
the common demand appears everywhere as the starting point. No doubt today it
started as a bargaining point a point of vantage. But the fact that during every
negotiation it gets popularised, and success or failure is weighed by reference to it
certifies the new reality. The TU movement is moving more and more towards
assertion of this common class demand which puts the working class against the
employing class. Out .of local and industry wide struggle, the common demand is
coming more to the forefront. It is through such general class demands that the
advanced and backward masses get linked with the general movement for democracy
and socialism.

“The emergence of the demand, its popularisation, the response it gets are signs that
the local consciousness is being replaced by wider class consciousness. So to tone
down or give up the demand under any excuse, is to disrupt the process. Neither the
interest of the rural masses or other democratic sections will be served by such
disruption. It will be only carrying on wishes of the ruling classes."

PS's reply to BTR's above arguments:

I would like Com. BTR and other TU leaders to explain in quantitative and qualitative
terms what a living wage means as contrasted to the need-based minimum wage as
defined by the 15th Tripartite Conference in 1957. In that case, we can put the
demand of a living wage before the working class and rally them behind that slogan
and not allow them to be fooled with the slogans of minimum wage or need based
minimum wage, fair wage, etc. But the word living wage, if it is to become the
conscious concept towards which the working class has to struggle, it is much better
to concretise it in terms of quantity and quality in items like food, clothing, housing,
education, medical benefits, enjoyment of leisure, retirement and old age benefits, etc.
Today, as Com. BTR himself has pointed out, it took a long time to make even the
organised working class sections that they must struggle for need-based minimum
wage, to sink into their consciousness. I would like Com. BTR to explain why is it
during the last 17 years, the TU leader accepted the need-based minimum wage even
without propagating the concept of living wage in concrete terms but actually on the
other hand, gave up the slogan of living wage.
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Does Com. BTR want to make the living wage as the basis now? Even when the need-
based minimum wage as defined at the Tripartite Labour Conference 1957 amount to
more than Rs. 500/- at the 1972 December retail prices, why did not our 7U leaders
propagate the concept of living wage and pinpoint how the need-based minimum
wage demand itself was a watered down demand? We could have said we are entitled
to wage of so much or as a transitory demand, the need-based minimum wage as
defined by the Tripartite Conference which comes to Rs. 530/- but taking into
consideration the existing correlation of forces, the consciousness and organisation of
our working class, we are only demanding Rs. 350/- or even less. Instead of doing
this, when I raise certain issues connected with the need-based minimum wage that it
should be raised as a propaganda slogan, but concrete slogans of agitation and slogans
of action are to be worked out in different sectors in order to make larger sections of
working class to go into action as well as democratic masses to support them, instead
of answering those specific points, why this question of living wage is being brought
to answer my arguments? Is it because BTR wants to tell us that we do not understand
the difference between the living wage and need based minimum wage and wants to
cast aspersions that even watered down slogan of need-based minimum wage, apart
from that of living wage — we want to further water down? His whole effort is to
attribute to me that I am opposed to the need-based minimum wage slogan.

Who asked to give up the need-based minimum wage demand? I never did it. On the
other hand, I stated, "It is right on the part of trade unions and our party to
continuously propagate the demand for need-based minimum wage, either as fixed in
1957 Tripartite Labour Conference or if there is deficiency in calculating needs,
formulate our own demand what should constitute the minimum needs and taking the
existing prices calculate the need-based minimum wage and propagate and campaign
for this. It is true that in the capitalist system need-based minimum wage cannot be
achieved, except in certain favoured or sheltered industries where huge profits are
made. Need-based minimum wage on a national scale in all industries from small
scale industries to big capitalist industries is an impossible thing. If all these industries
are nationalised by the state and the state is a workers' state, in that case it is possible
from the value produced by the most competitive modern industries, after giving the
need-based minimum wage the extra amount could be ploughed back so as to
guarantee the need based minimum wage in other less developed producing small-
scale industries or industries with less developed techniques. Organised working class
and employees while raising this demand and fighting to get emoluments as much
near to this objective as possible, must realise the necessity to mobilise the vast
sections of all the toiling democratic people, both rural and urban, employed and more
pointedly the unemployed sections. Till that is done, they will not achieve significant
advance towards achieving the need-based wage. Even those limited sections who
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have now got it, cannot safeguard or retain it unless they mobilise other sections and
fight for all the toiling people.”

So, here too, to attribute that my argument will only amount to carrying out the wishes
of the ruling classes is wrong. By dubbing the opponents’ argument as one of carrying
out the wishes of the ruling classes, one cannot dispose of the problem. Com. BTR
says, “Today the TU movement has reached a stage at which it is in a position to raise
the demand for need-based wage propagate for it. This raising and carrying on
propaganda, is absolutely essential and not to do it is the worst form of reformism. If
the demand 1s not to be raised, when else can it be raised? When the land ceilings are
being discussed, did not we compulsorily raise the demand for taking over all the
lands of the landlords and did not we reject the approach that only practical
suggestions should be made?” Yes, it is correct, but I do not know to whom Com.
BTR is addressing these questions, since I have nowhere and never objected to the
raising of the slogan of need-based minimum wage and propagating it.

I also agree with him when he says, “A large number of organisations which are not
controlled by us, advocating need-based minimum wage before the Pay Commission
it would have brought disgrace to us if we had not championed it.” I would even
assert it even if a large number of organisations not controlled by us had not raised the
slogan of need-based minimum wage, we should have raised it, and we had not raised
it, it would have brought disgrace to us before the whole working class and toiling
masses and we would have had no right to call ourselves communists. But the point is
once the Pay Commission’s recommendations were announced, and in the course of
the negotiations with the Govt. after trying to get these recommendations modified
substantially so that they may reach nearer to our demand for need based minimum
wage, should we not formulate our demands less than need-based minimum wage, but
which would be far better than the Pay Commission itself recommended and which
the general democratic masses also would be prepared to support and for which all
sections of the working class are ready to fight? Instead of formulating such concrete
demands of agitation and demands of action, the CITU leadership went on repeating
the general demand of need-based minimum wage and try to organise resistance on its
basis.

Com. BTR in his note accepts the contention, "It would have been wrong to stick to
the same demand and try to organise resistance on that basis. The state of the
movement is not such that it can launch direct action to enforce the demands, it was
necessary to secure the next vantage point, partly with public sector, a level which
was in operation." This was done only in Feb. 1974 during the National Convention of
Railway Employees in Delhi, before that no such concretisation was made. As for
other Central Govt. Employees who were called upon to go on strike on May 10th
1974, they were asked to organise strike for achieving Rs. 314/- the minimum need-
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based pay packet calculated by the Pay Commission, while it recommended only Rs.
226/- including house rent and city compensatory allowance, in the metropolitan
cities.

But now BTR says that [ am criticising them for formulating such concrete demands
of action and for watering down the need-based minimum demand. In fact, my
criticism is that our CITU leadership during a certain stage of negotiations should
have raised some such slogans of immediate action and on that basis carry on a raging
campaign and prepare for all India wide action and win them. Here the leadership
miserably failed. They thought that any demand less than need-based minimum wage
would look before the eyes of the working class as betraying their interests. They also
thought that it was the duty and obligation of the other toiling sections to back up the
demands put forward by the advanced sections of the working class to implement the
need based minimum wage just now even without realising the need to explain and
draw in other sections of toilers to back them up. The leadership failed to distinguish
between the propaganda demand for need-based minimum wage, from the concrete
agitation demand for immediate action. They also failed to see the necessity of
mobilising the toiling masses and other democratic sections in support of the working
class demands.

The question of differentials:

Com. BTR says, “now coming to the question of differentials, PS is taking a
thoroughly wrong stand: The first error consists in missing the class objective of the
TU movement. We are uniting all sections of the working class irrespective of their
wage differentials, for common fight against class exploitation and not wage
differentials, which unites lowest paid sections with the better paid sections in the
demand for need-based wage which gives a pressure point to the poorest and the
lowest wages to push forward. Here we unite all sections. If today this is accompanied
by the demand that present differentials should not be disturbed, we had no business
to go out of our way to tell other sections that you should raise it. Each section wants
to improve its position. Without that no TU movement is possible. The demand for
continuing the existing differentials does not divide the workers, does not disrupt the
struggle. If it appears too high to some sections, they also understand — it as part of
the bargain" (underline mine).

The demand that was to be formulated with regard to this differential is proper job
evaluation and on the basis of that evaluation, of course, the emoluments are to be
fixed up, taking the need-based minimum wage as the rock bottom. The Railway
Workers' Convention had not demanded that the present differentials should be
continued but job evaluation and grades to be fixed on that basis, with need-based
wages be the starting point.
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Now Com. BTR instead of meeting this straight forward point which I have raised
goes on to explain the reality of the present day TU movement. He says, "We are not
dealing with party members. If the working class is impelled to join the struggle to
improve its own position as much as possible if this section demands that existing
differentials should not be changed, we should not counteract it." He goes on to say,
"To fight for all is now the common consciousness. But in this fight, to give up your
monetary gains, you have been fighting all these years evolutionary consciousness is
certainly not the part of any section." I am not asking nor advocating that any section
of the Govt. employees should give up their existing monetary gains or agree to lose it
but in the name of maintaining these present differentials we should not put forward
demands which go against another section of employees of the lower sections of
employees are given certain increase, the higher paid sections ipso facto cannot
demand that their emoluments should have the same differentials as to the new
increased level of the lowest paid and the differentials should be kept up.

