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O N ,APRIL II, 19.64. 32 of the 65 ~embers attending a session of the Na
tional CouncIl of the CommunIst Party of India (CPI) in New Delhi 

walked out of the meeting. This group proceeded to establish its own 
"Left" organisation which was formalised at a convention held at Tenali in 
July and went on to hold a National Congress in October in the name of 
the whole Party. 

In the light of the great ideological schism in the Communist bloc, which 
had already been reRected in the Communist parties of a number of coun
tries outside the bloc, a split in the cpr caused no particular surprise. It 
would be unwise, however, to dismiss this division as a simple alignment of 
the Party into a pro-Russian and a pro-Chinese faction. The profounder 

.reasons for this cleavage are peculiar to the Indian Party, which compared 
to other Communist parties is in many respects atypical. The Sino-Soviet 
rift itself, which has been the determining factor in most other split Parties, 
was overshadowed by the Sino-Indian border episodes, which established 
quite different norms for the CPI. 

Whereas most split Parties begin the history of their factional divergence 
with the Conference of 8r Parties in Moscow in 1960, with perhaps an 
oblique reference or two to Tito's defection from the bloc in 1948, the con
tending ideologists in the CPI take their dispute back to the origins of their 
Party. This is in itself revealing, not only because it shows that the root 
causes antedate the Sino..soviet rift, but because it indicates the indecision 
and lack of integrated national platforms that have plagued the CPI, and 
further because both factions seem anxious to demonstrate the "Indian-ness" 
of their origins. In these presentations the "colonial" beginnings of the CPI 
in the 1920'S when it operated as a dependency of the Communist Party of 
Great Britain (CPGB) are glossed over and no mention is made of the 
considerable difficulty which the British Party and the Comintern organisers 
had in recruiting Indian anti-colonialists. 

One of the principal theorists of the Right faction, Dr. Gangadhar 
Adhikari, has gone into the history of the Party in some detaiI.1 From this 

1 G. Adbikari, CommtlnisJ Parly and India's PaJh to National R(g(n(raJion and SOc1alinn, 
New Age Peess, New Delhi, 1964. 
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it would appear that the CPI was able to adopt "correct" policies that Cor. 
responded to the overall objectives of the Comintern; however, if it was the 
intention to demonstrate "Indinn-ness/' this could only be achieved on the 
basis of a national Party programme against which questions of "correct" 
policies could be measured. The lack of a clear programme meant that 
such "correctness" must, in fact, have been measured against non-Indian 
(i.e. Comintern) norms. Essentially the same p roblem has arisen in the 
latest developments within the CPI, where the drive for non-identification 
with Moscow or Peking has inevitably brought to the fore the question of a 
national programme for the CPI. In fact, the formulation of a Party pro
gramme was the crucial issue involved in the I964 split, where the Right in 
attaining "Indian-ness" became submerged in the national bourgeoisie, and 
where the Left was attempting to devise a left militant line that was not 
identifiable with Peking. 

Adhikari also uses history to show up the disastrous policies of the CPI 
leadership at the time of the Meerut conspiracy in I929· This was one of the 
first organised left-militant actions of the CPI. It became known to the 
British security authorities in India and enabled them to keep the greater 
pare of the CPI leadership in jailor under observation until 1936, by which 
time the Gandhian movement had grown very greatly. The dilemma of the 
then 1eadership is repeated in many respects in the present events. The 6th 
Congress of the Com intern in I928 decreed a policy of revolutionary vio
lence; the CPI's draft programme submitted to the Com intern in 1929 
decreed that open or concealed enemies of Gandhism would be expelled 
from the Partyj2 consequently the leadership either had to maintain these 
policies and so isolate itself from the mainstream of Indian nationalism, or 
renounce them and be submerged by it. New Comintern directives outlining 
a new United Front policy adopted at the 7th Congress in Moscow in 1935 
provided some answers to this dilemma, but the CPI leadership was not able 
to apply them, and the policy direction of the Party was once again put into 
the hands of the CPGB through Palme Dutt and Ben Bradley, who ex
plained that the general aim of the new line was to create a broad popular 
front under "working-class" leadership. In the event, this too proved un
realistic since the broad popular front was firmly led by Gandhi. However, 
the Party did succeed in gaining partial control of the All India Trade 
Union Congress (AITUC) during this period and it was from this organi
sation chat much of the present Right leadership of the CPI came. 

Even this success was vitiated by further external directives from Mos
cow; Russian national imerests from June I94I to the end of the war 
dictated that no anti-British activities should be undenaken in India, and 
so the cpr and the AITUC urged all-out support for the war effort at a time 

2 In Indian Commtmist Party Docflmt:TI/s, 19.30-I956, Bombay, 1957. 
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when Gandhi was urging hi s followers to sabotage it. As if this were not 
enough, they continued to attack Gandhi after J945 (as well as the British 
who were no longer Gandhi's enemies) and gave tacit support to the Muslim 
League and Parti t ion. 

