


the more basic things, a word or two about tilings not so 
important for our purpose here. 

Ranadive pats People's Democracy on the back for keeping 
the flag flying 'in the midst of stupefying flames of syco­
phantic revisionism' and of 'national chauvinism'. What he 
exactly means by all this he does not elaborate in the belief 
that he has hit the bull's eye and needs no more than mere 
assertions. 

SYCOPHANTIC DOGMATISM 

But what about the 'sycophantic dogmatism' that would 
not in the name of Marxism-Leninism recognise that a com­
munist leadership at the helm of the state power of a coun­
try can sometimes follow an adventurist course, depart 
from the principles· of Marxism-Leninism and even go to 
the length of ,committing an act which amounts to aggres­
sion? And he should have also not shut his eyes to the fact 
that 'national chauvinism' on this side of the MacMahon 
line was in no small: measure fanned by similar flames of 
big power national chauvinism on the other side of the line. 

No. one will deny that at the time of the India-China 
conflict or the Inda-Pakistani fighting chauvinism reared its 
ugly head in India's reactionary circles and that this for a 
while contaminated some others too. Nobody will quarrel 
with Ranadive if he wants to objectively pin down this 
lic1rmful trend in our political life. But he is doing less than 
justice to bis own erudition and common sense if he thinks 
that he can do so by ignoring the 'national chauvinism' 
exhibited by the leaders of India's two neighbours-China 
and Pakistan. 

Does he expect that when a socialist country attacks a 
non-aligned neighbour and marches into the latter's terri­
tory that is not to be taken as nar:i;ow nationalism-a 
nationalism that would all the more fan chauvinism in a 
country under bourgeois rule? Does he expect that prole­
tarian internationalists could fight flames of chauvinism or 
nationalism in a situation like this without at the same time 
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•openly dissociating themselves from and condemning the
nationalistic deviations on the part of those who, in the
·eyes of Ranadive, do not seem at all responsible for the
•outbursts of chauvinism in India?

Does Ranadive think that national chauvinism in India
�ould be combated without taking a firm stand against
Pakistani aggression of the last year or against the Chinese
support and the stupid and senseless ultimatum that fol­
lowed-all in order to keep the Indo-Pak war going?

We have to refer to all this because without getting
Ranadive's views on these crucial issues, it is difficult to
understand what he means by the parading of his phrases.
·Our position is clear: nationalist deviations in China which
alone can explain the attack on India and the Chinese lea­
-ders' present attitude towards India have fed national
-chauvinism in this country as i.t has generally brought
-opportunities for the whole lot of anti-communists and
domestic reaction.

On questions of facts Ranadive seems determined not to

·take a truthful or' a dispassionate, objective view. For ex­
.an;iple, he accuses the 'revisionists' of identifying with die­
hard communal elements like Jana Sangh but does not say
-exactly where and how. Certainly, the Communist Party
-of India stood for the defence of the country against the
infiltrators and against open aggression by Pakistan.

Ranadive should tell us whether, according to him, this
stand was a crime against Marxism-Leninism or was it
necessary for us as communists and patriots to rally to the
,defence of the country against the US Patton tanks and
Sabre jets with which the Pakistani troops were advancing
into India. What should the Communist Party in Amritsar
and other places in the Punjab have done when the bombs
were dropping from the US planes under Pak use?

'MARXIST' SUPPORT FOR DEFENCE 

By the way, many leaders and workers of the Communist 
·party (Marxist) then in detention wrote from jails ex�
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tending support to national defence and among them were· 
at least some Politburo· colleagues of Ranadive. Surely they 
are not 'revisionists' or 'national chauvinists' in Ranadive's 
evaluation of men and politics. Why then should he be so­
manifestly discriminatory against the Communist Party of 
India? 

To say that the CPI's attitude, policy and pronouncements 
during the tragic Indo-,Pakistani conflict had nothing to dis­
tinguish from the policy of the Jana Sangh is a plain de­
fiance of known truth, to put it mildly. Evidently in his 
subjective temper, Ranadive' has no time to look at facts. 
because they would not suit his hymn of hate. 

While supporting the defence of the country against ag­
gression, the CPI demanded of the government, in its me­
morandum of 6 September for instance,. that India's war 
aims be categorically defined as one of just defending her 
1:erritoria] integrity and not being in any manner directed 
against the people of Pakistan. 