We have seen in Kerala and even in Bengal, either when giving the DA or increasing
pay scales, more amount of money has been demanded for the higher sections on the
basis that then present existing differentials between one section and another section
should be scrupulously maintained. In fact, the pay and DA increases which in W.
Bengal the UF Govt. granted in 1969 were criticised even by the NGO Association
why give that much amount of emoluments to higher sections and compared to that
only a small amount to the low paid who were far behind the need-based minimum
wage. In Kerala also, one section of Govt. employees pitted its demands in the name
of its existing privileges either that the same differentials should be kept up or lower
paid sections should not be allowed to have the same increase.

If the present day consciousness of the various sections of the Govt. employees or
other working class is such that they are not prepared to join common fight without
their present differentials being kept up, we may have to accept that reality and go into
struggle, but we must try to educate them how the present differentials cannot be
maintained in view of the vast differences between the lowest paid and the higher
paid. Trailing behind the existing consciousness of the workers without even making
an effort to educate the working class is succumbing to spontaneity but not
discharging our class tasks.

Com. BTR says, "Anyone who knows the reality of the TU movement understands
why such demands are made. The workers and employees know that neither need
based minimum wage nor a substantial wage is likely to remain at the base. Unless
therefore, they spell out the demand in higher grades properly, they will scrape
whatever increase is secured at the bottom. Nor can, then they frame their demand
from the beginning saying that whatever increase you give we are prepared to change
the differentials. Just because we are raising the demand for need-based minimum
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wage must we necessarily say we will give up the present differentials? Com. BTR.
says, "I agree that if it is in our hands we need not talk about retaining the old
differentials but content ourselves with saying that proper differentials there is

no need to oppose it as a matter of principle." Yet he equates my stand as one of
“laying the maximum differential without a decent living minimum as the basis" is
wrong. This comes because the mind is not fixed on the common exploitation of
unskilled and semiskilled but only on the higher wage of the skilled who by
implication is made to appear as a privileged section. I have nowhere in my note
stated that differentials should be fixed up on the existing starvation wage, as the
starting point. Differentials are always to be linked with the need-based minimum
wage. But we should make it part of the consciousness of the working class that it is
not possible to get need-based minimum wage for the whole class as long as the
present system exists, and the present differentials cannot be kept or justified if the
need-based minimum is achieved. What I have been saying is that the demand that the
present differentials should be maintained on the basis of need-based minimum wage
at the lowest, cannot be made to look a justified demand before the democratic masses
and draw their support to the struggle of the working class.

It is one thing to demand that existing real wages of comparatively well paid sections
of employees should not be allowed to fall, even if they cannot be improved. But to
demand that whatever increases are feasible or accrue to the lowest paid section, keep
up the present differentials, would not be justified to draw in and enable us to mobilise
other democratic forces.

BTR gives a quote from National Labour Commission's Study Group and also from
the Pay Commission's how the differentials to the wages of skilled and semi-skilled
have come down and tries to dub my arguments one for cutting down the existing
wages of skilled workers. He argues that according to the Labour Commission and the
Pay Commission, 14 out of 29 industries are paying their skilled workers less than
50% than the unskilled workers when compared with 15 year back. As the Pay
Commission remarked, the ratio between the emoluments of skilled and unskilled has
been reduced from 1:6 in 1949 to 1:2.6. Are we to demand further reduction in these
differentials?" Com. BTR asks, "Is it proper to bring in what happens after socialism
when we are discussing the worst conditions of exploitation in our country? Under
socialism, the minimum is qualitatively different" and he attributes to me that I have
demanded the differentials that exist in the socialist countries, 1:3 be implemented in
India also where there is no socialism but tremendous class exploitation."

All T have said is "Even under the new system (Socialist system) where the need-
based minimum at the national level is guaranteed, the present differentials that exist
in the capitalist society in the pay structure cannot be continued or guaranteed or
justified. The nearer we approach the need-based minimum wage on national scale in
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all industries, it becomes inevitable to reduce the differentials sharply and the
differences between the lowest paid to the highest paid cannot be more than 3-5 times.
This is so in most of the socialist countries." I have only developed the argument how
you cannot demand the existing large differentials to be maintained even while
demanding for the need-based minimum wage at lowest bottom. Instead of
formulating the demand that present differentials should be maintained on the basis of
need-based minimum wage while other proper differentials should be fixed upon the
basis of proper job evaluation.

BTR himself, as we have seen above, agrees that "if it is in our hands we need not talk
about retaining the old differentials but content ourselves with saying that proper
differentials should be worked on this minimum basis." If this is so, what prevents
him from educating the working class to properly formulate these demands so that
they could draw in other democratic sections of the people to rally behind their
demands feeling that the demands are very justified demands. Instead of that, he goes
on to all kinds of distortions and innuendoes. This is what he says: "It is not true that
today the better paid workers are enjoying excessive differentials and are virtually
becoming a privileged class. PS's insistence makes it appear as if he thinks that these
fellows are enjoying a luxurious life and they should be made to surrender a part of it
to the lowest strata. He also suggests a rate of differentials as they are virtually
becoming a privileged class. He also suggests a rate of differentials and gives the
proportion obtaining in socialist countries. (It is a false statement — PS.) All this
betrays what lies in his mind, the skilled etc. are getting to high wage, their condition
has continuously improved."

"This comes because the mind is not fixed on the common exploitation of the
unskilled and semi-skilled but only on the higher wage

of the skilled, who by implication are made to appear as a privileged section." He
equates my argument to the Govt. argument when he says, the "bourgeoisie and their
apologists have a cheating approach but at the same time they would argue as if that is
the maximum which any section has the right to earn and attack these above the
minimum line in the name of equality or ending urgently the differentials. Some
people fall victim to this propaganda and develop this argument also."

"Com. PS's note on Pay Commission reveals that he thinks that the employees are
getting much and not revealing the real state of affairs. But the most important point is
that the Govt. also is repeatedly stressing the question of wage differentials in various
industries in the name of protecting the lowest paid workers. The whole essay of the
Govt. of India 1s to reduce the disparities by reducing the higher wages and freezing
the higher wages earned in certain industries and sections i.e., intense exploitation of
certain sections. The bank clerk, the LIC and workers inside the organised industries
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have become a source of inspiration to others. The Govt. declare them to be high
wage islands which must be reduced. In the name of giving more relief to the lower
sections, the Govt. and its employees have imposed cuts in real wages of other
sections. The standard of living of these skilled and other sections have been reduced
in the name of reducing the differentials."

I strongly repudiate all these slanders which he tries to palm off to me. Quoting the
Pay Commission recommended scales, he asks, “Nowhere do we reach 1:3 ratio. Do
we say that highly skilled and highly paid should not demand higher differentials or
sacrifice a part of their earnings to the lower grade." I have not asked him to do it nor
anybody else did it. I have not raised the question whether the present differentials, on
the basis of present day minimum pay packet, are justified or not? I have raised
whether the demand that the present differentials to continue on the basis of need-
based minimum wage packet is correct or not. Further why reduce the issue as
differentials between unskilled and skilled workers alone, while the principle
enunciated applies to the whole pay structure from lowest paid to the officer levels as
well? For immediate action, for the workers to go on strike, for Govt. employees to go
on strike, I suggested that even if we accept the present categorisation of unskilled,
semi-skilled, skilled and highly skilled, they should be in one grade higher than the
office workers which would mean the following:

Even these rates I do not suggest on the pattern of socialist countries but as steps
forward from the present rates where the workers in the productive enterprises are at a
disadvantage compared with those non-productive office employees. I do not accept
the theory that workers in mines and in industries, factories unskilled or skilled should
get lower emolument than the corresponding persons in Govt. offices or
employments.

