
tion born of his zeal for simultaneous struggle against 
revisionism and dogmatism-mechanically pursued. 

To sum up, the four-fold policy which the National' 
Council adopted in .its November 1962 resolution and 
developed through subsequent resolutions and practical 
decisions-was the only correct way of defending the

national and international interests of the proletariat in our

country. That way we were able to fight the chauvinistic 
and anti-communist drive of the pro-imperialist section, 
develop struggles against anti-democratic and anti-people 
policies of the national bourgeois government, while sup
porting defence, and also expose and £ght against the

conspiracies of the imperialists against non-alignment an�
sovereignty of our country. 

· · 

·u within the framework of this policy and practice;
there were lags and shortcomings of a Right-opportunist 
character, they could surely be discussed and reviewed. 
But this is not the position of the author. He £rst attacks. 
the correct positions taken by the National Council as 
revisionist and Right-opportunist and from that position 
criticises our correct criticism of the Left-sectarian position, 
who refused to see that full and wholehearted participatio�· 
in national defence alone gave the Party, in the difficult 
position, the possibility and the chance of discharging its - international tasks. What the author calls "full-scale political
propaganda against Socialist Chiila" was public criticism·
of our great neighbour that she had violated socialist prin
ciples and the 81 Parties' Statement by its action against
our country and this was an indispensable weapon in our
fight against anti-communism and in our defence of inter-·
national communist movement.
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ROOTS OF OUR LEFT-SECTARIAN AND 
REFORMIST ERRORS IN THE 

PRE-INDEPENDENCE PERIOD (1922-1947) 

NATIONAL BOURGEOISIE· AND THE WORKING CLASS 

IN THE FIGHT FOR HEGEMONY IN THE . 

NATIONAL LIBERATION STRUGGLE 

The central theme of the author is the formulation that 
in all Party's major inner-Party controversies, in that of 
1947-51 and in those of 1953-56 and of 1961-62, the :strug
gle was never between Marxism-Leninism and revisionism 
or dogmatism. But every time revisionism was fought by 
dogmatism and Left-sectarianism or vice versa. 

The author concedes that there were "considerable 
elements of Marxism-Leninism" making their appearance in 
comrades of both trends. But basically none of• them were 
correct. 

, , 

TWO DEVIATIONS-AUTHORS POSmON

He sharply criticises the comrades of the majority trend 
who are only attacking the Left-sectarian trend in the Party, 
which they say was the main deviation of the Indian Party 
throughout this period. He says, Dauge and comrades of his 
persuasion have "a particular mode of interpreting Party 
history"; they ignore the Right-opportunist approach adopt
ed by the then CC but they attack 1949 PB Tactical Line 
and the succeeding documents of 1950; they present the 
inner-Party struggle in the 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th Party ·Con
gresses as the growing assertion of Marxism-Leninism against 
dogmatism and sectarianism. So the author proceeds to set 
the record right by reviewing the major controversies of 
1953-54 and 1961-62 periods. 
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Both the deviations are departures , from Marxism
Leninism and are alien-class · tendencies and have to be 
equally fought. This has been stressed again and again by 
Marx and Lenin and by the leaders of the international 
communist movement. 

ABSTRACT & MECHANICAL 

· It is true this fight has to be carried out equally and
simultaneously against both the deviations in order to
ensure that the policy and the practice of the Party are
correct and effective in every given situation. • 

But this cannot be done mechanically, in abstraction 
from the stage of the revolution with which .the Party is 
faced and without regard to the specific features of the 
Party itself. Our quarrel with the author is that he misses 
just this point. He is carrying out his equal and simul
taneous fight against both the types of deviations, mechani
cally in abstraction from the concrete problems of fighting 
for and completing the national-democratic revolution with 
which our Party is faced. He also disregards the peculiar 
features which our Party has acquired in the course of its 
historical development. This is the source of the inade
quacy of his analysis and the incorrectness of some of his 
conclusions. 

In the case of a working-class Party like ours which is 
in the stage of fighting for or completing the national
democratic revolution, the Left-sectarian and revisionist 
deviations assume a particular form. 

The revisionist and dogmatist deviations with which 
proletarian parties in advanced ·capitalist countries are 
faced are again of a different form. 