Even India's independence did not enable the Party to work out a 
genuinely Indian programme; it bickered as to whether Nehru should be 
deemed to have capitulated to capitalism and thus combatted as an enemy, 
or whether he could be considered to represent an anti-imperialist force 
worthy of support. The Second Party Congress in 19483 opted for the anti
Nehru line, which gave free rein to the left-mi litant policies of the then 
Party Secreta ry B. T. Ranadive,·1 again resulting in isolation from Indian 
opinion and repression by the Nehru government. However, co-operation 
with Nehru would probably have led to the CPI being swallowed up by 
the Congress Party and the nationalist movement and being left with no 
identifiable programme of its own . This m istake had been made by the 
Communist Party of China in its alliance with the Kuomintang and was 
therefore unlikely to be repeated by any other Communist Party. So the 
basic dil emna of 1936 arose again, and was once more solved by external 
intervent ion-this time by an editorial in the Cominform journal6 and 
personal directives from Palme Dun of the CPGB explaining the changed 
nature of the post-independence bourgeoisie and the means the Party should 
use to work with the more progressive elements and against the more re
actionary. Furthermore, India's first parliamen tary elections were held in 
1952 and the CPI h ad to find some way out of its isolation in order to par
take meaningfully in these. 

Thus, a ny claim to "I nd ian-ness" in the CPI was, up to that time, illusory. '\ 
Refl ect ions of this could be seen in intra-Party documents from J950. Per
haps for the first time the cpr leaders had to construct a m eaningful pro
gramme related to Indian reality in view of the impending elections; yet in 
this attempt they unleashed such a furious factio nal struggle that it would 
doubtless have led to a split at that time had exterior circumstances per~ 
mined such a precedent. The analyses of the split written by the present 
Left group h ave concentrated largely on this period of the P arty, with some 
reference also to the problems that arose around the time of independence. 
This is logical since the argument in 1950-S1 centered on the elaboration of 
a national Party programme as it did in J964. Then as now, the curious CPI 
practice of writing semi-private pamphlets and circulating them over the 
heads of the Party executive to the membership as "discussion papers" 
was used as a device in the debate. In J950 this tactic was adopted by P. C. 

8 Held at Bombay on May :Z3. 
'" General Secretary of the cpr until June 1950. 
:; For a Lasting P~a« and a P<op/~s' D~mocrary, Bucharest, January '7, I950· 
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Joshio and in 1964 by E. M. S. Namboodiripad.7 The entrenched doctrin_ 
aire positions of Right and Left were somewhat reconciled at the All-India 
Party Conference in October I951, but all the theoretical elements of the 
present split were present at that time. The main differences were that in 
I951 the Party apparatus was dominated by the Left under Ranadive and in 
1964 by the Right under Dange and that there was frequent reference to 
Russian and Chinese models.s Ironically, the Cominform editorial of Janu
ary 1950, though directing the Party to the Right, categorically stated that 
"the path taken by the Chinese people . . . is the path that should be taken 
by the people of many colonial and dependent countries."o 

Prior to 1951 most of the "mistakes" were attributed to the Left or to 
militant policies out of touch with Indian reality, but from 1951 to 1964, the 
Right was in general control, with the result that errors became attributable 
to their policies. The rise of the Right did, however, bring to power those 
who had been least isolated from Indian reality, for example S. A. Dange, 
who had been responsible for much of the CPI's success in the AITUC. 
Reasonable success in India's first10 and in succeedingll elections gave greater 
prestige and, of course, financial support to this Right, or "legal" wing of 
the Party. The novel experience of operating a state government with the 
aid of the CPI~backed independents in Kerala, which was constitutionally 
bound to function within the framework of the bourgeois-dominated Indian 
Union, lent great strength to the "gradualist" wing and tended to discredit 
the revolutionary elements. However, as evidence of the vitality of the 
revolutionary mystique, a group caIled the "Revolut ionary CPI" put candi~ 
dates into the field in the 1952 elections in defiance of Moscow and the 
Party Executive. 

The reconcilation achieved at the all~India Party Conference in 1951 was 
only a respite in the factional dispute. The core problem of establishing the 
Party's correct relationship to the Government and the national bour~ 
geoisie continued to beset the Party for the next decade. In fact in this 
decade four out of the CPI's six national Congresses were held, all notable 
for their lack of achievement.l2 There was furious debate over the "Tactical 

(I P. C. Joshi, For a Mass Policy, Calcutta, 1950 . 
., E. M. S. Namboodiripad, Rtvisionism and Dogmatism in tnt CPI, (eventually published 

by New Age Press, New Delhi, 1965). 
~ ~ .. C. Joshi commented that the intra.Party discussion of the Cominform directive led to 

a diVISion between those who ~ainuioed that the Russian parallel held good for India and 
those who thought that the ChlDese example was better since China had been a colony and 
Mao had led the Chinese to victory. P. c. Joshi, op. cie. 

::or a ~sting Peaee and a Peoples' Democracy, January 27, 1950. 
In thiS the cpr won 23 seats o~t of a total of 489, with 4,712,000 votes or 4.45 percent 

of the electorate. It was also lucky With its seat distribution The J,n S,ngh ".c . . WIU1 3.05 percent 
got only 3 seats and the Kls~n Ma..zdoor with 5.81 percent of the popular vote got only 9 seats. 

11 The cpr won 30 seats 10 1957 and 29 in 1962. 
12 The srd Congress was held at Madurai, December 27, 1953, to January 3, 1954; the 
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Line" D ocument18 and the Draft Political Resolutionlol which were drawn 
up for the Madurai Congress in 1953. The polemics continued through to 
the 6th Congress in 1961, where even the impressive presence of Mikhail 
Suslov failed to bring about unity of purpose. This process is well described 
by E. M. S. Namboodiripad, who states that "the internal differences within 
the cpr are as old as the decision of the British Government in 1947 to 
create the new independent state of India; they came up again and again in 
different forms. The leading organs of our Party ... tried to furnish an~ 
swers to them. In the course of answering them, however, it became clear 
that there were different trends, different approaches within the Party. This 
led to a continuous bitter inner~Party struggle, at first of an ideological and 
political character, but subsequently reflecting itself in the organisation of 
our Party .... The Sixth Congress held at Vijayawada in April I¢1 saw 
this ideological~po1itical and organisational battle reach its zenith."UI The \ 
Chinese threat on India's borders probably did more to ensure what unity 
of views there was than did Suslov's presence. 