BTR goes on to say: "Typical is the example of the Central Govt. servants by the Pay
Commission. In the name of giving more relief and cut down drastically the real wage
of sections whom we have not declared counter-revolutionary, whom we still consider
to be part of our fighting forces"
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Pay Commission's PS's
recommendation suggestions

Rs. Rs.
Unskilled [185-200 225-308
Semi- 200-280 260-400
skilled
Skilled  260-400 330-560
Highly 330-560 425-700
skilled

He produced a table from the Pay Commission report how the minimum emoluments
that the Central Govt. employees were getting in 1960 have been corroded by 1972, in
real wages and asks the question "Is it wrong when they say that in any wage
settlement differentials should not be disturbed i.e. at least their real wage should not
be cut down?" I am not a supporter of the Pay Commission scales announced for the
Central Govt. employees and especially for the peons, LDC UDC and other similar
categories. They are perfectly justified and we have to go all out in support of them,
for their demand that not only their real wage should not be cut down but increase
their real wages. But if they demand that the differential that existed earlier between a
peon and a UDC should be maintained, I consider that it is not correct nor justified.
Defence of real wage is different from demanding that present differentials between
one category and another category should be maintained as sacrosanct. For instance if
the UP Govt. of Kerala and W. Bengal had given from whatever funds that are
available to them, more to the lower sections to bring their wages nearer to the need-
based minimum and comparatively less to the higher grade sections but in the process,
if the differentials are reduced from the present three times to 2 times, would it be
wrong? | know the Central Govt. is not giving even need-based minimum wage even
to the upper division clerks now with their new scales and emoluments which amount
to about Rs. 400/- to start with, as against the required Rs. 550/-. So what is the sense
in Com. BTR's attributing to me that I want to cut down their real wages?

Re. Bonus:

Com. BTR writes: "Bonus is distributed at present on the basis of wage earning,
higher categories getting more and lower categories getting less in amount. Should we
raise a controversy at this stage and bring about a rift between different categories?
How does it strengthen the common struggle? This outlook focuses more attention on
the inequality of bonus among the workers than on the common struggle against the
capitalist class. Even the low paid workers will not agree to such a demand if they
find their unity is being disrupted because they realise that without it nothing can be
achieved." Here again Com. BTR instead of acting straight on the issue I raised, raised
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another point which I have never raised. I did not argue that different bonus rates
should not be paid to different categories of workers. The issue I raised is whether it is
correct to go on demanding the increase in the minimum bonus from 8 1/3% every
year at the rate of 1% till it reached 1.5% irrespective whether any factory or
enterprise is making profits or not? Instead of answering this question, he totally by-
passes it and raises irrelevant issues, which I never raised, whether there should be
different bonus rates to different categories of workers. Another point I have raised is
whether apart from 8 1/3% minimum bonus, for a factory or enterprise, whether it
makes profit or not, should we go on demanding increase in this minimum bonus even
in small industries on the ground the wages they are now paying are below the need-
based minimum wages and bonus is deferred wage to make up this difference. If such
a demand is to be formulated in many of the medium industries, the need-based wage
bonus should be as much of the wage and DA that is being paid today. Whether to
raise such a demand irrespective of whether they are making profit, whether they are
small or medium industries or industries belonging to non-big bourgeoisie, whether it
is consistent with our party programme, whom in the words of Com. BTR "We have
not declared these sections as counter-revolutionary. I still stick to the opinion I
expressed on the minimum bonus as expressed in my note above.”

III. Conducting of the struggles and mobilising the democratic forces:

In my note of 1972-73, I wrote: "It is not only that in formulating these demands that
we do not take into consideration the future perspectives and the need of mobilising
the democratic public and get their support on the basis of convincing them on the
reasonableness of our demand. We should be clear about our propaganda demands on
the basis of our basic programme and demands on the basis of which we can
immediately go into action. Even when we go into struggles on certain concrete
demands, which may be lower than our propaganda and programmatic demands, we
may have to compromise with the employers and the Govt. and be prepared to reach
settlement and even to retreat when the conditions become adverse. To achieve the
best results, it is necessary to formulate our demands in such a way, that we can
mobilise the general democratic opinion. The demands cannot be so fantastically
divergent as to make one section of toilers feel difficult to come forward to support
the proposal.

"We have not done any review of any major struggle on the working class front even
to educate our own party members and cadres. In the public we have to highlight the
positive achievements. But the weakness in conducting the struggles and mistakes
cannot be highlighted in the public but they have to be done through letters and
circulars for the cadres.
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"Take for instance the recent Kerala NGO strike where a large section of the NGOs
who are under our influence fought militantly for about two months with all the
political and mass backing our party has got in Kerala. This struggle was not
reviewed. We are only satisfied to bring out the heroic and self-sacrificing and
militant way. The whole battle was conducted but we know that our party leaders and
a good chunk of the trade union leadership in Kerala also did not consider the demand
of RS. 100/- interim relief per month per employee is a correct demand. They felt on
that basis it has become very difficult to convince the democratic public opinion on
the reasonableness of this demand. Similarly, no review is made of any major
struggles. The tactics we have adopted before launching these struggles and during the
course of the struggles of any settlement, our weaknesses and lessons for future are
never drawn.

"Education of the working class, regarding their responsibilities with regard to
the demands of other sections of the people:

“It has also become a practice in our trade union movement not to educate our cadre
and the militants and the general mass of the workers, about their own class duty and
of the necessity to fight against corruption and against the tendency not to discharge
their own duties allotted but to resort to various devious methods to escape them.

“Instead of fighting the malpractices and the corruption and mischief of employers,
who want to shift the economic burdens on to the shoulders of the employees, the
workers are prepared to have a share at the cost of the people and compromise with
the employers. This leads to lessen the public sympathy for sections of the organised
labour and especially the Govt. employees whenever they fight for their own
economic demands. They criticise why these organisations do not stand with the
public and fight for their legitimate demands against the corrupt officials and corrupt
employees. I may be accused that by my above stand, I am echoing the employers'
argument and that it amounts to be anti-labour. If this is the interpretation that is likely
to be drawn, all that I could say about such critics, is that in the name of supporting
the legitimate demands of .the workers, we are encouraging sheer economism and
allowing the workers to drift away from their historical task of fighting for the toiling
masses and for building the new society against the present capitalist landlord system.

"I am not dealing in this note about our failure while formulating the working class
demands, to take into consideration the demands of the peasant masses and other
democratic masses. They are rarely mentioned or just formulated expressing some
sympathy to the demands of other sections but the integration of the working class
taking lead in coming forward in fighting for the demands of other sections along for
its own demands is grossly being neglected.”
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Com. BTR's Criticism

Com. BTR says: "The trade unions are bound to raise basic demands which may
sound too fantastic to laymen with insufficient consciousness, unorganised rural
masses under the influence of rich peasants. That is no reason why the basic demands
should be given up. This is a call to restrict the trade union movement to only that
which is acceptable to the bourgeoisie as immediately practical and nothing else.

"Besides in the bargaining between the capitalist class and the working class even the
immediate demand has to be pitched higher leaving sufficient ground for
compromises, and criticism in this regard has no basis. If any criticism is to be made it
will be that there is too much adhocism, sometimes an ever-readiness to compromise
without exploiting all the avenues of pressure."

I entirely agree with tactics. I am not taking one solitary instance of Kerala NGOs and
generalising for the whole movement. In fact, I do not know how the Kerala NGOs
who raised the demand for an interim pay increase of Rs. 100/- from their existing
emoluments of Rs. 150/- per month are wrong if the Central Govt. employees who are
getting Rs. 170/- are justified and correct in raising the demand that their minimum
should be Rs. 314/-, an increase of Rs. 140/-. I am not one who is concerned that by
raising the basic demands which may sound too fantastic to laymen with insufficient
consciousness or to unorganised rural masses under the influence of rich peasants.
Nor I am one who is advocating that to satisfy them, our basic demands should not be
raised and be given up. What again and again [ am pressing is that raising basic
demands and propagating them is different and it should be constantly done but when
you go into action, it is necessary to formulate the demands on which the very class
can really unitedly fight and also can rally other sections of the toiling masses and
democratic sections to support them wholeheartedly and not just be passive spectators.
I stick to the formulations I have made on the conducting of struggles and mobilising
the democratic forces in my note:

"It is not only that in formulating these demands that we do not take into consideration
the future perspectives and the need of mobilising the democratic public and get their
support on the basis of convincing them on the reasonableness of our demands. We
should be clear about out propaganda on the basis of our basic programme and the
demands on the basis of which we can immediately go into action. Even when we go
into struggles on certain concrete demands, which may be lower than our propaganda
and programmatic demands, we may have to compromise with the employer and the
Govt. and be prepared to reach settlements and even to retreat when the conditions
become adverse. To achieve the best results, it is necessary to formulate our demands
in such a way that we can mobilise the general democratic opinion. The demands
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cannot be so fantastically divergent as to make one section of toilers feel difficult to
come forward to support the proposal".

Com. BTR further says: “The whole passage is replete with the wrong understanding.
It seems it is the business of our party to teach the workers to discharge their duties
allotted to them, i.e. give the production norms prescribed by the employers and the
onerous duties given by the bourgeois landlord Govt. It is our duty to teach the
workers and employees to fight against all exploitation, not go on asking them to act
as the obedient servant disciplined slaves of the ruling classes". Nobody asked the
workers to become obedient servants or fulfil the norms placed by the employer. But
it is BTR's argument that the worker can resort to individual devious practices, even to
corrupt practices, to escape from the present exploitation, instead of joining the ranks
of the conscious fighters and adopting organised methods of fighting against capitalist
exploitation.