LENIN'S WARNING 

In the case of backward countries where the proletariat 
is faced with the task of fighting for and completing the 
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national-democratic revolution, • Lenin gave two clear 
warnings: 

1. He emphasised "the need for determined struggle
against attempts to give a communist colouring to bour
geois-democratic liberation trends in the backward
countries ... " and that the future proletarian parties in
these countries "shall be brought together and educated
to understand their special tasks, viz., to fight the bour
geois-democratic movements within their own nations."

2. At the same time, Lenin emphasised that the com
munists "must uphold the independence of the prole
tarian movement even in its embryonic form. " He also
stressed "the need ... to give special support to the
peasant movement against landlords, against the land
ownership and against all manifestations of survival of
feudalism and to strive to lend the peasant movement
the most revolutionary character."

These quotes are from the preliminary draft theses on 
the national and colonial question, prepared by Lenin in 
1920 for the Second Congress of the Communist Inter-
1,1ational. 

Thus 40 years ago, when the foundations of the theory 
of national-liberation revolution in backward countries 
were laid, the first point stressed was that the special tasks 
for which the Communist Parties in these countries have 
to be trained is the fight for the national-liberation revo
lution, i.e., the bourgeois-democratic revolution. The warn
ing is given that it is not to be painted in communist 
colours, not to be understood as a fight of the working 
class and the toiling masses against capitalists, but as a 
fight of the entire patriotic people, including the national 
bourgeoisie, for national political independence, a fight 
against the imperialists, feudalists and the compradore 
vested interests. 

The second point emphasised is that, while fighting in 
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streng th ening of the revolutionary trend in that movement
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Communist Party as an all-Indi
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P ART Y-L INE IN THE P RE·M EERU T PERI OD

Our Party crystallised out of the revolutionary wing o
f 

the nat ional -l iberation movement under the impact of the 
Rus sia n socialist revolution, as has been correctly empha
sised in the pr eamble to our Constitution (1958). This holds 
good fo r the pioneer groups abroad-those in Europe and
California (USA) and those whic h emerged in India in
t

h

e early twenties. It is significant tha t  communist groups
in In dia em erged only in Bengal, Maharashtra and 
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t
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national m ovement under Lal, Bal and Pal. 0 The first
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r a shtra and Bepin C ha ndra Pal in Be ng al.
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opportunist movement, subject to great vacillations,balancing between imperialism and revolution (emphasisin the original, ibid., p. 25)
( 4) "Independence of the country is to the advantageof the whole colonial people and corresponds also to theinterests of the· national bourgeoisie." Independent rule, afuture of 'free' independent capitalist development, hegemony over an independent people-this imperialism willnever voluntarily yield to the national bourgeoisie. "In thisrespect, the contradiction between the national bourgeoisieof the colonial country and imperialism is objectively of aradical �haracter." (ibid, p. 25)

(5) National bourgeoisie capitulates to imperialism againand again but its capitulation is not final as long as thedanger of class revolution has not become immediate,acute and menacing. (ibid., p. 26)
Thus we see that these conclusions of the 1928 thesis,rejected M. N. Roy's idea of imperialism "de-colonising"the national bourgeoisie and buying it over. It did notaccept Stalin's conclusion that the national bourgeoisie inIndia as having already split into a compromising and arevolutionary section. It .said the whole class was balancing between imperialism and revolution and displaying acompromising tendency but warned that its capitulationdoes not become final so easily and that contradictionsbetween it and imperialism are of a radical nature.

APPLICATION TO INDIA IN THE THIBTIES

The events which took place in India in the two yearswhich fo1Iowed the formulation of this thesis could havebeen differently interpreted in terms of this very analysis. In December 1928, the Calcutta session of the NationalCongress passed a resolution on dominion status. NehruReport (1928) demanded dominion status but also virtualtransfer of the control of political and economic adminis-

72 

tration to India. In 1929 national leadership negotiated 
with the Viceroy. When their demands were rejected, 
they passed the Lahore resolution and decided to launch 
a nation-wide struggle. 

Thus the national bourgeoisie and its leadership was not 
playing a counter-revolutionary role but after temporising 
was. going ahead to launch a mass anti-imperialist move
ment. 

