
the capitalist stage of development. Such skipping is, Jwwever, 
-only one of the possible forms of the non-capitalist path. The
UAR and to a lesser extent, Burma, have given us other examples
,of the same path. In the former, for instance, capitalism had
developed to the stage of monopoly.

Specific features apart, the non-capitalist path is perfectly 
feasible for all countries facing the task of completing the na
,tional-democratic revolution and where mature, fully developed 
capitalism has not yet come into being as the basis of the entire 
:national economy. 

The relevant question here is: can the non-monopoly nation�! 
.bourgeoisie, both urban and rural, still play a role in the com• 
pletion of the national-democratic revolution? Or has it exhaus
ted all its progressive potential? If it can no longer play any 
:role, the stage of the revolution is that of socialism. Neither 
people's democracy nor national democracy will then be appro-
priate. What will then be required is one or another form ol 
proletarian statehood to carry through a socialist programme. 

This would be skipping a necessary stage in the revolutionary 
process. This would be ignoring a necessary transitional period 
through over-anxiety to at once rush to socialism. This would 
lose the working class important allies, would split the revo
lutionary ranks and isolate the working class and its party. This 
would be a familiar enough 'left' deviation, characteristic of the 
ideology of Trotskyism. For all those who agree that the na
tional-democratic revolution is yet to be completed in India, the 
non-capitalist path is an inevitable corollary. 

VIII. PEACEFUL TRANSITION AS A FORM OF
REVOLUTION 

Having outlined the strategy and tactics of the national
•<lemocratic stage of the revolution, the CPI Programme take3 
up for discussion the problem of the possible form of the revo
lution i.e., the concrete new opportunities that have opened up 
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for the national-democratic forces in their bid for revolutionary 
seizure of power. This is the problem of peaceful transition. 

The working class and its allies have always favoured the 
possibility of peaceful transition. Contrary to the slanders of 
the enemy, the revolutionary class is always the most humane 
class, the standard bearer of humanism and the rightful inlieritor 
of all that humanity has created in its millennia of endeavour. 
Marx, Engels and Lenin always insisted that peaceful transition 
best suited the interests of the working class, entailing the least 
possible sacrifice and loss of life of the revolutionaries. 

Marxists-Leninists have never made a cult of violence, unlike 
:some anarchists and terrorists. The classical teachings of scienti
fic socialism never contain a hidebound formula that violence 
and bloodshed alone are the hallmarks of 'true' revolution. His
tory does not provide just one single and simple lesson, i.e., that 
·political power always comes from the barrel of a gun'.

At the same time Marxism-Leninism has always insisted that
the reactionary ruling class would never 'surrender' its power,
that it would not shrink from the most vile of stratagems to
attempt to remain the masters of social wealth. Hitherto, the
reactionary ruling class has been able to frush·ate the desire of
the working class and its allies to make the peaceful transition
tci socialism. The best examples of this are the October 1917
Revolution and the Chinese Revolution. If the Bolsheviks and
the Chinese Communists had been able to effect a peaceful
transition, they would have done so gladly.

We know how Lenin envisaged the possibility of a peaceful 
transition to socialism after the February 1917 Revolution and 
till about July when it was counter-revolution that put the bayo
net on the agenda. Mao Tse-tung also in his report on coalition 
government to the Seventh Congress of the Communist Party 
,of China in 1945 stressed the need to strive to the utmost fo::
negotiations with Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang in order 
to effect a peaceful transition to people's democracy. 

Thus, contrary to the prejudiced view of some inveterate 
slanderers of the CPI, peaceful transition is as revolutionary a 
path as armed struggle. To strive for peaceful transition is as 
revolutionaiy as to take up arms when counter-revolution forces 
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for the national-democratic forces in their bid for revolutionary 
seizure of power. This is the problem of peaceful transition. 

The working class and its allies have always favoured the 
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,of all that humanity has created in its millennia of endeavour. 
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Marxists-Leninists have never made a cult of violence, unlike 
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fic socialism never contain a hidebound formula that violence
and bloodshed alone are the hallmarks of 'true' revolution. His
tory does not provide just one single and simple lesson, i.e., that
'political power always comes from the barrel of a gun'.

At the same time Marxism-Leninism has always insisted that
the reactionary ruling class would never 'surrender' its power,
that it would not shrink from the most vile of stratagems to
attempt to remain the masters of social wealth. Hitherto, the
reactionaiy ruling class has been able to frustrate the desire of
the working class and its allies to make the peaceful transition
t<i socialism. The best examples of this are the October 1917
Revolution and the Chinese Revolution. If the Bolsheviks and
the Chinese Communists had been able to effect a peaceful
transition, they would have done so gladly.

We know how Lenin envisaged the possibility of a peaceful
transition to socialism after the February 1917 Revolution and
till about July when it was counter-revolution that put the bayo
net on the agenda, Mao Tse-tung also in his report on coalition
government to the Seventh Congress of the Communist Party
,of China in 1945 stressed the need to strive to the utmost fo:."
negotiations with Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang in order
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Thus, contrary to the prejudiced view of some inveterate
slanderers of the CPI, peaceful transition is as revolutionary a
path as armed struggle. To strive for peaceful transition is as
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the non-peaceful way, should right reaction impose civil war 
at a critical juncture. It is sometimes asked if there has been 
any example of a peaceful transition. One can remind the que5-
tioners that before 1917 similar questions used to be put about 
the possibility of socialism itself. One could also remind them 
of Lenin's appreciation of the Hungarian revolution of 1919. 

The question itself, however, is unscientific. One should 
rather ask whether or not the conditions that made civil war 
inevitable have basically changed, i.e., whether we live in a 
new epoch or not. Previously, it used to be said that no colony 
can become free without armed sh·uggle. This turned out to be 
::i. dogma. Both armed and non-armed struggles won freedom 
for different peoples. There is no reason to doubt that a similar 
fate awaits the dogma of the inevitability of the armed struggle 
to effect the national-democratic or socialist revolution. 
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MARXIST CP'S PROGRAMME X'RA YED 

The Communist Party (Marxist) has damned the Programme 
of the Communist Party of India as 'thoroughly revisionist', as 
laying the ideological foundations of 'class collaboration' and 
'trailing behind the Congress'. ·we can safely leave it to the· 
reader of our Party's Programme to decide for himself the· 
truth of these abusive remarks. vVhat needs examination, how
ever, is whether the programme adopted by the Calcutta con
gress of the Marxist Communists late last year is as 'revolu
tionary' as it claims 'to be. vVe have to single out its fundamental 
formulations and analyse whether or not they are correct, that 
is, whether they correctly reflect existing reality and provide a 
true revolutionary perspective of action for the working class. 
and the people. 

In this context, we shall have to examine where these
formulations differ from those of the CPI Programme and 
wh� the significance of these differences is. These differences 
are vital and of enormous practical significance requiring the· 
maximum possible discussion and debate. 

First, the question of independence. The CPI Programme 
hails the achievement of independence as opening a new epoch 
in the history of our people and as being of historic importance· 
for all mankind. 

The Marxist CP programme says 'political power was trans
ferred in India to the leaders of the Congress party on August 
15, 1947. Thus ended the political rule of the British in India_ 
and a state headed by the Indian big bourgeoisie was establi
shec l' These formulations are grnclging acceptance of an in
escapable reality, but they miss the tremendous significance of 
India becoming free, and are completely out of tune with the· 
national mood which rightly rejoiced at the coming of inde
pendence. Perhaps the leadership of the Marxist CP is afraid' 
that full-throated welcome of the fact of freedom would 'create-
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