Far from inducing any split into a pro~Russian and a pro~Chinese faction, 
the Chinese pressure and finally aggression on India in fact precluded any 
such division. Any person or group who supported, or even appeared to 
support, the position of China would have been branded as a traitor. What" 
the attack did was to turn the cprs gradual slide to the Right into a 
stampede; the 30 CPI members of the Lok Sabha were instructed to rally 
behind the ruling Congress Party and adopted political attitudes that could 
only be described in Marxist terms as "bourgeois nationalist." Thus at this 
historic juncture the CPI found itself, perhaps for the first time in its history, 
an ally of a strong Indian nationalist upsurge. Its isolation was thus tempo
rarily ended, but only at the cost of abandoning any separate or revolution~ 
ary programme, with the result that political initiative was left in the bands 
of the national bourgeoisie.16 

In accordance with the general theory on the development of "national 
democracy" laid down at the XXII Congress of the CPSU in October I¢I, 
the only "correct" path the CPI could have taken in the circumstances would 
be to have become more militantly nationalist than the national bourgeoisie 
and so lead the latter rather than be led by it. This the CPI failed to do, 
and thus did not even live up to the rules set by the Right wing of the 

4th at Palghat, April 19 to 29. 1956; the 5th at Amritsar, Marcil-April. 1958 ; the 6th at 
Vijayawanda. April 7 to 16. 1961. 

1S IndiQI1 Communist PaTty DOCllm~l1tJ, 1910-1956, op. 0'1., p. 71. 
14 Ibid., p. 93. . 
16 E. M.S. Namboodiripad, Not~ for th~ Programm~ of Ih~ CPI, Roxy Pre", New Ddhl. 

1964. pp. 59-60. " 
lei The Cominform directive of January 1950 (see footnote 5) bad demanded a b~ 

nation-wide front hradrd by the working-cia" ." To allow the w01king-ciau to k l~tJ COJlIb

tutes the ,in of "Tailum." 
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world Communist movement. Although the CPT Right was helped by 
Russia's developing hostility toward China at the time, the Russian Party 
never rallied so fully to the support of India that it endorsed all that India 
did against China. This time, then, the CPT was not under any compulsion 
to follow any orders from outside: the stampede to the Right was its Own 
doing, ca rried forward by forces inside the Party. The motive forces were 
pragmatic rather than theoretical; the epI's known anti-nationalist record 
made it suspect in the eyes of most patriotic Indians (including many from 
the left), so that it could simply not afford to expose itself to the censure of 
a great emotional upsurge of Indian nationalism. Irs only hope of survival 
from persecution lay in swimming with the tide. 

It was widely believed in India that, for good measure, the Right-wing 
leadership of the CPI denounced some of the Left extremist members to 
the Government,17 or at least allowed information to reach the Government 
about their activities. In any event the Government appears to have been 
extremely well informed abour proceedings at Central Executive meetings 
and other Party gatherings, and whereas the Rightists suffered no undue 
persecution during the emergency, all the important members of the Leftist 
group were taken into preventive custody at one time or another. It would, 
of course, have been a good political move on the part of the Government 
to demand the elimination of any pro-Chinese elements as a price for allow
ing the remainder of the Party to survive. Furthermore in certain state 
councils of the CPl, where several members had been arrested, the Central 
Executive Committee used this as an excuse to disband the councils and 
proceed to the election or appointment of new (Rightist) ones. 

All these developments served to destroy the Left anchor of the Party 
platform and enabled it to carry out its manoeuvre to the Right. Some idea 
of the extent of this open espousal of bourgeois-nationalist views can be 
gained from the following excerpts from a resolution adopted by the Na
tional Council on November I, 1962.18 

The National Council pays its humble tribute to the remarkable heroism of 
our soldiers in the face of extreme odds .... In violation of the solemn undertak
ings given by the Chinese Government during the last 3 years nOt to cross the 
McMahon line, Chinese armed forces in large numbers have openly crossed this 
international frontier. ... The claims pur forward by the Chinese Government 
on the ground that the McMahon line is 'illegal' because it was the result of an 
agreement made at a time when the British imperialists ruled over India. are 
comple~ely untenable and on no account can such arguments justify theif launch-

17 The accusations formed part of the Chinese Communist P:lrty's tirades against the cpr 
and were mentioned in a resolution of the N:ltional Council meeting of February 5-I:2, 1963. 
in New Delhi: "They the [Cpe] arc :Iccusing the leadership of OU( Party of having got P:lrty 
comrades arrested and of exploiting the emergency for factional ends." 

181t was entitled "Unite to Defend the Motherland :Igainst China's Open Aggrcssion." 
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jng aggression on India. The crossing of this line under any excuse or pretence 
whatsoever, undisputably constitutes aggression and violation of our territory. 

The National Council calls on every Party member and supporter to intensify 
his efforts in suppOrt of the defence of the country in unity with all people. The 
National Council extends its full support to the position taken by Prime Minister 
Nehru in regard to the conditions for the opening of negociations for the seule* 
ment of the border dispute .. .. 

The National Council never expected a socialist country like China to settle 
a border dis pUle with India by force of arms and make astounding claims against 
a country which is engaged in the peaceful consolidation of its newly-won in
dependence, which belongs to the peace camp, which follows a foreign policy of 
non-alignment, which has alt along maintained friendship with China and whose 
government is run by a parliamentary democracy and not a military dictatorship. 