Then again the thesis had not said keep away from the 
movement. It had said that the oppositional movement the 
national bourgeoisie launches, though it brakes .and retards 
development of the revolutionary movement, has still 
"real special significance for the development of the revo
lutionary movement" and that it "can exert a certain 
accelerating influence on the political awakening of the 
masses." (ibid., p. 33. Emphasis in original) 

The 1930 CD movement which began with peaceful 
satyagraha action soon developed into a mighty anti
imperialist mass upheaval marked by such mass actions as 
at Peshawar, Sholapur, Chimur-Ashti, etc. Sometime later 
in a review of the international situation presented before 
the EGCI it was stated that in the 1930 struggle a situa
tion developed in India which was comparable to the 
situation in Russia at tl).e time of the first revolution of 
1905 and regret was expressed that there. was no strong 
Communist Party to take advantage of the situation. 

It is true that the CPI was not very strong at the begin� 
ning of 1929 before the Meerut grrests; but later, besides 
being weakened by repression, it had stultified itself by 
standing apart from the great national movement. 

Without pronouncing a judgement here as to how far 
the 6th World Congress Thesis itself had a sectarian slant, 
it can be definitely stated that the directives for its imple
mentation as conceived in the international circles and as 
carried out here in India were definitely sectarian. It must 

be further stated that the political line worked out and 
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reflected in the statements of the Meerut prisoners, whoalso took the 6th World Congress thesis as their guide, wa,• not so sectarian.

SHORTCOMINGS OF THE 6TI-I CONGRESS THESIS 

But it must be recognised now that there were such 
shortcomings in the thesis-especially in the manner the 
analysis was presented that it could not but lead to sec
tarianism and on its basis · sectarian tendencies could not 
be rooted out. 

For instance, the Thesis, following Lenin, had correctly 
emphasised the national factor which determines the 
special character . of the colonial revolution. But this was 
not enough. It was necessary to drive home that the prole
tariat and its party have always to be in the forefront of the 
national struggle against foreign imperialism in all its 
manifestations, display the greatest self-sacrificing spirit. 
Only in this way can the working class in these colonies 
organise itself and move forward towards securing hege-1 
many in the liberatiGn struggle. The proletariat emerges, 
gets organised and disciplined in the process of capitalist 
production as it grows and expands. It imbibes class con
sciousness in the trade-union struggle in the fight to pro
tect its livelihood. But only when it comes forward to fight 
for democracy then alone can it achieve hegemony in the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution. This is what Lenin taught 
us. This was for the proletariat fighting for the bourgeois
democratic revolution in an independent country. 

But in a dependent country, where the fight for national 
independence from foreign imperialism is .the central task, 
the fight for the national objective becomes the fight for 
democracy. Hence correct identification with this national 
aspect alone enables the proletariat to disch:irge its class 
task of building an independent proletarian movement, 
secure hegemony in the liberatioµ movement. 

In theoretically summating the role of the national bour-

7-t 

geoisie in the national revolution in colonies, in the light 
-0f the new living experience of the revolutionary practice,
the thesis gave a cautious and balanced judgement. It was
more in the spirit of Lenin's formulations at the Second
Congress than like the subsequent formulations of M. N.
Roy or J. Stalin.

But there were serious shortcomings on this point in the
thesis which co:uld not but lead to a persistent and chronic
Left-sectarian trend. The judgement on the role of the
national bourgeoisie in the national independence revo
lution was apparently cautious and balanced, but the
whole trend of emphasis throughout the document was
definitely tipped in one direction and the wrong direction .
National bourgeoisie was said to be "balancing between
imperialism and revolution." Its great vacillations and
compromising tendencies in the course of the national
struggle were rightly stressed. Its final capitulation to
imperialism does not take place so easily was also empha
sised. But the question is, what is the trend of the national
bourgeoisie as the national revolutionary tendency grows,
with the growth of the lead�rship and actions of the
workirrg class in close alliance with the vast masses of
peasantry? As this revolutionary force-whose main con
tent is effective anti-imperialist anti-feudal actions-and
which obiectively is not of the nature of a "class revolution"
against the bourgeoisie-grows, does the national bour
geoisie necessarily run into the arms of the imperialist
oppressors of the nation? The thesis has rightly emphasised
the fact that the contradictions between imperialism and
the national bourgeoisie fighting for national, political and
economic independence, which its class interest demand,
are of a radical nature.