Why does BTR criticise me when he himself says, "The CITU has repeatedly stated
that the workers and their organisations are prepared to undertake agreed norms of
production. This is the only correct attitude. Is the trade union movement taking this
attitude wherever it has got influence, or goes on winking at individual workers and
sections of workers adopting devious methods?” No use of preaching and trying to
condone weakness in 7U movement by philosophising as BTR does that "general
breakdown of the discipline has to be understood as the increasing breakdown of the
present order and has to be connected with the genuinely rebellious spirit challenging
the social order, transferring individual escapism Into class resistance.” This is exactly
what we want but is our TU movement seriously attempting to transfer this individual
escapism into real class resistance, whether it is carrying out the communist
understanding of the present situation as the growing loss of control of the
bureaucratic apparatus and as such, should turn it into a fighting resistance?

"The Central employees are part of the common people and they share in all the
shortcomings and evils of the present society, with all those that are exploited. If some
people forget that they are exploited and only see that many of them are corrupt or do
not fight corruption should that be the standpoint of party leaders also? To forget that
the Central and State employees are fighting the Govt. joining big bandhs called by
the party, voting for the party in the elections, raising funds for the party is to take the
attitude of non-political individuals. In the bandhs called by the Party, many have
their interests permanently injured through break in services, etc."

This is a characteristic feature of Com. BTR when certain defects or weakness in

the 7U movement or in the functioning are pointed out to counterpose the sacrifices
which the workers or the movement are undergoing and try to justify the failures. This
is not going to benefit the movement in any way. He himself has admitted, "It is a fact
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that many of the Central and State employees, at least the entire police force officials,
wide sections of railway workers, reservation clerks are corrupt one way or other.
This is what capitalist society, low wage, the morals of the present order has done to
them. This is not cured by the purification campaign but by common struggle and
fraternity." He goes on, "The public suffers from the corruption and also helps it. The
conduct of the employees implies high-handedness and arrogance. This can be cured
by development of growing ties between all sections by growing democratic and
common feeling." I do not know what he means by purification campaign, but only by
common struggle that this can be achieved. But it is exactly the reason why

our 7Uleadership should not close their eyes to the defect in the 7U movement and in
our own class, instead of trying to overcome them and direct the struggle and develop
their consciousness in the correct channels. I also do not understand what he means
"official corruption has not become an issue on which you can organise a struggle".

Does Com. BTR deny the attitude of a good chunk of State and Central Govt.
employees to the common people and their indulgence in corruption is alienating the
sympathy of the people?

I am also giving below the CC stand on these issues as per its resolution of Sept.

1974. It by-passes the issues I raised whether the present differentials on the basis of
need based minimum wage is a correct demand? Or whether the minimum bonus to be
increased yearly till it reaches 15% and later further increase, irrespective of whether
any concern — in medium or small scale industries — get profit or not? In fact, it
dismisses these issues on the ground that there is no possibility of either of these
taking place under the present system.

CC Resolution of Sept. 1974.
3) The Issue of need-based wages, and the Difference over its Formulation etc.

Questions are raised whether the demand for the need-based wage is correct or not.
Whether it was correct on the part of our 7U leadership to accept the Pay Commission
calculation of Rs. 314/- as the need based wage? Whether the need based formula as
accepted by the Tripartite agreement at the 15th Labour Conference is attainable at all
for large sections of the working class under the present social order?

Whether it is correct to defend the present differentials in the wage structure of the
employees and whether it is not necessary for our TU movement to educate the
working class that the present differentials cannot be maintained? And whether it was
correct to raise the demand for 15% bonus in all industries, irrespective of profits or
otherwise.
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The discussions in the PB on these above cited points show that there does not exist
any difference, whatever on the correctness of the 7U demand for a need-based
minimum wage, a demand that has come to be accepted by the entire 7U movement in
the country, following the Tripartite agreement after the 15th Labour conference.
Whether the need-based minimum wage, calculated in terms of 2700 calories, as
requirement for the average work of an adult is really a living wage or some more to
be added to it is not the subject matter of our differences. The issue whether it was
correct on the part of the leaders of the India Trade Union movement to have accepted
the demand for the need-based minimum wage in the year 1957, giving up the earlier
demand of /iving wage, also need not become a subject matter of any controversy.
Since our party is not the only force or the major force in the country's trade union
movement, since all other trade union centres had come to accept the demand of need-
based minimum wage, and since it had come to be accepted by the general working
class as a fairly reasonable demand, there is no need to raise any new discussion on
the issues.

The immediate job of our Party in the trade union movement is to widely popularise
the demand for need-based minimum wage, and to mobilise and organise the working
class to fight for its realisation wherever it is possible to achieve it.

The demand for need-based minimum wage, as an immediate fighting demand for the
entire working class, does not, however, mean that it is immediately realisable in all
the industrial, commercial and Govt. undertakings. Nor does it follow that the
individual branches, unions or national federations of workers and employees should
not raise any other demand short of the need-based wage that can be raised as a slogan
of action.

In some cases it may remain as a general propaganda slogan, in certain other cases it
may become a slogan of actions and still in some other cases the immediate fighting
demand might have to be considerably lowered than the present need-based minimum
wage, just as the case of our raising the demand that the railway workers to be treated
on par with the workers in the State owned industries and paid remuneration
accordingly.

It is true that under the existing capitalist and landlord order of society like ours, it is
neither possible to solve the problem of unemployment nor to provide all the families
(unit of three) even with the need-based minimum wage. It is also true that certain
small and medium industries may not afford to pay their workers with the need-based
wage and bonus decided upon from time to time. Equally true it is that the existing
national produce is so low, granting even an equitable distribution to all, that it cannot
meet the requirements of a need based minimum wage. Our party members should
know all these facts and educate the working people and the democratic public as to
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know all this and the state of affairs can be ended only by liquidating the exploitation
by the landlords, monopolist and their foreign collaborators, and by establishing a
People's Democratic State which alone can embark on speedy industrialisation and
liquidation of the poverty, unemployment and all the accompanying evils.

But our TU movement, which will have to formulate the demand of the need-based
minimum wage and mobilise and organise the working class to fight for its realisation,
cannot afford to undertake this task of exposure as its main plank. It cannot demand
the need-based minimum wage and in the same breath say that it is impossible to
secure it under the present set-up, that only a few sheltered industries can afford to
pay and that it can be secured only at the expense of other toiling poor, if at all it is
secured etc. Our Party's task of general propaganda for the liquidation of the present
social order and for the establishment of People's Democracy and Socialism, cannot
be a substitute for the evolving an immediate fighting slogan for a mass front even
such as the TU front.

The capitalists and the spokesmen of the bourgeois landlord govt., it should be
remembered, are in the habit of pointing out as to how the demand for need-based
minimum wage is beyond the present level of national production, how it amounts to
depriving other far less paid rural workers and unemployed from any improving of
their living standards, and how the small and medium employers, with no profits,
cannot afford to pay the need-based wage, etc. Such a propaganda is neither really
aimed at safeguarding the over-all interests of the society nor for improving the
conditions of the rural workers and the unemployed, nor it is intended to defending
the genuine interests of the small and medium industrialists who really suffer the
losses and go into bankruptcy not because of paying the need-based minimum wage
but mainly due-to the cut-throat competition and plunderous profits looted by the
monopolists and their foreign collaborators.

Our TU movement should effectively counter such mischievous propaganda of
enemies of the working class. It should be noted however that living conditions and
wages etc. of the workers in these industries are extremely bad and the workers are
often unable to secure for themselves the benefits of even existing legislations.
Nonetheless in fighting against these conditions the trade unions should realise the
competition that these industries are facing from the big ones which affect the
employment of the workers themselves. It should be the constant endeavour of the
trade union to combine their fight for living conditions in those industries with the
problems of competition etc. from big concerns. It should also come forward in
defence of such small and medium industrialists by demanding the credits on easy
terms, the supply of raw materials at reasonable prices, the providing of the marketing
facilities for their produce, rescuing them from attacks by the monopolists and their
foreign collaborators, and the lightening of burdens of tax imposts, etc. on them.
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It should be the endeavour of our trade union movement to constantly point out to
these small and medium industrialists that their industries face hardships and even
bankruptcy not because of the payment of the need-based minimum wage but
principally due to the pro-landlord, pro-monopolist and pro-foreign capitalist policies
of the Govt that severely restrict the expansion of home markets, that impede the rapid
industrialisation that enable the monopolists to devour the small and medium concerns
and that lead to the pauperisation of the vast masses at one and the amassing of wealth
by the few at the expense of the entire people. How to study the conditions of these
small and medium industries, how to formulate the slogans and demands of action in
these TUs and how to fight for the realisation of these demands or effect necessary
compromises in the course of the struggle, etc. are details that are beyond the scope of
this note.

4) Wage Differentials and Our Stand:

In formulating our attitude towards the issue of existing wage differentials we should
be clear that as communists we are opposed to the existing disparities in incomes of
the present social order and also uphold the principle that the difference between the
lowest paid and the highest paid should be drastically narrowed down. On that, there
exist no differences.