The National Council tota1iy rejects and repudiates the characterisation made 
by the Chinese authorities in their press and radio propaganda of Prime Minister 
Nehru as 'an agent of U. S. imperialists' .. .. 

The Communist Party stands for the strengthening and building of the 
unity of all patriotic forces in this national emergency. The Communist Party is 
not opposed to buying arms from any country on a commercial basis .... The 
Communist Party pledges itself to participate fully in all activities for the pro
motion of national unilY, defence and the strengthening of the morale of the 
people .... The National Council is confident all Communists will stand at their 
posts of duty and work, together with the rcst of the Indian people, for the 
greater glory of the Motherland. 

There were no longer any references to the "so-called Chinese threat" 
or to the earlier rather mild "hope" that the McMahon line would not be 
crossed.HI The Party objected to the cpe calling Nehru names, but had 
itself spent many years in the past doing just that. To claim that India be* 
longs to the "camp of peace" is incorrect in Marxist terms, since only Com* 
munist states can belong to it; as a bourgeois state India could only belong 
to the "zone of peace." Not being opposed to purchasing arms from any 
country, implies of course purchases from the capitalist West-to be used 
against a socialist country. Finally, for Marxists to commend India on the 
basis of her being a parliamentary democracy is ludicrous; the more usual 
epithet is "bourgeois sham democracy" or "dictatorship of the bourgeoisie." 
In this resolution the basic Marxist concept of proletarian internationalism 
was abandoned; this was admitted by S. A. Dange,20 who stated that "pro
letarian internationalism was a casualty on both sides of the McMahon 
L ine."21 The one paragraph in the original draft that did make reference to 
communist internationalism was left out of the published resolution, appar* 

19 Statements by Ajoy Gosh at a press conference at New Delhi, December 16, I96I. 
20 Chairman from April 1962 and also Gennal Secretary of A.I.T.U.C. . . 
21 E. M. S. Namboodiripad, Rl'visiOllism alld Dogmatism iT) J/u'! CPI, New Age Pnntlog 

Press, New Delhi, 1963, p. 67 (printed for Party members) . 
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cntly for fear of reminding readers of the epI's previous dose association 
with that international movement and because it ran counter to the trend 
to publicise the "Indian·ness" of the Party.22 

It is important to note that, although the Right stampede was generated 
from within the Party, it was artificial in the sense that either a lessening 
of Chinese pressure on India or a release of the Left leaders from jail would 
make its continued existence impossible. As it happened, both these events 
occurred almost simultaneously and the attack on the Right leadership was 
spearheaded by the Kerala leader Namboodiripad at the F ebruary 1963 
meeting of the National Council in New Delhi when he submitted his thesis 
entitled R~tlisionism and Dogmatism in the CPl. The Secretariat shelved 
the issues involved by referring the document to a commission. At th is 
juncture Namboodiripad handed in his resignation as Secretary General of 
the Party and as editor of the Party organ New Age. He had in fact been 
unable to function effectively in either of these positions during the previous 
year. This was a severe blow to the Right and correspondingly increased 
the prestige of the opposition. Namboodiripad then went on to thwart the 
National Council's stalling tactics, as P. C. Joshi had done some years 
earlier, by circulating extracts of his thesis co individual Party members-to 
such good effect that the Central Executive Committee decided it would be 
wiser to publish the whole document under their auspices. 

It was with this thesis that Namboodiripad established himself as the 
principal theoretician of the anti-Right. At that time he could not be con
sidered as the spokesman for the Left as such; he was critical of several 
points in the Left platform both in his Revisionism and Dogmatism and in 
his later policy statement Note for the Programme of the CPI.23 Even after 
the Tenali Convention some of the founding members of Left group ex
pressed doubts about Namboodiripad's relations with them.24 However, his 
participation in the 7th Congress at Calcutta in October I964 and the fact 
that the principal theoretician of the Right, Dr. Adhikari, directed most of 
his arguments at Namboodiripad's statements, has crystalIised his position 
as undisputed spokesman of the new Left leadership. 

The publication of Revisionism and Dogmatism was, of course, intended 

U The paragraph reads: "The behaviour of Socialist China toward peace-loving India has 
most grossly violated the common undeutanding in the Communist world arrived at the 
~I Parties' Con,ference in 1960 in relation to peaceful co-existence and attitude to newly
liberated countnes aDd the question of war and peace, Socialist China has fallen victim to 
nar,ro,:", N~tio,nalisti,c considaations at the cost of the interests of world peace and anti-im
palahsffi. iO ,Its attitude ~oward5 India," The India-C/II'na Border Disptfle and the Communist 
Party of indIa, Communist Par[}' Publication, New Delhi, July 1963. p. 67 (printed for Party 
members). 