The nature of the political and economic exploitation
by modern imperialism of dependent countries-especially
of industria1ly developed countries like India and China, is
.such that, despite retardation of industrialisation and the
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ing against. its compromises, developing anti-feudal strug
gles as part of: national revolution, building worker-peasant 
alliance and thus stabilising the vacillations of the bour
geoisie. 

Consequently the character of the national movement, 
of the National Congress and the attitude towards it could 
not be correctly formulated on the basis of the thesis and 
even after the two letters (1933) mentioned above. This 
was only done on the basis of the decisions of the 7th 
Congress referred to above. 

SLOGAN OF POWER 

In the thesis the slogan of power put forward in the basfc 
tasks of the n·ational revolution was workers' and peasants' 
Soviet republic-democratic dictatm·ship of workers and 
peasants. But in the context of the national independence 
revolution in. which national bourgeoisie participated and 
the question of united front with it was vital-the slogan 
of power had to be the democratic republic and revo
lutionarv national constituent assembly. Even in China 
where the. entire development of the revolution was of a 
different character and on a higher plane, where workers' 
and peasants' Soviets had · emerged in several liberated 
districts as a parallel centre of power under proletarian 
leadership-when the Partv took the· initiative to forge a 
united front with the national bourgeois government of 
Chiang-Kai-Shek in the anti-Japanese war-it correctly put 
forward the slo'gan of a 0emocratic republic of a new tvne 
and worked out the tactics of unity and struggle with the 
national bourgeoisie.· 

Givin!! ei:cpre<;sion to our view on the shortcomings of 
tI1e thesis is not an alibi for our sectarianism in the pre
independence-.'period. In fact we have pointed out how 
there were warnings· and guidance for us in it to enable 
us to avoid .. ,these .mistakes. That a certain lop-sidedness 
and a secta.riaq slant -existed in the document does not 

78 

detract from the great significance of these historic theses. 
It was a first collective effort at constructing a compre
hensive theory of national-democratic revolution in colo
nial and dependent countries. Basing itself on the work of 
Lenin On the Two Tactics in the Bourgeois Democratic 
Revolution and on the Colonial Thesis (1920)-the docu
ment had underlined the fact that the national-liberation 
revolution developing in these countries in the period · of 
world socialist revolution, has novel features, and presents 
the proletariat in these countries with new tasks and new 
opportunities. The great merit of the document was that it 
put before the proletariat of these countries and its party 
the task of achieving proletarian hegemony in the national 
revolution; laid the greatest emphasis on building the 
Communist Party, independent proletarian movement and 
the peasant revolutionary movement against feudalism. It 
asked us to bear in mind the national factor and called for 
a relentless struggle against the compromising tendency 
of the national bourgeoisie. The theses also pointed out 
that new possibilities opened before these countries as 
they would be achieving liberation in a period when social
ism has already become victorious in one or more advanced 
countries. It said that if these countries attained national 
liberation through a revolution setting up workers' and 
peasants' Soviets, then they would be able to avoid the· 
stage of capitalist development, be able to go over to 
socialism through a non-capitalist path; with assistance 
from advanced socialist countries. 

SECOND PERIOD OF ADVANCE (1936s41) 

These principles gave our Partv a radical class approach, 
made it the builder of a new mass force for the national
liberation movement-the inrlenenc1ent workers'· a.nd nea
sants' movement. This, coupled with the impact of the 
October socialist revolution Q'ave our Partv the o/")tential 
power to rally together all the ·patriotic and revolutionary 
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advanced positions. The Lahore resolution was foliowed 
by the Karachi resolution and later by the appointment by 
the Congress of the National Planning Commission which 
later put out a blueprint of a plan for economic indepen
dence-an anti-imperialist, anti-feudal programme of the 
bourgeoisie. It adopted an international policy of opposing 
war and fascism, of supporting the Russian and Chinese 
revolutions and the anti-colonial and anti-fascist struggles 
of Abyssinia and Spain. 