But the issue is raised whether it is correct on the part of our TU leadership to support
the present differentials in the pay structure in the matter of granting DA and whether
such stand does not amount to the supporting of the existing differentials between the
highest paid and lowest paid.

On a closer study and examination it is found that our upholding of the present
differentials has nothing to do with the issue of supporting the highest paid officials,
managers, directors and the like, put it is concerned mainly with the workers and other
middle class employees. It is said that the existing wage differentials be scrapped or
drastically reduced. Any such demand disrupts the existing unity in the TU movement
and plays into the hands of the employers and the government who are trying to drive
a wedge between the lowest paid employees and the middle class employees — all
under the pretext that the increase of wages and emoluments to the lowest paid is
becoming impossible because of "higher" wages and allowances to the middle class or
the white collar employees.

While it is our duty and necessity to uphold the cause of the masses of the most
oppressed and exploited sections of the working class, in formulating their day to day
demands, in organising and mobilising them for the struggles to realise their demands,
it is necessary to forge their unity with the middle class employees who are also wage
earners and oppressed, though not to the extent that the manual labourers and factory
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workers are subjected to. Striving for the unity between these two sections of the
employees, we should not have any hesitation to show preference to the demands and
struggles of the ordinary manual or industrial workers.

In case occasions arise when we will have to choose, instead of championing the
interests of both simultaneously, these and similar other questions will have to be
decided by the expediency of the confronted situation, and there is no principle
involved which shall lead to differences amongst us.

5) On the Demand for Bonus:

The issue was raised whether the demand for the increase of the bonus from the
present 8 1/3% to 15% at the rate of 1% per year is correct, if no account is taken into
about the small and medium industrialists who may not be in a position to pay, and
whether it is not necessary to raise the demand that in paying the bonus preference
should be given to the low paid employees, so that their pay comes more and more
nearer to the need based wage than simultaneously paying the bonuses to the higher
income bracket. It is also asked as to what the rationale is behind the demand for 8
1/3% or its increase up to 15%.

The demand for bonus which the TU movement has raised is a demand for the
increase of the wages of the employees, reducing the share of profits for the
employers. After a prolonged agitation and struggles the Govt. has come to accept the
demand of paying 8 1/ 3% bonus, treating it as a deferred wage.

The govt. has also exempted all small enterprises, employing 20 and less persons,
from paying the bonus. It exempted the employees on the Rlys. postal and telegraphs,
Defence, the Central, State and Local Boards who constitute huge numbers from the
benefit of securing the bonus. Further, the govt. took power to exempt any employer
from paying the bonus, if it is satisfied on his application that his financial position is
unsound to be able to pay the bonus prescribed by law. As things stand, the demand
for stipulated percentage of bonus, say 5% or 8 1/3% or 15% at the rate of 1%
increase per year has no scientific basis except that it is a demand for increasing the
emoluments of the employees, cutting the size of the profits to a certain extent. It is
evolved in the process of struggle by different TU centres, and in the course of several
years. The CITU's demand that it should go up to 15% with the increase of 1% per
year need not be construed yet as the last and final word on the subject, nor it would
necessarily become an immediate slogan of action, acceptable to different centres of
the TU movement and the working class in general. It is a propaganda slogan raised
by our CITU's demand that it should go up to 15% with the increase of 1% per year
need not be construed yet as the last and final word on the subject, nor it would
necessarily become an immediate slogan of action, acceptable to different centres of
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the TU movement and to the working class in general. It is a propaganda slogan raised
by our CITU in its memorandum, in demarcation to several other reformist TU centres
which are ever ready to please their capitalist patrons with lesser rate of bonus
demand. What shape it takes in future and how other TU centres react to the CITU
demand of 15% and what becomes the catching demand for the next round of struggle
for its increase etc. will have to be seen. There need be no controversy in this regard.

The struggle for securing 8 1/3% bonus, a thing which is denied by the Govt. for lakhs
of employees in different undertakings, still remains a tough one before the TU
movement in the country. The Govt. and employers are trying their utmost either to
avoid paying the 8 1 /3% or to withholding it on one plea or another. At the present
stage there is no danger of 8 1/3% bonus demand immediately harming and ruining
the small and medium enterprises when the Govt. has already exempted the
enterprises employing 20 or less workers, and when on application of incapacity to
pay the bonus the Govt. has the power to exempt such an applicant.

The question of small and medium losing concerns or concerns securing marginal
profits, as to what the reasons are for such a state of affairs and how to defend them,
etc. should not be linked with the demand for wage and bonus by the 7U movement.
However, our document on 7U Tasks has already asked us to take into account the
concrete conditions prevailing in these industries while putting forward demands for
action.

Similarly, as far as the employees in our TUs are concerned i.e. with the differential
wages ratio of 1:3, the demand for higher rate of bonus to the low paid and medium
paid, in preference to the high paid, though looks justifiable from the angle of
securing the minimum or near minimum need based wage for the low paid, there is
every danger of dividing the employees on this issue, and thus weaken the thrust of
the united movement. At any rate, under the present state of affairs in

the 7U movement in our country, and its level of consciousness and organisation, the
raising of such demands is not helpful to advance our 7U movement.

IV. Other Differences

I. T have already said that there were and are sharp differences in P.B. about
ideological issues: (1) Mao's Contradictions (2) Extent of criticism we can have to
level against Chinese Left Deviation and Soviet Right Deviations and their foreign
policies of befriending reactionary governments and taking stand that harm the
peoples struggles in these countries against their reactionary Governments while
highlighting their socialist achievements and their contribution to the struggle against
imperialism; (3) How to struggle to reforge unity of International Communist
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Movement and the role other CPs and Socialist countries are playing etc. These I am
not detailing here.

II. The differences on the analysis and attitude we had taken are taking to the ruling
Congress and bourgeois Rightist opposition parties and Opposition combination from
1969. As a running thread, which has a bearing to the present day tactics to be adopted
to fight Indira Congress or Government's declaration of Emergency of 26th June 1975
and its one party authoritarian rule. This I have dealt within section I.

III. There are sharp differences in the understanding of our party programme and the
development of our freedom struggle, and of the Communist Movement in India,
which has a day-to-day reflection on our every day functioning. I do not want to go
into detail, but to understand the background of differences between BTR and myself,
it is necessary for the comrades to know them. This can be broadly understood if my
comments on extracts from Com. BTR's Lectures in Kerala Study Circle, for training
Party teachers is circulated Appendix 2 to my note on P .B. Differences to CC given
to them in the beginning of 1974.

Section IV.
On Agrarian Problems

The differences on this question are clinched by a CC resolution, after extensive inner
party discussion in 1973 Movement meeting. But still in implementing them, there are
differences and doubts about the correctness of some of the conclusions and
guidelines given in it, are being raised by important leading comrades and States. But
I am not enumerating them here. A functioning P.B. can take necessary decisions
referring to the CC issues that arise from time to time.

V. Differences with other PBMs:

Before I take up the differences on Party Organisation and Party Building and the P.B.
functioning, which ultimately made me to come to the decision of resigning from the
post of General Secretary and from P.B., I want to make it clear that I have not gone
into my differences with other PBMs, on all these and other issues. But I have dealt
with my differences with Com. BTR because whatever other PBM's difference with
Com BTR may be a majority of them seems to be in broad agreement with him on
many of these issues, like Joint Actions with Jana Sangh, on TUdifferences and on a
number of organisational issues. Over years I find myself in the untenable position of
being in minority and many a time alone. So to further continue as G.S., or in the P.B.
which has to be a homogenous functioning team and not merely a decision making
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broader committee, is harmful and hence I decided to resign. It is not necessary to
narrate my differences with other PBM's on these issues.

VI. Differences on organisation and on building of the Party Organisation, P.B.
Functioning:

1. Building of unexposed part of the Communist Party

Party programme lays it down that our party must be prepared to face any twists and
turns. The Tactical Line lays down that it is necessary to build underground units in
villages, in factories, shops and departments. C.C. resolutions of 1967 and 1973
(Muzaffarpur reiterated this aspect) Muzaffarpur C.C. resolution lays it that CC
should get report and review about the progress of this organisation of secret units
every 6 months. But except in terror ridden areas in certain parts of our country
nowhere else this has been attempted. Practically every member, every candidate,
every sympathiser is exposed and open, in all sectors, and even in Government
Services.