2a See footnote 15. 
!14 He was not a contributor to the Left group's series of theses on ideological questions 

entitled A Contribution to Ide%gi,ai Debate, which was published' New DeJhi early in 
1964 for eirculation to Pu[}, members only, 1Il 
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to bring all the old problems of ideology and the Party programme once 
more into the open. These had been discussed with little result at the 6th 
Congress. in spite of Suslov's presence. In fact, the Left elements there were 
able to cause a number of amendments to be made to Suslov's proposals 
which led him to complain of "certain zigzags" at the Congress.25 If the 
Right were unable to put through their programme with Suslov's presence, 
then obviously they would not want further discussions without such power
ful backing. However, in response to Left pressure the Central Executive 
Committee authorised the National Council to prepare a draft within six 
months; nothing had been done by the time of the February 1963 National 
Council meeting, and there the matter was referred to a commission. Faced 
with these stalling tactics again, the Left began calling meetings of its own. 
At the next National Council meeting (in New Delhi from October 14 to 
19) a further organisational document entitled, Threat to Party Unity-How 
to Avert It, was submitted by Makineni Basavapunniah and supported by 
the signatures of 16 other Left group members of the National Council. The 
Dange leadership "could not accept the views and proposals in the docu
ment."26 

In the meantime the Dange-group majority in the National Council had 
a resolution adopted at its meeting of June 26. I¢3, asking the Central Con
trol Commission to investigate the activities of "the parallel centre" and to 
recommend disciplinary action against those members and units responsible 
for its functioning. The Control Commission's report showed that the pub
lishing of the November I, 1962, resolurion27 led to "some members of the 
CEC of like-mindedness on political and ideological issues" meeting sepa
rately in Delhi and deciding on a political and organisational line of action 
entirely different from that of the National Council. They characterised the 
Council as "thoroughly right revisionist and so bitterly anti-China that it 
would not take any initiative which does not have the approval of the Gov
ernment of India."28 The report goes on to describe how "Comrades Gopa
Ian and Ramdas organised an 'all-India parallel centre' .. in the first week of 
November, while Comrades Surjeet, Ramamurti and Sundarayya moved to 
the states organising the necessary apparatus. The report outlines the dis
ruption they caused to various provincial organisations and to note the 
appearance of four language weeklies in Telegu, Tamil, Malayalam and Ben
gali subservient to the "parallel centre." This is a reasonably accurate descrip
tion of the organisation of the Left group, and the information contained 

2:. See the report of Suslo,,'s concluding speech. New Age, April 30, 1961. 

U As with Dogmatism and Revisionism, the Central Secretariat after init ially refusing to 
have anything to do with the document found it wiser to publish it in its entirety in December 
rather than leave the initiative with the Left who were circulating extracts of it to Party mem
bers. The above quoted remarks were included in the Secretariat's terse introduction. 

21 See note (18). 
:!tResolution on Splitters (CPI publication), New Delhi. April ~964, p. 35· 
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in it was so disquieting to the Dange leadership that they decided to face the 
issue before the Left gained further strength and called a National Council 
meeting for April 10, I¢4, with a view to discrediting these "splitters." The 
fact that the Left were by then holding meetings so openly in Delhi that the 
official Party could no longer afford to ignore them, was also a factor in this 
decision. 

However, before this Council meeting took place, the Executive had to 
deal with an issue raised in the March 7th edition of the Bombay English 
language weekly Cun·~l1t. This journal published letters allegedly written 
by Dange while in prison in 1924, indicating that he was willing to work 
as a political agent for the British if they would release him. The material 
was hotly denounced as a forgery by the Dange group. Perhaps the most 
damaging inference was thm the British apparently felt that Dange was [00 

insignificant a character for them to employ as an agent. 
There is no particular reason to doubt the authenticity of the letters, but 

that the question is less interesting than the reactions they evoked and the 
way in which they were used. Obviously the timing of such a discovery was 
most advantageous to the Left, but it would hardly have been worth their 
while to concoct an elaborate forgery which might be detected, just to smear 
someone who was then already on the defensive, and who, if knocked 
out politically, would simply be replaced by another Rightist. More im. 
portant was the implication that by condemning Dange for collaboration 
with the enemy in 1924, all those who co.operated more openly with the 
British from 1941 to 1945 and all those who now collaborated with the class 
enemy were also under attack.20 Dange's obsequious letter to Nehru on his 
73rd birthday, for instance, obviously had the backing of the Secretariat as 
well.30 By not mentioning the wartime co-operation, which was widely 
known to the older membership, in connection with the Dange letters, the 
attack was that much more telling. 

Decisive action for the April 10 National Council m eeting was planned 
during the Left group's organisational meetings at the "parallel centre" in 
Delhi (April 2 to 9) . However, this action did not consist in preparing a 
Left·militant platform of a Chinese type, designed merdy to counter-balance 
the revisionist platform of the Dange leadership. Instead, it concentrated 
first on demanding that Dange step down from the Chairmanship of the 
Central Executive Committee's preparatory meeting on April 9 so that a 
full discussion of the Dange letters could take place, and second on demand
ing a full discussion of all ideological issues and of a draft Party programme 

29 " ••• it is important to decide whether they were spreading a slander against the Party 
Chairman, or e:Kposing a serious unknown fact aff«ting the honour and prestige of the entire 
Party." From the Statement of I:l CEe members, April 10, 1964. Reproduced in Dange Un
masked, Roxy Press, New Delhi, (Left group pamphlet), p. 43 . 

30 Peking &"iew, March IS. 1963, p. 63. 
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at the National Council sessions starting April 10. In the first instance, 
Dange refused to vacate the Chair, with the result that twelve Left group 
members of the Central Executive walked out31 and in the second instance 
a renewed refusal to discuss ideology resulted in 32 members32 of the Left 
group walking out of the National Council session on April II. Whereas 
their attempts to get ideological and programme issues discussed in the 
National Council had been stalled since 1963, the Dange letters gave the 
Left a second weapon to use against the D ange leadership ; their number had 
also risen from 16 members of the National Council in October to 32 in 
April. 