This was accompanied by compromising stand as far as 
actual struggle is concerned-attitude of hostility towards 
the trade-union and peasants' struggles and organisations, 
opposition to struggle against autocracy of the princely 
states. On this basis the policy of uniting with the national 
movement while struggling against the compromising 
policy of the leadership had to be strictly followed. The 
Party had to be equipped with a theoretical and ideologi
cal groundwork based on study of these concrete problems 
in order to enable the Party correctly wield the tactic of 
unity and struggle vis-a-vis the national-bourgeois leader
ship in the context of the twists and turns that were 
coming. 

In 1940-41 our Party's stansl about the turn of the im
perialist war into an anti-fascist people's war was conect. 
The perspective of national struggle had temporarily 
changed. The position became clearer when the country 
was faced with Japanese invasion and the British govern
ment released the Congress leaders first. How to defend 
the country and the people from the invaders while the 
British enslaved us? That was the question which faced 
the nation. Only a free people could defend the country 
against the fascist invaders. 

If the British imperialists agreed to a virtual transfer of 
power and conceded a national government--'-to India-to 
the National Congress then alone India would be able to 
take h�r place in worldwide anti-fascist fro�t in which 
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the Soviet Union was also there. This was· the stand of the 
National ·Congress and this was also our slogan: What was 
the difference as we thought th':n? Proletarian inter
nationalism demanded that genuine anti-fascists should 
lend their support to the war unconditionally; while bour
geois nationalism made its support to the anti-fascist war 
strictly conditional. In the early i11onths of 1942 we argued 
with the national leadership to declare unconditional sup
port to the anti-fascist war and demand national govern
ment. Later we asked them to forge united front with the 
Muslim League, declare support to anti-fascist war and 
demand national government. Imperialists were using the 
communalist opposition of the League to the Congress to 
reject the demand for national government. 

EVALUATION OF THE '42 PERIOD·

Was the conditional stand of the national leadership clue 
to their pro-fascist stand? It was in the main anti-fascist 
and anti-imperialist and not pro-fascist. Their stand logi
cally led to "Quit India" struggle when impel'ialism rejected 
the demand for national ·governrrierit. Ostensib1y the aim 
of the struggle was to bring pressure on ��·itish govern-

. ment to concede the national demand. There was, of 
course, the possibility of the struggle · developing into 
sabotage which would open the door to Ja)?anese invasion, 
and the leadership did give free rein to such developments 
mainly as a pressure on the British governineht. 

From our "unconditional" stand we came to oppose the 
resolution for "Quit India" struggle and put in our point 
of view in the form of an amendment. When, before the 
struggle started there was a mass arrest of national leaders 
and protest strikes and hartals broke out, · we kept a·way 
from .them. We pleaded that the struggle would not bring 
pressure on the government but would lead ·to pro-fascist 
sabotage and fifth-column activities which �vould be used 
by the imperialists as an excuse tor reprnssion: and denial 
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of the national demand. We campaigned for national unity 
for national government and defence and for the release of 
national leaders. 

As invasion danger increased and the struggle deve
loped we stood completely isolated from it. But despite 
the hostile atmosphere our Party stood together, cam
paigned with conviction, took advantage of the legality to

build the movement for national unity and defence of the 
people. The logic of our stand led to ·Rightist mistakes like 
support to Pakistan, rigid anti-strike and anti-peasant 
struggle stand. Despite certain achievements of the period 
this stand did serious damage to the Party by isolating us 
for a time from the rest of anti-imperialist elements in the 
national movement and also split our mass base. 

It is generally agreed that our stand in those days did 
dama�e to the Party. It is agreed that our slogan of 
"People's War", cur campaign ag-ainst fifth column, our 
rigid anti-strike attitude-our stand on Pakistan-were all 
serious errors. But the question whether our negative 
attitude to "Quit India" struggle, our non-participation in 
it were right or not, that has not been settled. 