Though every PBM and CCM agrees and stresses the urgent necessity of it no steps
are taken to get it done. The main reason is that in our anxiety to develop our contact,
our influence and mass movements rapidly, utilising the legal opportunities that are
available, we make every PM and contact to work openly, associate with our offices,
demonstrations, rallies and struggles openly and expose them. As a serious
revolutionary party wedded to the cause of successful revolution, we forget that our
party is bound to be attacked by our class enemy and must always consciously build a
secret part of the party, and a secret apparatus. Keeping this in view, we must always
keep as many PMs and contacts as possible unexposed, in every mass organisation, in
every place, village or factory or institution. Only those whom we want to openly
work must be known to the people as Communist Party members, the rest unknown to
anybody else as members must carry on the activities in different fronts, among
different sections. The work will be slower if we have to keep a considerable section
secret and work secretly than when we work openly and legally. Yet in the interests of
our movement and revolution, we must keep as many members as possible secret,
while deputing a considerable section to work openly utilising the legal possibilities.
But carried away by "legalistic and parliamentary illusions” we have been completely
neglecting this aspect of secret party building and the development of mass
organisations without endangering the secret part of the movement.

Without going into many details, to illustrate the different concepts, of how to build
secret part of the party held by PBM's, I give two or three examples.
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I made in my report of CC in February 1970, the following suggestion. "In choosing
the priority areas, another idea inherent in this is that our party should not function in
its own name except when it can wield sufficient mass influence and mass
organisational position on the basis of which it could face the enemy attacks and
expand. In all other places, the party should function secretly.

"The present day conception of imitating the pattern of work of the strong areas, in all
our weaker and weakest areas should be abandoned. There the necessity of working
with other democratic forces or even mass organisations led by reactionary forces (in
all mass organisations or even in other political parties — P.S. 1975) is to be
emphasised.

"Underlying this selection of areas is also the fact that our party is subject to brutal
repression at any moment, and as such we must keep as many of its members as
possible from being exposed and keeping always a secret apparatus to fall back
whenever necessary while utilising every legal possibility and scope available to the
maximum allowing a section of the party openly to develop mass movement. This is
also a departure from our present day practice and functioning based on Constitutional
illusions, and essentially oriented to elections from panchayat to parliament and taking
up economic struggles without politicalising the masses and without consolidating the
influence which we gain, into a strong organisation and party. With revolutionary
conception of party organisation, we have to set to work patiently to organise the
party, only then we would break the old reformist and revisionist practice.

"Even in stronger areas or in priority regions where our party can function openly in
its own name, the question of priority areas priority of class fronts, how much of our
cadre should be kept secret, the question of combining open and secret activities the
question of penetrating the enemy apparatus have all to be kept and planned out.

"If the existing leading cadre are not saved, if only some new cadres are let, this work
of coordination and leading the whole mass and the party organisation in case of real
terror and repression or in conditions of illegality could not be carried out effectively
by new cadre alone, who have not been in actual movement and organisation and who
have not yet gained the confidence of the party members and committees.

"So the only way to prepare for such a contingency is general awareness that our party
1s at any moment prone to be attacked by the reactionary ruling classes either directly
or by hired goondas, creating all sorts of provocations and that we should be ever
ready to face it. At different levels from village to top, from Branch Secretary to the
General Secretary, we should keep arrangements whenever the political situation
warrants us to go secret from enemy's eyes not only from Government but from
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its verified agents. They should also keep necessary arrangements to continue with
each other at different levels.

"It is necessary that a few cadres who are to be stationary at least for comparatively
stable periods, suitable shelters in places which cannot easily be raided by the police
are to be arranged. But for most of our cadre, the best place is with the people in
villages, work places in towns, and constant counter-watching, shifting from one area
to other, ready to defend physically against any sudden surprise raid (in areas of terror
and sure torture and 1975) by the enemy. They are to be mobile, with the people,
fighting and defending themselves and before the net closes in, slipping through. They
should train their seconds who can take their place in case they fall to succeed in
avoiding the enemy net.

“At least from now, do not get new recruits from being exposed as party members.

"In mass organisations, even in our strong areas, where we are functioning in our own
name, some of the leading comrades should be functioning openly in the name of our
party, but some will be functioning as ordinary workers even without being known as
being our party members, sympathisers, but knowing necessary developments, links
and contacts in those very mass organisation and who can pick up the party and mass
organisation links and continue the work, wielding the whole influence of the party,
without their personal name being or his contact getting exposed. This is possible only
if each mass organisation functions on its own (initiative) and our party units in these
organisations can function on their own initiative (without waiting for guidance on
every issue from above, their leaders).

"Further some of the cadre who are not yet known as our party members, have to
burrow themselves in different mass organisations which are under the influence of
other parties, while further enhancing their Communist consciousness and discipline
and become more and more capable Communists. So when our own mass
organisations or known cadre are picked up, these cadre in different parties and in
different mass organisations under this apparent garb, should be able to supplement
the open cadres and lead the organisations and develop the movement.

"As for keeping our party cadre in Government services or some key or public sector
industries alone, unknown, while the cadre in the non Government services or in
private sector, all kept open, it is fallacious. It is true that our comrades are likely to be
thrown out from Government services or from public sector and key industries than
from the private sector, as per service conduct rules. But the essential principle in both
cases should be, that whenever the mass organisation and democratic movement (level
of political consciousness) in an establishment, factory or industry or area is not
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sufficiently strong to prevent such victimisation, there the necessary precautions not to
expose as many cadre as possible, should be taken.

"Yet we should also be prepared to some of these cadre getting exposed and
victimised if any activity in those sectors is to be developed. Whether these cadre are
known as formal members of our party or not, their very activity will rouse the
suspicions of authorities and employers and they will find excuses to draw them out.
Even in public sector and the Government services if our cadre do not carry out these
activities of mass organisation and of party building, keeping all off activity in the
name of not getting exposed, will only demoralise them and gradually make them go
away from our party and from political activity. The most essential thing is that we
should teach them how to function in the mass organisations and mass activities and
struggles without declaring themselves as Communists and without getting
themselves easily identified with CPI (M). If in one place they get exposed or get
victimised they may have to be shifted to some other areas or sectors and function in a
different name, or on different front, if necessary".

To these suggestions of mine, Com BTR's reaction is as follows: “How will the Party
in other states broaden itself and the movement. Here the main link is united front
activities, may be on a modest scale, working through other parties with some popular
base also has to be adopted as one of the methods. Whether the party everywhere
should work openly or secretly is to be decided taking into consideration the concrete
situation. 1'5S wants to apply a right rule which is incorrect. Advantage has to be taken
of the legalities and open appeal of the party. Broad links are to be established. It
should be however a cardinal principle that all membership be not exposed".

This is the modest criticism of my stand. But in the name of "taking advantage of
legality and appeal of the party" and demand mass activity, and carrying on Red
Banner to newer areas left unexposed in any front, Com. MB is more devastating. In
his Note dated April 20, 1970:

"The building up of the party to meet all the eventualities: The party organisation, as it
stands today, is not at all in good shape, even as purely legal functioning body not to
speak of building an illegal apparatus demanded of any genuine Communist Party.....
All of us agree that it is absolutely necessary and we have practically nothing of the
kind till now. Every PM is exposed and the entire work is conducted on the bourgeois
legalistic pattern.

'"The concept of building an illegal apparatus along with a legally existing party is
something which should not be confused with the idea of building an essentially
illegal party, in the conditions when legal possibilities or existence still prevail. Such
an attempt is unrealistic and is bound to fail. The struggle to defend the legality of the
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party should be sustained and never abandoned while simultaneously we should be
taking necessary steps to set up a skeleton illegal apparatus.

"The question is what is actually meant by an illegal apparatus and what are its
functions in the conditions of legal existence of the Party? Keeping a part of the
membership and a number of cadre unexposed, the work in the enemy's state
apparatus, the setting up of secret press, ensuring safe running of the party even after
surprise attacks by the enemy, arranging of dumps for literature and other materials
and the building up secure shelters for the UG leadership, besides the setting up some
safe political shelter for the leading committees at an advanced stage.

"All this of course, does not come into existence by mere resolution and wishes of the
party leadership. It will be forged mainly by the necessity forced by the course of
struggle though conscious efforts on the part of leadership surely help the process.
This is what at least, our experience so far tells us (underline mine). But the pity is
that today, there is not even the immediate political awareness of this aspect in the
overwhelming members of our party let alone taking any concrete steps in this regard.

“The two general suggestions by some of our PBMs regarding this aspect do not
correctly meet our requirements. One is that some prominent members of our leading
bodies, from PB, SC and DC should go UG without risking any surprise attacks on the
party. This according to me is politically harmful and the probable gains of such a step
are doubtful and the positive harm evident. (This suggestion is made by two other
PBMs. I too opposed this in 1975).

"This second suggestion is about the backward weak areas where new PMs are to be
kept secret and to be instructed not to work under the party flag openly (MB's italics),
but do clandestine work as members of other parties or mass organisations, if any
were existing in the respective localities. This, apart from meeting the needs or
otherwise of setting UG apparatus which is doubtful, does not answer the actual needs
of the movement (i.e.) the strong States, districts and areas which are likely to be
attacked at any time. Hence the discussion is scrappy and requires more detailed
analysis before we decide one way or the other".