All these facts indicate that the Left group had now achieved a centrist 
position; that is to say, their support came not only from their own group 
but from much of the Centre also.33 The Right was now therefore in danger 
of isolation. For this reason the Left were able to organise a successful All 
India Communist Convention in Tenali from July 7 to July II, 19f14 (with 
146 delegates attending) , and finally and more spectacularly to "scoop" the 
7th National Congress of the CPI. The Dange leadership had already 
planned to hold the 7th Congress in December 1964 in Bombay; the Left 
group announced at their Tenali Convention that they would hold it in 
Calcutta at the end of October. The Calcutta Congress was indeed held as 
planned in the name of the whole Party and was attended by over 500 
delegates and observers from all over the country.3i The Left consequently 
assumed for itself the mantle of authority and the Dange group was ldt with 
the unwelcome choice of proceeding with a duplicate Congress or acquiesc· 
ing in a fait accompli; in the event it opted for the former. Relevant is the 
fact that the Dange leadership of the Party knew of the Left plan to hold the 
Congress in October, but were not able to stop it, nor apparently to prevent 
a considerable attendance. 

81 E. M. S. Nnmboodiripnd, A. K. Gopalan, P. Rnmnmurti, M. R. Venkatnraman, P. Sun
darnyyn, M. Dasavapunniah, Jyoti Basu, Hnrek rishnn Konar, Promode Das Gupta, Harkishnn 
Singh Surjeet, Jagjit Singh Lyallipuri, and Dhupesh Gupta. 

32 Alldllra: P. Sundarayya, T. Nngi Reddy (MLA) D. Venknteswara Rao, G. Ba
pnnayya (MLA), M. Dasavapunniah, M. Hnnumanthn Rno, N. Prasad 
Rao (MLA). 

K~ala: E. M. S. Namboodiripad, A. V. Kunhaimbu, E. K. Nayanar, E. K. 1m
biehi Bawa, A. K. Gopalan (MP), C. H. Kannran, V. S. Aehutanandan. 

West Bengal: Promodc: Das Guptn, Iyoti Bnsu (MLA), Hare Krishna Konar (MLA), 
Muzaffar Ahmad, Abdul Hnlim, Snroj Mukherjee (MP). 

Tamilllad: P. Ramamurti, N. Sanbrinh, M. R. Venkntaramnn, R. Rnmani. 
Punjab: Harkishan Singh Surjeet, Dniip Singh Tapiaia, Jagjit Singh L}'allipuri, 

Dr. Bhag Singh. 
Ut/aT Pradcs/J: Shea Kumar Misra, R. N. Upadhyayn. 
Rajastan: Mohan Punamiyn, R. P. Sunf. 

83 The prominent role played by Namboodiripad is a further indication oE the inRuenee of 
a centrist position achieved by the Left; his lendersh ip of the Ker.:lla Party could not be de
scribed .:IS left extremist. Iyoti Dasu, another of the "32:' is nlso regarded as a centrist. 

U The Hindtt (Weekly), Madras, November 9, 1964. p. 14. 
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The growing strength of the Left in the National Council was matched 
by even greater strength at other levels; the source of this power is an im
portant consideration in assessing the future viability of the group as a sepa_ 
fate Party. As late as October I¢4. the Left leadership expected to retain 
not more than one third of the top leadership3!i at all levels other than 
district level, but expected that the proportion would be reversed in their 
favour in the lower echelons of the Party cadres and organisations at the 
district level. This is significant, first because the CPl, unlike most Com_ 
munist Parties, is weak and often disunited at the national level but strong 
regionally; second, the "working class" representation in the top and national 
echelons is minimal. the majority being urban inteIIectuals. often rich and 
overseas·educated.36 The regions of greatest strength for the Party as a whole 
are Kerala. West Bengal and Andhra; the Punjab, though important in the 
early days of the movemem. has not maintained its lead. Of the 29 CPI 
representatives in the Lok Sabha, 22 are from the first three areas .:17 In the 
1962 parliamentary elections, the Party gained 57 out of 301 seats in the 
Andhra Legislature. and 19 CPI·backed Independents were also elected. In 
the West Bengal Legislature they gained 50 out of 252 plus 2 CPI·backed 
Independems. Although the Right still held a majority in the National 
Counci l and in the Central Secretariat and Central Executive Committee. 
the situation in West Bengal was the reverse. There 5 out of the 8 members 
of the Secretariat and Executive Committee joined the Left and were sus· 
pended by the Party's Central Secretariat, who thereafter decided to disband 
the whole West Bengal apparatus and to appoint new men in their place.3s 

Govindan Nair of the Central Secretariat told a Press Conference in Cal· 
cutta on April 21, 1965, that the Cemral leadership had decided to appoint 
its own men, however few, to assume the Party's administration in the 
state.30 

At the Tenali Convention in July 1964, 86 of the 146 delegates present 
came from the Scates of West Bengal (23), Andhra (23), Kerala (20) and 
Tamilnad (20) . Of the 32 dissident National Council members 30 were in 
attendance; the largest group of delegates, however, was the 86 members of 
state councils. Forty.five of the delegates also held positions in the Kisan 

8~ Total membership of the National Council in April 1962 wtls 110. 
38" .•• the entire central and provincial leadership of the Party was virtually composed of 

declassed bourgeois intellectuals or individuals drawn from the landlord or capitalist classes 
• . . The result is that the Party lead~ship acquired the character of a team of intel
lectuals who carryon endless arguments but do not reach any conclusions which enrich the 
Marxist·Leninist understanding of Indian reality." E. M. S. NamboodiIipad. Note lor the Pro-
gramme 01 tile CPl, Roxy Press, New Delhi. 1964. 