'rhe party opposed the moves of Jana Sangh for the ex­
tension of war into East Bengal or into West Pakistan 
territory. The CPI never supported even the clamour for 
a thrust into Lahore. 

The CPI held the Anglo-American imperialism mainly 
responsible for the conflict and was in the forefront of the· 
campaign against the imperialist patrons -of the Pakistani 
regime, thus exposing the imperialists as1 enemies of both 
India and Pakistan. The CPI took up the :fight for the de­
fence o:fl civil liberties and democratic rights of the mem­
bers of the minority community and stubbornly fought 
against all unjust actions against them. 

WE. FOUGHT JA,A SANGH SLOGANS 

All along the CPI popularised the idea of peaceful and.' 
good-neighbourly relations between the two countries, and 
was among the first to support the cease-fire and recom-· 
mend the Soviet initiative for the Tashkent meet. On many 
of these questions not only did the CPI sharply demarcate· 
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itself from the Jana Sangh but had actually to fight the 
latter's positions. But the trouble with Ranadive is that 
unless one is with him one must necessarily be with the 
-devil!

After defying well-known· facts to draw up his charge­
sheet against the CPI Ranadive goes on to rely on hearsay.
He says that 'some of their friends abroad' also expressed
-extreme abhorrence with their 'national chauvinist stand'
.and he adds that 'an international journal refused to print
their article on the Inda-Pakistani war'.

One would like to know who these 'friends' are so that 
his contention can be verified from the witnesses who are 
unnamed. Or, is it because the bluff will be called that he 
,dare not name any? By what rules or logic or evidence 
Ranadive takes it for granted that if an article is not print­
,ed in some journal, international or national, it must be 
the reasons Ranadive imagines and there may not be som� 
,other entirely different grounds fm:, the exercise of the 
editor's discretion. 

But before citing such an instance, real or imaginary, 
Ranadive should determine his own attitude to the journal 
wHich he has in mind and which is the journal of the over­
whelming majority of the Communist Parties of the world. 
Does he agree with the stand taken by that journal or does 
he think that it is also a purveyor of the anarchy of 're­
visionism'? If it is the latter, which is likely, wh:v quote 
-revisionists as prosecution witness?

On the· India-China question Ranadive, not unexpectedly,
simply lets himself loose and does not at all hesitate in
trading in falsehoods, half-truths and crude distortions. He
writes: 'Our revisionists who forgot American imperialism
· during the In do-China conflict-and in fact treacherously
supported acceptance of American .military aid-are now.
-rediscovering the American danger even in connection
with the India-China differences.'

Never did the CPI support the acceptance of military aid
from America. On the contrary it pointed to the danger of
$Uch aid both in Parliament and outside. Ranadive will

5 



not, we hope, at leapt deny what is contained in the records. 
of the proceedings of Parliament where face to. face with 
the government the spokesmen of the CPI doggedly voiced 
their party's opposition to US military aid. 

Of �ourse, the CPI then stood for buying arms from any 
country on a commercial basis to meet the urgent defence 
requirements and this correct stand, among other things, 
enabled the CPI to resist the pressure in favour of US mili­
tary aid, including the 'air umbrella'. It was the CPI again 
that vehemently advocated self-reliance in defence. 

Ranadive does not like our criticism of 'systernati.c re­
fusal by China to accept the Colombo proposals as the basis, 
for starting talks' etc. between India and China for a peace­
fol settlement of the border question. And he quotes S. A 
Dange's speech at the AI'l'UC session to say that the 're­
visionists' have changed the tune. Well, Ranadive need not 
E,xhibit such pontifical attitude on this question. 

When the Colombo proposals first came in J amiary 196:� 
from the six non-aligned friendly nations many thought 
that China would accept them while India would turn them 
down. But it happened the other way round. What was. 
wrong at the time in insisting on China's acceptance of the 
Colombo proposals'? Even now we do maintain that China 
should have accepted them and we are certainly not of the· 
view that China's leaders can do no wrong. In fact, they 
are committing too many errors, some indeedi of a Hima­
layan magnitude. 