First Com. MB reduces the whole thing to one of setting up UG apparatus, secondly
he ignores that my suggestions cover the strong areas as well. Thirdly, I feel his whole
argument reduces itself to one of justifying the status quo "because conscious efforts
help" but that it will be forged mainly by the necessity forced by the course of
struggles.... It is this theory that resulted in 7 PBMs remaining open, since they are
not picked up by the Government and as such can continue to be OG. In some States
all leaders are open, Further this OG business of most of top leadership even after 3rd
July 1975 PB resolution and CC resolution of September 2, about the prolonged
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character of Emergency and the need to work more and more secretly, is rather
curious.

Another example of wrong understanding regarding the secret work or penetration
into the State apparatus is evident from the controversy over UP armed constables'
struggle: "When PAC happenings and army suppressing them went on, I (PS) was in
Sultanpur. I drafted a statement on behalf of UP Secretariat of CPI (M), with their and
Com. Konar's consent released to the press.

"The Secretariat holds the Government responsible for these serious developments. It
has refused to redress the genuine grievances of the police and head constables of
PAC and civil police, and refused to allow even- free association of these sections of
police, without their officers dominating them, so that they can represent their
grievances directly to the Government. The Government knows only one way using
the police or army to suppress every people's move for getting redressal of their just
grievances. The Government is facing the nemesis of their brutal repressive policies.
It must realise that civil police or armed police or even the army ranks do come from
the common toiling masses and they cannot be used for ever to suppress the people's
demands...."

This statement was not published in any paper. The copy was not received by
Swadhinta or People's Democracy. Com. POG and Jyoti thought better not to issue
any statement or write an editorial but write a note. Com. Ramdass wrote one and
brought it to me to be checked as per Com. Jyoti's instructions who was in charge of
the P.D. At my suggestion he included the following sentence: "Even the monopolist
press had to firmly reject this (the accusation that politicians are behind — PS)
accusation as it is that no serious political party would encourage trade union in the
armed forces.”

A few days after this write up in PD Shri Fernandes and Madhu Limaye came out in
support of the UP PAC demand for TU rights and recognition of their union. Two
weeks later the CITU Secretariat met and with Com BTR's concurrence issued a
statement which along with other issues contains the following para on PAC. "The
secretariat of the CITU condemned the repressive measures on PAC in UP, who were
merely fighting for trade union rights and elementary human conditions of living. The
CITU Secretariat is of the opinion that the police have as much right to form a trade
union as any other section of the working class. The PAC developments revealed the
bankruptcy of the Congress regime and showed how one section after another is being
driven to desperate action to defend its minimum interest."

When this statement came for PD to be printed Com. Ramdass wrote a Note to BTR
pointing out earlier PS's insertion — "though negatively put, the idea that was to be
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conveyed was that our Party is definitely not in favour of trade unions in any section
of the armed forces.... My personal opinion is that earlier position should not be
reversed without a proper discussion at whatever level it is. My suggestion is PD
prints the communique without this para.” Com. BTR insisted that the para has to go,
and that is in consonance with our party programme. It was printed in PD.

I raised this issue in PB circulating all the Notes on the subject. I drew the attention of
PBMs to the para in the party programme, dealing with this. It says "The PO
Government will infuse the armed forces with the spirit of patriotism, democracy and
service to the people. It will ensure them with maximum possible opportunities for
cultural life as well as education and well being of their children". This cannot be
equated as if our party advocates formation of TUs for them: I also pointed out to
them though our U.F. Govt. in Bengal had recognised the Non-Gazetted Police
Association, later in the course of discussions in the PC or among the PBMs, it was
commonly accepted that kind of open recognition (or advocacy) was misplaced. It
only exposed democratic minded police and our links in the police and made them the
targets of victimisation and destruction of whatever organisation that could be built
up. But it is true there was no formal decision of PB".

In the course of discussion in the PB, the majority supported BTR's stand though most
of them said that the different stand of BTR (which was in contradiction to the earlier
stand in PD) could have been avoided. BTR agreed to draft a statement. I am giving
the concerned paras, and also points I did not agree, but gave my amendments. But PB
did not clinch the issue.

"Lenin enjoined on communist party to carry on work among them (Police and armed
personnel) including the work of organising the party. By the very nature, such work
cannot be open work.

“The PAC revolt and the demand of armed police personnel for recognition of TU
rights has raised the question how a serious revolutionary party like us should look at
this demand.

"The question arises because under a bourgeois-landlord regime which requires a
completely loyal and ruthless police and armed machine to repress the people a
practical attempt to enforce a legal and open enforcement of trade union rights is not
possible and leads to exposure of the fighting elements (Replace liquidation of any
such organisation. P.S.).

"This realisation of the party is not shared by the broad democratic masses nor by the
policemen etc., who stand in urgent need of the enforcement of their demands through
collective efforts. In actual fact, policemen at several places have in the past formed
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organisations often in association with officers which have secured recognition. The
Government has not refused to recognise such joint organisations ipso facto. But
obviously they could not deliver the goods.

“We regard policemen as part of the toiling masses, recruited from the families of
toilers, ill-paid and with no rights and recognition the absolute justness of their desire
to form fighting class organisations of their own. This was one of the issues of PAC
struggle. It was therefore wrong to state as was stated in P.D. editorial that no serious
party will advocate trade unionism in armed forces, etc.

"When the demand for trade union rights is concretely raised- the party has to support
it. But in supporting it care should be taken to see that we do not by implication create
an illusion that open forms of trade union organisation, agitation, and forms of
struggle are available for this strategic section. Advocacy of trade union rights is often
undertaken to mean advocacy of open functioning and all the other activities
associated with the trade union movement. (This is the real issue at dispute and not
building secret organisation among the armed personnel — PS 1975.) In this respect
the sentence in the CITU statement that the police have as such right to form trade
unions as any other section may serve to obliterate the vital difference in conditions
under which the two sections are struggling. It is not correct to place the support for
trade union rights of the strategic sections in rigid form. Besides, contradictory
statements on the same issue should be avoided in future in the Party organ".

I moved that these two last paras be replaced by the following:

"In such conditions it is necessary for our party to try to influence the fighting
elements among the police and armed personnel to realise the limitations of normal
trade union and other legal organisations, and the absolute necessity of secret-fighting
organisation which can keep up links with the other organisations of the masses, for
achieving even their limited day to day demands leave alone for final overthrow of
this class rule itself.

“When this question of organisation and recognition of UP Police Karamchari
Association (which excluded the officers) became an issue it was correct and enough
to say as the UP Party Secretariat said. This Government has refused to redress the
genuine grievances of the police and head constables of the PAC and civil police and
even free associations of these sections of police without their officers dominating
them, so that they can represent their grievances directly to the Government.

"It is not necessary to state in PD as Com. PS instructed "Even the Monopolist
Press conscious as it is that no serious political party would encourage trade
unionism in the armed forces".
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But at the same time, it is also not necessary to assert a few weeks later that "PAC was
merely fighting for TU rights... they have as much right to form a TU as any other
section of the working class". It is also wrong because it encourages the wrong
understanding of the way in which the work among the police and armed forces is to
be conducted. Further for Com. BTR to insist that this part of the statement of UCTU
should be printed in PD perhaps to counter "the damage" done by the earlier, without
discussing in the PB is not conducive for proper functioning of the party.

But PB did not take any decision on the Draft and amendments.

I only want to add that in my report to CC in 1970 February I have dealt how we have
to work in these sections, but it could not be discussed and no steps are taken. "This
failure comes from running after apparent possibilities of legal work and mass
upsurge with which we are unable to cope with".

If the understanding of PBMs and CCMs continues to be different, any "so-called"
agreed or majority decisions in practice continue to be interpreted differently and
practised as per each one's understanding: That is why the organisational principle, of
International Communist Movement, smaller bodies like PB or Secretariat should be
homogenous. In any case after years of hotter controversies, if I can come to the
conclusion, that I should no more continue to be GS or a member of PB, I do it
because further drift could do greater harm to the party.

I might have struggled on if at least PB has been functioning or at least [ am in tune
with the majority of them broadly on major issues. I do not claim I am right on all the
issues raised. It is for the CC, if necessary for party Congress, to decide it. But once
the decisions are taken they have to be implemented. But this is not so. Let me go into
the functioning.

The P.B. Functioning

In my Note "On Politbureau Differences" to be submitted to CC but circulated only to
PBMs in August 1972 and with certain additions and amendments to CC in January
1974, I have stated:

"The differences that started developing in the PB immediately after the Party
Congress of 1968, mainly arise in concretely applying the party's political and
organisational line to the developing events and in relation to existing capacity of our
party and our leadership especially at the Central level. They have manifested
themselves on political and ideological questions as well as mass organisations, both
on the demands they have to raise and the way they have to function. These problems
as they came up, those that could not be clinched, were postponed to avoid conflict in
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the PB hoping to arrive at common understanding in course of time, many a time
when the differences became so acute, then any forcing of them will, instead of
helping the PB or party functioning, would affect even the minimum tasks we are
carrying on. Many of these issues we did not want to take to central committee,
because our past experience had shown that when the PB itself was sharply divided,
taking such issues to Central Committee, would only divide the CC and the party and
not unify it. This (gradual) drifting of the PB on many issues has ultimately resulted in
the practice of non-interference with each other. However immediate and difficult the
political and organisational jobs, each member may take up, each has become more or
less autonomous, within broad frame work of our party line, even with some gross
violations some time." August 1973.