CRUCIAL QUESTION OF ATTITUDE TO '42 STRUGGLE 

It is absolutely necessary to come to a judgement on 
this question. Our attitude of keeping away from the 
movement was both theoretically and tactically wrong. 
Was the neutralist and conditional stand of the national 
lea�ership-pro-fascist and opportunist? Or was it basi
cally anti-fascist and anti-imperialist? We have to admit 
that it was the latter. There was a whole background for it. 
We even defended the leadership as anti-fascist but stated 
that their struggle was leading to danQ'erous consequences, 
to facilitating invasion. We were right in declaring our 
general supp0rt to anti-fascist war. Vie were also right 
when we said _the country has to be defended against 
Japanese invaders. 
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But could the Communist Party defend the country 
without the national movement? Was it realistic to imagine 
that in the face of invasion the people would rally round 
the anti-fascist and patriotic CPI, turning its back on the 
national leadership as having turned pro-fascist? Both 
these propositions are umealistic. The only path of pre
venting worst sabotage and developing real militant anti
fascist and anti-imperialist movement in peasant areas
which would really stand up to the invader-was the path 
of being with the national movement an_d not of opposing 
it. Our wmng stand vis-a-vis this turn in the national 
mooement arose from our dogmatic understanding of prnle
:tarian internationalism, and sectarian attitude towards the 
1wtional movement. 

It is idle to speculate as to what would have happened, 
if we could have avoided our isolation from the national 
movement in its worst form and also avoided the other 
Rightist mistakes about Pakistan, etc. But this much we 
can safely say that we would have got the support of a vast 
mass of anti-imperialist militant elements in the national 
movement and our own mass bases would not have been 
so mnch damaged. This would have enabled our Party to 
play a far more effective role in the post-war upsurge, 
given it a far gr_eater anti-imperialist, anti-feudal sweep. 
Though this may not have been sufficient to avert the parti
tion and its disastrous aftermath, we would have been in 
much stronger position in the· period after the transfer of 
power to play our role in smashing the imperialist conspi
racy to reduce political independence to naught. 

We apologise for having entered into this very lengthy 
digression, cursorily reviewing the pre-independence Party 
history. Our only purpose was to show that the author's 
formula that we have always been fighting a revisionist 
deviation by a Left-sectarian one and that we always 
lacked the true Marxist-Leninist-class approach-is quite 
inadequate to explain the main features of our pre-inde-
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pendence Party history. We tried to show that only in the·context of a correct understanding of the democratic (i.e .national in the progressive sense) nature of the task whichfaced us in this stage of the revolution, could we work outthe correct Marxist-Leninist policy of building the nationalfront and striving for proletarian hegemony in the sameand thus fight both the deviations. vVe further tried to show that historically, there wereshortcomings in such a correct understanding, which affected our work and growth in the pre-independence days andthat those shortcomings were not liquidated because wefailed to make a thorough study of the concrete problemsof. our revolution in the light of our experience and thegeneral Leninist theory of national and colonial revolution,and by creating the theoretical · and ideological groundwork for charting the specific political and tactical line ofour national revolution. This has to be borne in mind inreviewing our post-independence policy shifts and Partyhistory. The author's -methodology of mechanically andequally fighting both the deviations and of restoring theclass approach in that context proves inadequate and leads.to wrong results just because this historical background ismissed arid- ignored. 
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LEFT-SECTARIANISM IN THE POST
INDEPENDENCE PERIOD OF 1947-1952

NATIONAL BOURGEOISIE AND WORKI\"G CLASS IN THE 

STRUGGLE FOR HEGEMONY IN THE COMPLETION OF 

THE NATIONAL-DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION 

As in the case of the pre-independence period, so also 
in the post-independence period, the analysis of the 
policy shifts and deviations have to be made in the context 
of the national task that faced the Party after the transfer 
of power. In fact, from the so-called Mountbatten resolu
tion of June 1947, right up to the present time, the differ
ences and deviations that arose in our Party hinged ori the

key questions : What is the significance of the transfer of 
power to the bourgeois leadership? How does the prole
tariat carry forward the remaining part of the unfinished 
national-liberation revolution? Once again the questioi1 
arose: What is the role of the national leadership and the 
class it represents-the bourgeoisie-now that it has secur
ed state power, in the remaining part of the revolution? 
Where does the main line of class contradiction lie in the 
social upheaval that is taking place? How is the united 
front of national-liberation fo1:ces to be reconstructed for 
carrying the bourgeois-democratic revolution to comple
tion and how is the struggle to achieve proletarian hege
mony in the same to be carried forward? And how is the 
transition to socialism to be prepared for? Such were the 
questions which arose. 

' ' 

THE MOUNTBATTEN RESOLUTION 

The author says our initial stand on the eve of transfer 
of power-on its very eve-was Right-opportunist and 
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