It will be remembered that in In<lia it was the .Jan? 
Sangh, the pro-imperialists and other anti-communists that 
came out against the Colombo proposals and on this point, 
strange as it may seem, their positions coincided with that 
of the Chinese leaders. All were against the Colombo 
proposals. 

What is wrong 011 inconsistent if Dange now points out 
that 'the Colombo proposals are dead and gone' and asks 
the Indian government to go in for direct talks without in­
sisting on China's acceptance of the old proposals? Ranadive 
should understand that the Colombo proposals could not 
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be treated as 'dead and gone' the day they were born. He 
completely misses the fact that by supporting the Colombo 
proposals the CPI w.as in fact pressing the line of negotia­
tions and peaceful settlement as against those who attack­
ed the proposals to keep tension and conflict alive and thus 
drive India closer to the West. 

DOGMA BF.COMES GUIDING STAR 

For Ranadive a dogma may be the guiding star, no mat� 
ter how much it is belied by practice. But to others the 
actual reality is important for formulating slogans and 
proposals. 

Incidentally, one strong ground of the CPI's criticism of 
the Chinese position in regard to India-China conflict is 
that by their attitudes and policies the Chinese leaders are 
providing opportunities for Americans in India, including 
their penetration in economic, political and other spheres, 
Still, Ranadive says that the CPI has ignored American im� 
perialism. Does Ranadive's comprehension of Marxist­
Leninist theory permit him to see that' th<:J stand of the 
Chinese leaders on the India-China question has brought 
grist to the mill of US imperialism? 

It is rather interesting that in accusing the CPI over the 
India-China and Indo-Pakistan questions Ranadive has taken 
care not to tell us exactly where he himself stands. After 
an, we would like to hear him on the Pakistani infiltration 
and aggression as well as on the Chinese attitude to the 
Colombo proposals, the Chinese opposition to Indo-Pak 
cease-fire and the Chinese ultimatum over so serious an 
issue as some yaks. 

WHERE IS THE DEVTA'f'IO'N? 

The Sixth Party Congress at Vijayawada was the last occa. 
sion before the split when the party's line was decided by 
the highest organ of the party, namely the Party Congress, 
and that line was adopted unanimously, Ranadive among 
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great constitutional, legal and political battles in the country· 
over the DIR arrests and the statement (of Nanda) but 
Ranadive would still dare to berate the CPI even on this. 
score. He goes to the length of making a; nasty i.nnuend<> 
that the government consults 'them' (meaning the CPI), 
about the release of 'our comrades' (meaning the CP (M} 
comrades). According to him, this is an instance of the­
government's cultivating the CPI. 

'MARXIST' REPRESE"°'TATIONS 

· May we inform Ranadive that the government neve1�
consulted the CPI about the release but it did happen that
sometimes on the specific requests of the leaders and wor­
kers of the CP (M) in detention, the CPI representatives met
the authorities to represent the cases of the detenus con­
cerned. The CPI only did its very elementary duty by
:fighting for the release of the detained. The CPI does not
seek any kudos for that. But public morality demands that
Ranadive does at least refrain from making such ungracious,
filthy, slanderous remarks in return for what the CPI has.
done.

It should be noted that Nanda and his intelligence men 
produced the statement not only to malign and persecute 
the comrades of the .CP(M), but also to discredit the CPI 
and, above all, to embitter the relations between the two­
parties. This is a familiar line with the bourgeois intelli­
gence services. One would feel sorry that Ranadive prefers 
to play into the hands of those who are interested in sowing 
dissensions in the ranks of the communist and leftist move­
ment. 

CANARD ABOU't PEACE �'NVOYS 

Ranadive says that government 'sends them (the CPI 
members) as its ambassadors of peace abroad'. Let him 
name one comrade who had been so sent abroad. Certainly, 
some leading members of the CPI have been abroad on 
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different delegations but all that had nothing to do with 
the government. ltanadive and his party may cut adrift 
:from the international communist movement but the CPI 
is very much a part of it and as such it sends delegations 
for exchange of opinion with fraternal parties. We can 
understand Ranadive's discomfiture on account of his party's 
isolation from the world communist movement, but that is 
no reason why he should run down in this manner the CPI's 
contacts with fraternal parties. 

Since Ranadive does not recognise the. CPI as communist 
at all and claims for himself and his party the monopoly 
of Marxist-Leninist wisdom, we are not surprised when he 
proclaims that their differences with the CPI 'are not dif­
ferences between two wings of Marxism-Leninism'. 