I have already quoted what Com. BTR's estimate of the situation inside PB, I have
dealt with sharp differences that are there between me and Com. BTR and a majority
of PBMs, in the previous sections. Now I deal with some of the methods which are
being adopted and which are a major factor in destroying the PB functioning. In my
Note "On PB Differences" circulated to CCMs in January 1974, I wrote the following:

"During all these years (3 to 4) neither Com. BTR nor PR ever submitted a Note for
discussion in the PB about the problems they are facing in trade union movement and
how they propose to tackle them. (To be more exact, they did not submit a report
about the relative strength of TUs affiliated to CITU vis-a-vis the workers employed
or in relation to the Union membership and influence of other trade unions, the
membership of the party, their level, constitution of fraction committees and their
functioning, the decisions taken with regard to the issues that arise from the TU
movement in these fractions etc.) They decide what they consider correct, sometimes
both agreed, but sometimes differing but carry on without bringing them even to PB.
The party comes into the picture only after they decide the issues and to the extent the
trade union organisation required the help of the party for implementing these
decisions.

"This practice is a continuation of the old practice of the united Communist
movement, the trade union leaders functioning independently of the party. It is a fact
that PB leaders BTR and PR, when they attend conferences of CITU in various States
or TU Committee meetings give suggestions to them on the various issues they are
facing. They do not go through the local party committees but directly through TU
channels and party cadres in these TUs. The plea may be that in different States,
responsible party comrades are there in the TUs and if they approach either Com.
BTR or Com. PR, they consider dealing with them in such matters, as problems posed
by respective party committees. I consider this practice unhealthy and in the long run
harmful: I do insist that when the trade union cadre approach these comrades directly
for guidance, these comrades' first job is to ask them whether, they have discussed
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these issues in the corresponding party units. If the local party units have not given
proper advice or they differ from the advice given, whether they approached the
higher committees the State Committee before they approached the all India centre.
Even if they do not do this, after listening to them, these comrades' job is to take up
with the State Committees concerned and through them give the necessary
instructions. Otherwise conflicts between Central leaders and State leaders will get
intensified as in old days.”

These practices have led to "certain important decisions with regard to major (all India
wide) strikes having been taken by the trade union comrades on their own without
ever raising these problems first, even in PB as 1968 All India Central Government
employees strike and LRSA strike of August 1973, or Central Government Employees
strike or call for strike on May 10 1974. My main objection is, such things like All
India General Strike of the Central Govt. Employees to be decided by one or two PB
comrades, without discussing the possibilities and making necessary preparations for
it is a wrong method. It is exactly such a procedure in 1960, all of us criticised when
Dange took such a decision without taking the party into confidence. The point to be
noted is that, the trade union leadership functions independently of the party, and it is
for the rest of the party to back up and implement the decisions taken by TU
leadership. If this type of functioning continues in future too, in the trade unions, they
are bound to develop independently unrelated to the whole party organisation, the
conflict would increase between TU leaders and the party organisations. (In spite of
this pointing out, still 1973 LRSA strikes on May 10, 1975 call for strike, have taken
place. This is the scant respect of the TU leaders have got for other PB colleagues and
to G.S.).

This practice also led to bypassing the State Committees and conflict arising between
TU leaders and State Party leaders, there have been conflicting estimates of TU cadres
in West Bengal between BTR and the Secretary of West Bengal and also on directions
given by Central TU leaders to certain West Bengal comrades. On the question of our
attitude towards BMS and implementation of CC resolution of Wage Freeze
Convention which included BMS, there had been sharper differences between the
advice or discussion held by BTR with certain prominent trade union leaders. Certain
elements in West Bengal took advantage of their talks with BTR, and started
challenging the West Bengal Party leadership on this issue. These elements got
encouragement from their talks with BTR and utilising the differences between PDG
and Jyoti Basu, started factional grouping against the State leadership especially
against PDG. Facing already a continuous semi fascist terror and extremely difficult
situation, and certain wrong methods of functioning in West Bengal State and existing
differences between the two PB leaders from the State, Com. BTR's methods of
discussion with individual TU leaders, only helped to encourage the factional
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elements. Whether he is conscious of it or not, his methods are leading him to
factional functioning.

The Kanpur Issue:

The most glaring example of this kind of functioning is the Kanpur issue. I was in
touch and guiding the UP committee from the time we were released from detention
in 1966 April, with Com. Surjit helping me, (though quite a number of times we
differed on certain issues.)

In Kanpur city, the party from the beginning is divided into two factions, one headed
by Com. Ravi Sinha and the other headed by Com. Ram Ashrey. This grouping was
there, between them, even when the party was united one. Com. Ram Ashrey joined
CPI (M) only in the beginning of 1966, vacillating all the time during 1965-66. Both
were sheltering and justifying their supporters, even when they were indulging in very
damaging anti-party activities. Com Ravi Sinha, during U.G. days of 1965-66, was
shielding the extremist elements, and allowed them to dominate Kanpur City D.C. All
of them were to be thrown out by the State Committee, when the Naxalite disruption
took place in 1967 September. But after that it was the turn of Com. Ram Ashrey to
defend Anand Madhav and his group who had been keeping contact with these
extremists and carrying on activities against the party and against the decision of the
CC.

There were disagreements on conducting TU struggles in Kanpur in different Textile
and Jute mills, on the question of candidates in Assembly and Parliament election of
1967 Municipal election 0f1968, and again 1969 mid-term elections, 1971
Parliamentary election, on TU office bearers elections — all on factional basis; The
State Committee had to intervene again and again. It threw out a good number of
active elements, of both the groups, but could not take action against the main leaders
of these factions Com. Ravi and Com. Ram Ashrey. It deputed Com Shiva Verma,
secretariat member of UP Committee to function as the secretary Kanpur Committee
with his head quarters there. But the situation did not improve. Com. Ram Ashrey and
his supporters, including Subhashini Sehgal, Daulat etc. were more influential in Jute
and Textile Mill workers, than Ravi and his supporters.

Ultimately Anand Madhav was to be expelled by the State Committee for his Naxalite
connections and for his anti-party activities. Com. Ram Ashrey continued to defend
Anand Madhav and opposed his expulsion. The whole group including Ram Ashrey,
Subhashini, Daulat etc. were suspended from party membership and asked to explain
why further action could not be taken. This was communicated to them after CC
endorsing it at its Muzaffarpur meeting.
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Com. Ram Ashrey passed away (before the decision could be conveyed) in the
hospital while under treatment due to reaction of glucose injection. His whole group,
started vile propaganda that for his death Com. Shiva Verma and the party was
responsible. Devasena his daughter, pulled off angrily the Red Flag placed on the
dead body by Com Shiva Verma. Another of his supporter Kamal gave a fist cuff on
Com. Shiva Verma's face. The funeral of Ram Ashrey was managed by Anand
Madhav and Subhashini, excluding Shiva Verma and Ravi Sinha. A virulent
campaign was unleashed against Shiva Verma and Shankar Dayal Tewari in a number
of condolence meetings organised by Anand Madhav, Daulat, Devasena and
Subhashini.

Subhashini was called by PBMs (BTR, PR and PDG) and was persuaded to give a
statement dissociating herself from Anand Madhav and his group and their pro-
Naxalite activities. She undertook to get similar statements from others. But she
continued her links, and continued functioning in close association with the group.
Her group earlier expelled Ravi and his followers from Suti Mill Mazdoor Union and
filled the Executive with their own supporters. Ravi at the instructions of State
Secretariat removed the records and furniture of the Union and started functioning,
from another place. PB disapproved the action and asked both the sections to restore
the status quo ante with regard to mass organisation. Subhashini group did not
dissolve the new Executive they formed and as such Ravi continued to function, under
the direction of State Secretariat from the new place.

What further action is to be taken against Subhashini and her group was discussed,
and it was decided that all of them be given another opportunity to sign the statement
dissociating from the activities of Anand Madhav. Com. PR told them they could add
to the statement a sentence that they had never supported Anand Madhav's pro-
Naxalite and anti-party activities.

I opposed PR's action and demanded their expulsion. When the issue was taken to CC
in July 1973 1 did not oppose the suggestions of the PB, that Com. PR and JB to go to
Kanpur and meet them to listen to their complaints, and after pinpointing their
mistakes and violation of the Party decisions, if they pledge that they would abide by
the decisions of UP State Committee, the suspension be removed, without
withdrawing the charges, till their full explanations were received and final decision
regarding them was taken. I could not agree. If this type of functioning independently
unrelated to the whole party organisation, the conflict would increase between the TU
and the party organisation.

These are the grounds on which I tender my resignation for GS and PB membership.
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