87 West Bengal 9. Andhra 7. Kerala 6. 
88 The composition of the West Bengal organization was as follows: Promode Das Gupta 

(Secretary); Jyoti Basu: Muzaffar Ahmed: Harekrishna Konar: Saroj Mukerjee: Saram Mu' 
kerjee; Niranjan Sen: Ranen Sen. The first five above were suspended by the National Council. 

U The SJatetman (New Delhi) , April 21, 1964. 
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Sabha. Only 16 of ~he delegates prese~t .had not been in prison and only 26 
had not taken part lfl underground acttvay. The organisation, in fact, appears 
to have a veteran revolutionary core. The strength of the Left does not 
appear to have declined after the Tenali meeting; even though Gujerat, for 
example. o~ly sent one delegate •. his report to his comrades on the Gujerat 
state councll produced such an lmpression that by the lime of the Right 
Group's Central Executive meeting in New Delhi in September, the delegate 
(Chiman Mehta) had been joined by some other members of the State Coun
cil. and the Central Executive Committee complained that the State Council 
was doing. nothing to implement the preparations for the Right Group's 7th 
Congress lfl Bombay and looked like joining the "splitters.''''o The Central 
Executive Committee also had to deal with a similar situation in Karnatak ' , 
this State Council did not send any delegates to Tenali, yet by September 
twO rival organisations had been set up there.n 

Two historical factors in the regional situation have a bearing on the 
sources of Left support and have influenced the split at the national level." 
The first is the support that the Party has given in the pa~t to movements fo r 
nationality and linguistic states. Apart from the question of support to the 
Muslim League before Independence, support for linguistic and nationality 
provinces was one of the main resolutions passed at the 3rd National Con
gress in 1953. Whereas the Party has largely been at loggerheads with Indian 
nationalism at the national level, it has been in accord with regional aspira
tions and often played leading roles in such movements. This was a useful 
weapon against British rule up to 1941 and later against centralisation on the 
part of the Nehru government, but it became a source of embarrassment 
after the 6th Congress when the policy toward the Central Government was 
changed. The conflicting interests engendered in championing regional 
causes have often produced conflicts among CPI delegates at the national 
level that have overruled their loyalty to Party unity and discipline. 

The second historical factor is the support that the militant wing of the v 
Party has received from rural areas. That this is still an active factor is shown 
by the inclusion of this element into Namboodiripad's Brief Critical Note 
on the Programme Drafts42 that he wrote in 1962 after the 6th Congress; in 
this he develops his own programmatic concepts. arguing that the "essentials 
of a correct strategic approach. according to me, are ... with the rural peo
ple against the urban monopolists; and above all, with the peasantry and 
other sections of the working people against the ruling classes as a whole." 
The rural areas have in the past provided most of the manpower for ter
rori sm. This is nothing new to the Indian political scene, dacoits having 

.. 0 Resolmions ot the Central Executive Committee CPI, New Age Printing Press, New Delhi, 

1964 , pp. 17.19. 
n Ibid., pp. 19-21. 
U Issued by the Secretaria t of Central Organising Committee. cpr (Left a-roup), p. 41 . 
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established a certain reputation in this respect. The Party has often made 
effective use of these elements; in the old state of Hyderabad it was able to 
mount a sustained guerilla campaign in the 1930's and to stage uprisings 
and riots in various parts of the national territory after independence. Under_ 
employment in rural areas and the depressed conditions of unskilled mi
grants to urban centres provide a reservoir of recruits. The movement, if 
not specifically pro-rural, is certainly anti-urban. 

Both the above-mentioned factors run counter to the national policies of 
the Dange leadership: regionalism being abandoned in favour of national 
anti-Chinese unity under bourgeois leadership, and militancy and terrorism 
in favour of bourgeois respectability. It is in this field that the Left can 
claim strong support, and this has nothing to do with a pro-Chinese policy. 

The July I964 Convention in Teoali was the first official organisational 
meeting of the Left, operating as a separate Party. The success of the or
ganisation of the semi-clandestine "parallel centre" apparatus had given the 
group some indication of its strength and sufficient self-confidence to pro
ceed. The decision to hold this meeting was, contrary to what one might ex
pect from an allegedly extremist group, not taken without a final attempt to 
reach a working agreement with the Right. "Unity talks" were held on 
July 4 at the residence of Bhupesh Gupta in New Delhi.4" The Right was 
represented by Rajeswar Rao, Dr. Adhikari and Bhupesh Gupta, all mem
bers of the Central Secretariat. The Left was represented by Jyoti Basu, 
Promode Das Gupta and I-Iarkishan Singh Surjeet. The Left was prepared 
to accept Dange as chairman if the Right would re-instate Namboocliripad 
as General Secretary, but this was not accepted by the Right. After further 
discussion about abolishing Leftist publications and asking the Right to in
stitute Party membership scrutiny, the discussions were broken off. 