We have of course our view on the subject but we do not 
wish to go into them here except to say that the CPI's 
dtfferences with the CP (M) are essentially the diffe�ences 
between the ideological and political positions and the line 
of the international communist movement, which the CPI 
fully shares, and certain alternative leftwing revisionist 
p�tions usually expressed in dogmatism in theory and 
sectarian and subjective approach to problems facing the 
movement in practice. 

Anyhow, Ranadive should know that days of the King 
Canute are long past. Whether a party is communist or not 
or whethe1• differences are among communists or not does 
not depend on his decree. 

Ranadive finds it difficult to distort the ·cunent line of 
the CPI as elaborat€d, for instance, by the recent resolution 
of the National Coun<ril. So, he makes yet another invention 
and writes: 'the revisionists are forced to sing a different 
tune, to manoeuvre for a position, as the crude formulations 
of. their programme can no longer cheat the ranks, much 
less the masses'. 

He goes on to say that the CPI has been forced to do so 
'under pressure o.f the mass movement, internationLl deve-
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lopments, etc.,' and in this connection he refers to .the 
Kerala and Bengal bandhs. He would not of course see the 
positive part the CPI played in organising these bandhs 
but on the contrary accuses the CPI of imposing on the 
masses 'hunger strikes and petitions, great and small' 
What a wonderful way of looking at mass movements of 
the day! 

BilIAR DANDH JUST FORG01.TEN 

He has not a word to say about the great movement in 
Bihar and the bandhs of last year perhaps because his party 
due to its negligible strength in that state was not much in 
the picture. For Ranadive, the great mass struggles do not 
seem to be worthy of any attention unless he can claim 
all the credit for them for his party. What does it matter 
if the members of the CPI went to jail by the hundreds 
for organising the bandhs and mass struggles? For R.anadi.ve 
it is all a manoeuvre because 'they (meaning the CPI) dare 
not oppose the initiative of the masses'. 

What he says is an affront to the intelligence of the work­
ing people who have known the CPI in the recent months; 
�s in the past, in militant mass struggles and other forms 
of mass actions. If Ranadive had any regard for truth, he 
would have had no difficulty in acknowledging the fact that 
it is the CPI which is today playing the most active role in 
organising mass struggles and mass movements. 

He calls the. industrial truce agreement in the wake of 
the Chinese attack as 'treacherous' and he is not deterred 
by the fact that this slander on his part has been rebuffed 
both by the workers and by their organised trade-un.ion 
movement. Moreover the truce was entered into by the trade 
unions of the country. Ranadive discreetly overlooks the 
fact that it was his 'revisionists'-and not his 'genuine 
Marxist-Leninists'-who organised and led the strikes of

the Barauni oil refinery workers in March and June J.963, the 
·latter even leading to police firing.
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'DAKGE CANNOT BE RIGHT' POLICY 

As for bandhs in Bombay and elsewhere the entire work­
ing class in India knows that no other person has perhaps 
done more to popularise the idea than S. A. Dange. But 
then, if the British crown.can do no wrong in the eyes of 
law, neither can Dange do any right thing in the eyes of 
people like Ranadive! It is of course wholly irrelevant for 
thinkers like him if the General Secretary of the AITUC 
happens to occupy a place of unique distinction in India's 
working-class movement. 

Incidentally, there was a time only a few years ago when, 
as the Editor of New Age (Monthly), Ranadive himself 
wrote in that journal on the occasion of Dange's 60th birth­
day to pay glowing tributes to this veteran leader of India's 
working-class movement. We assume that it was not but a 
manoeuvre on the part of Ranadive. 

Many in the democratic mo\·ement will wonder why the 
CP (M) leaders and Ranadive should have chosen this 
moment of all times to write this slanderous, provocative 
article when the leftist forces are in. the midst of united 
mass struggles, when in view of the coming. struggles and 
general elections the need for unity of the left in general 
and of all communists in particular would seem all the 
more urgent. Could not this revolting essay in sheer disrup­
tion be avoided, at least for the sake of the masses who so 
ardently desire unity in action to fight back the offensive 
of US imperialism and of the capitulationist congress gov­
ernment? 
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