
in socialist society those who wo1;k are also those who own 
the means of production. 

This general statement should not be interpreted to mean 
that there are no contradictions in a socialist society. For 
quite a long time after the establishment of socialist power, 
conflicts in the immediate interests of the workers and' the 
peasantry, between various sections and strata of the work­
ing class itself, between manual and intellectual labour, 
between town and country etc. do continue. 

Vigilance, patience and a consistent struggle against 
tendencies of bureaucratism and authoritarianism are need­
ed to eliminate such conflicts in the process of time. 

The history of the Soviet Union and other socialist coun­
tries gives ample proof that the struggle is long and difficult. 
It is often cqaracterised by serious mistakes and aberrations. 
But such conflicting interests are in no sense basically ir­
reconcilable. That is why under socialism, centralism and 
democracy become complementary to each other, strengthen 
each other, do not negate each other. 

It would be helpful to refer to one particular aspect of 
this question so far as the future structure of socialist India 
is concerned. 

Sociaiist India would be a federation of linguistic states, 
with their boundaries -determined by contiguity of territory 
based on a common language. All languages will not only 
have equal opportunity to develop but will receive full state 
assistance and encouragement to develop in every spher� 
of social intercourse. At the level of the central government 
also, all languages will be equal. The use of Hindi as a lan­
guage of inter-state communication will be based absolutely 
on the voluntary consent of all. 

Formally, this is the position in present-day India also. 
Then why does the problem not get solved? Why do lin­
guistic conflicts in our country so often assume the menac­

. ing form of Hindi cqauvinism on one side and non-Hindi 
chauvinism on the other? 

At root, the conflict arises because of vested interests, 
capitalist, landed, trading interests, and so on, taking cover 
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behind chauvinism, whipping up chauvinistic passions as a 
means of furthering their narrow, anti-social ends. Only 
under socialism can there be a steady and final solution o:f 
the problem . 

It is not possible here to go into similar other questions. 
Besides, it would not help to propose cut and dried solutions 
of such problems at this stage. There are a number of prob­
lems of culture, of national integration, of what our ancient 
sages used to call unity in diversity. 
· Only the basic approach to the problems can be stated
just now. The experience of socialist construction and the
growth of socialist consciousness will enable us to find their
concrete solutions suited to our conditions. These solutions
will undoubtedly carry forward the progressive features of
India's great cultural heritage to still greater heights.

VI 

., SOME QUESTIONS ANSWERED 

THERE ARE CERTAIN questions which are invariably raised 
when we, communists, speak_ of building socialism. Some of 
them are very crude, and they arise from the constant and 
vicious anti-communist propaganda carried on by the press, 
radio, television, etc. dominated by the money barons in 
all capitalist countries. However, we can pose them as they 
are usually formulated. That does not harm us. 

Until a quarter of a century ago it used to be necessary 
for us to deal painstakingly even with such stupidities as 
the 'nationalisation of women under communism', 'the 
abolition of the family', 'the abolition of religion,' and so on. 

Such propaganda no longer cuts any ice. Crores of people 
in capitalist world now know for a fact that marriage and 
family life are far more stable and lasting in the socialist 
countries than the holy and god-fearing capitalist world. 
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of capital to attack the people, into a weapon in the hands 
of the people to counterattack capital and reaction. 

Besides mass struggles, what else must be done to bring 
about such a transformation? This is a big subject if we 
attempt to go into all the spheres of social,' economic cul­

tural and political activity in which socialists mus� inter­
vene to bring about the desired change. Here we can only 
give a few illustrations to elucidate the point. 

Take the question of planning_ Will it weaken or streng­
then Indian democracy, or parliamentary democracy if one 
must necessarily and always use that word, if the trade 
unions and peasant organisations in India are given a due 
role and authority in the matter of drawing up pians for 
India's industrial and agricultural development? 

All excepting those1 who suffer from an inferiority com­
plex towards organisations like the FICCI, or the top brass 
of the Indian civil servicet or American economic experts 
and their hangers-on in India-all excepting such elements 
will agree that our trade unions and well developed pea­
sant organisations will give us far better plans, not only 
on the question of how to reduce economic inequalities and 
advance towards an egalitarian society (the pet cliches of 
our planners) but even in technical matters connected with 
increasing industrial, food and raw material production. 

But is this being done today? Our planners, who trim 
and chop their plans at the merest frown from the FICCI 
tycoons or a third-class American 'expert' have never 
cared a farthing for what trad� unions and peasant orga­
nisations have to say about industrial and agricultural 
development. 

Another instance. If the working class is given a reason­
able living wage, if the recognition of trade unions is based 
on secret ballot of the workers in the industry concerned, 
and if such trade unions are given effective authority to 
participate in the management of industry, will our indus­
tries run more efficiently and smoothly or not? And does 
this not apply both to industry in the public and the private 
sector? 
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Barring the employers and the self-glorifying bureaucrats 
who run our public sector industries, everyone will agree 
that our industry will run better with such workers' parti­
cipation in management. And will parliamentary democracy 
be violated if this is done? Then why is it not done? The 
reply is obvious. 

Our rulers are constantly speaking of 'giving the workers 
a feeling of belonging' so that they may participate enthu­
siastically in industrial production. Let them take the steps 
described above and there will be no need to give the work­
ers 'a feeling of belonging'. That feeling will come auto­
matically. But they treat the worker with contempt and 
then want to give him that feeling by some trick. Naturally 
ihey get what they deserve, viz. strikes. 

Let us come to the execution of progressive economic and 
social legislation. One does not at all need to be a commu­
nist or fire-eating revolutionary to agree that a vital and 
vast socio-economic transformation oI our agrarian and rural 
life such as the implementation of land reforms can never 
o� carried out by the adminh;trotion alone even if we had
officials who are less woodcnheaded and who have some
�y.mpathy for the people.

If we are at all serious nnd sincere about land reforms, 
then elected peasant and agricultural labour committees 
have got to be invested with the necessary authority to 
carry out land reforms in collaboration with the official 
machinery. Even pragmatically this is indispensable con·· 
sidering the labyrinth of land rights in India which is lite­
rally confounding. Much more so if we consider the question 
from a social angle. 

Our bureaucracy comes from the landed class, and the 
surest way of transforming even a decent piece of land legis­
lation (which our Land Reforms Acts are not) intended to 
transfer land from the landlord to the tenants, into one 
for evicting the tenants from the land, is to; hand it over 
for execution to our existing bureaucracy. And yet, as we 
all know, this is precisely what has been done so that our 
land-to-the-tiller Acts have turned into tenant-eviction Acts.' 
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l:hent and progtess. Such discussion and exchange of opinions 
are the very sap and life of a socialist state. 

And this is precisely what is happening in the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries (barring China) for the 
last so many years. 

The more the threat of counter-revolution receded in these 
countries the freer have been discussions and the expression 
of personal and group opinions in various spheres of social 
and public life. We are making this generalisation with 
regard. tq the long-term, basic process, not with regard to 
aberrations and malpractices of the period of the cult of 
personality which had no historical justification. 

The process of democratisation under socialist democracy 
advances together with industrial and economic develop­
ment, together with the gradual elimination of the exploit­
ing classes, together with the extension of socialist culture 
and consciousness, together with the growth of a younger 
generation trained for various technical jobs and also imbued 
with the spirit of socialism. 

Such alone can be the truly historical and objective pos­
ing of the problem, and such is our frank reply to it. 

We can now dispose of the question of what is called 
democratic socialism. There is no need to go into the hoary 
history of the question, theoretical and practical, in Europe 
or anywhere else. The simple point is that there is no 
c�untry in the world where those who claim to believe in 
democratic socialism as contraposed to Marxism, have built 
socialism. Introduction of social insurance, free education, 
cheap housing, etc., is not socialism, by any stretch of 
imagination, and that too has not always been done by 
social-democratic labour governments. 

The crux of this question is that those who claim to 
champion democratic socialism have traditionally made 
communism and the revolutionary working-class movement 
the target of their attack instead of capitalism. And it is no 
longer a question of theory but immense practical experi­
ence spread over half a century that socialism can never be 
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built on the 'basis of the philosophy of anti-communism. In 
fact, the philosophy of anti-communism is the philosophy 
of world imperialism and counter-revolution which is what 
the democratic socialists land themselves in, time and again. 

This does not mean that communist parties claim to be 
above criticism. We are human, neither more nor less, and 
hence liable to err. In fact, no one has ever succeeded in 
doing anything worthwhile if he has never made a mistake. 
So we welcome criticism from all, and learn from it. But 
criticism is one thing; the philosophy .of anti-communism 
is totally different. 

Happily, growing trends in the camp of what is called 
democratic socialism are changing their attitude towards the 
Soviet Union and the communist parties in various coun­
tries. This is happening in Europe and also in India. If demo­
cratic socialists start seeing that whatever their differences 
with us, the prime task of both is to join hands to fight 
imperialism, capitalism and feudal hangovers, the rest will 
follow. Differences will be straightend out in the course of 
time and experience. 

H is necessary to rcf01· Io a vital question before we close. 
India's struggle :for SO<'inlisrn cannot be separated from the 
worldwide struggle for tho 11l)o1ilion of colonialism, the 
international struggle for pent·<', democracy, national inde­
pendence and socialism. Soclnlism in India can win only 
as a part of this whole. WhN·ever it occurs, imperialist 
aggression must be fought. fl.. policy of namby-pamby ambi­
valence on Vietnam is utterly incompnlible with fighting 
for socialism in India. In fact, Vietnam today has become 
the focal point of the world struggle for democracy, national 
independence, peace and socialism. Itt is criminal for any 
Indian socialist to keep out of it. 

Our conflicts with China and Pakistan can also be solved 
only in such a context and in relation to it. There can be no 
question that we were right in defending our country fro� 
the aggression committed against it by these two countries. 
We shall defend ourselves again if we are attacked. But at 
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the same time, every possible effort has to be made to arrive 
at a peaceful, negotiated settlement of these two problems, 
which are not only a threat to us, but to world peace and 
harmony. 

Clearly, we have to go1 on strengthening our efforts for 
Afro-Asian solidarity and for building closer relations with 
the socialist countries, above all, the Soviet Union. It is 
nonsense to talk of such a policy as one of joining the 
'Soviet camp' a_nd so on. It is a policy of mutual assistance 
and friendship, based on the equality and sovereignty of 
both the countries, for the �ause of world freedom and 
socialism. It is the only foreign policy which corresponds 
to our own national interest, the interest of democracy, 
economic development and socialism in India. 'l'here is no 
advance for us except by marching in step, hand-in-hand, 
with the world forces fighting imperialism and reaction for 
peace, prosperity and happiness. 

Such according to our party, is India's path to socialism, 
the patli to a proud, prosperous and happy future for our· 
people and our country. Socialism must win in India, as in 
all other countries. There is no othel:1 way. 

17 October 1966 

J 

¢· 