If the Left were to embark on a pro-Chinese line they would logically 
have done so at the Tenali Convention. This does not appear, however, in 
the compilation of resolutions passed at the meeting. There was certainly an 
intention and a determination to establish a truly revolutionary programme 
based on a full discussion of existing drafts from both Right and Left groups. 
Nevertheless, the official report of the Convention, in referring to the ideo
logical differences in the world communist movement, states that "our Party 
as an independent sovereign unit of the Communist movement shall arrive 
at its own independent decisions after a full democratic discussion in the 
entire. Party. No question of either pro-Peking or pro-Moscow shall arise 
whatever our enemies shout to slander the cause of Communism. We should 
not resort upon criticism and attack either on the CPSU or the CPC until 
our Party concludes its inner-Party discussions and arrives at its own con
c1usions."44 This is also much in keeping with Namboodiripad's views ex-

:: CPI ~c:mbc:r. of the ~ajya Sabh~ and lc:ader of the parliamentary group. 
Harkl$han 5mgh Sur)ec:t, T~nQ/, Confl~nJjon 01 t/J~ CPI, mimeographed. 
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pressed in his Note for tile Programme of tIle CPI, where he comments that 
"honest differences being expressed by this or that comrade made him liable 
to be called 'pro-China' or 'pro-Soviet' or 'anti-China' or 'anti-Soviet.' The 
government, the bourgeois press, the 'anti-Communist but pro-Soviet' left 
press--:--all. took. a ha~d in c~eati~g ,t~e image of the CPI being split into 
twO- natIOnalIst vs InternatIOnalist, pro-China vs pro-Soviet,' etc.4S A sec
tion of the Party itself began to believe it; what is more a section within the 
leadersh.ip particip~ted in this campaign."4G The Right group's pamphlet, 
Ruolulton on Splzt.ters, contains appendices on the incriminating material 
that the Left had Circulated, but under the heading "Extracts from Chinese 
Documents" they have not been able to collect anything more compromising 
than some passages from the "Mirror for Revisionists,"47 an editorial from 
the Peking People's Daily of December 7, 1961 (about Nehru's refusal to 
negotiate), and some extracts from world press opinion made by the Chinese 
-all this about two years old. Whether the charges of the Left being Chinese 
agents can be substantiated is largely irrelevant; they constitute the best 
possible weapon against the Left and the Right will obviously go on using 
them with a view to limi ting Left support in the Party and to interest
ing the Government in their activities again . 

The organisational decisions taken at T enali give some indication of the 
strength of the Left group at the Calcutta Congress, as well as of the com
position of some of the Left Party structure. The decision to hold the Con
gress at the end of October 1964 was taken at Tenali. Delegates were to be 
elected on the basis of one for every 250 Party members; there was to be a 
minimum of 5 delegates from each state; the Central Staff were allowed 5 
delegates; members of the Central Executive Committee and of the Central 
Control Commission were to be ex~officio delegates with full rights.-48 The 
basis of membership was taken as that of December I¢3; candidate-members 
whose term expired by that date would also be eligible to full membership. 
This provision was put in to circumvent the suspension of a large number of 
members and functionaries at state and district level by the National Council 
in the Spring of 1964. Given the figure of "over 500" delegates and observ
ers40 and allowing for, say, So observers and some staff, this would represent 
over 100,000 Party members. It is difficult to arrive at any accurate estimate 
of Party membership, but even without allowing for a heavy fall in member~ 
ship after the Chinese attack, this would represent well over half the mem
bership. Fewer delegates turned out for the 4th Congress in 1956 and not 

n The weekly T/JQlfght, for instance, divides the factions into "Rucos" (Russian Com-
munists), "Chicos" (Chinese), and "Cencos" (Centrists) . 

46 Roxy Press, New Delhi, 1964, p. s8 . 
• 7 Pcking RCI/ietll, March IS, 1963, pp. 63-66. 
U Resolutions of the Tenali Conference of the CPI, mimeographed. 
'0 See note 34 . 
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many morc for the 6th in 1961. Certainly some states did not have the 1,250 

Left Party adherents to justify the 5 delegates, and details of the numbers on 
the Central Executive and Control Commissions are not given.50 Nevertheless, 
the figure is an expression of massive support. 

To conduct the proceedings at Tenali a Presidium of 3 was elected (A. 
K. Gopalan, M. P., Jyati Basu, and Shiv Varma). These in turn dealt with 
the election of an organising committee for the 7th Congress consisting of 
all members of the National Council51 plus S. S. Srivatsava from Bihar, 
Achintaya Bhattacharya from Assam, S. Y . Kolhatkar from Maharshtra, 
Banamali Das from Orissa and "a comrade from Karnatak."52 This organis_ 
ing committee was to have an Executive Committee and a Secretariat. The 
Executive was to consist of all members of the Central Executive Commit. 
tee plus S. Y. Kolhatkar (Maharasthra) and Shiv Kumar Misra (D.P.). The 
Secretariat was to be composed of M. Basavapunniah, P. Ramamurthy, H. S. 
Surjeet plus one comrade from the Executive members from Bengal. Basava. 
punniah was elected Convenor. 

Similar organisational decisions for the Right Group's 7th Congress at 
Bombay were taken at the National Council meetings of April and Septem. 
ber 1964. though the details are scantier. Of interest is the fact that delegates 
would be elected on the basis of one for every 200 Party members, as op. 
posed to one for every 250 of the Left group. There was also a provision to 
exclude any members who "join the rival party organisations."G3 

More recent material put out by the Left in preparation for the Con· 
gressl'i4 indicates a move to concentrate on immediate Indian problems such 
as combatting communalism and casteism and insisting on secularism, while 
at the same time a more realistic approach to language and nationality states 
was being attempted. There is, however, no attempt to draw the Chinese 
Communist Party into the ideological formulations or even into the anti
Right polemics as an ally. The epe itself has, of course, on its own initiative 
entered into the fray; it launched out against the Dange leadership in a 
People's Daily editorial on March 91 1963, entitled "A Mirror for R evision· 

~o Other items on the Congress agenda included the election of "the new leadership" and 
of the Central Control Commission. The Left simply transformed the 12 who left the original 
CEe (see note 31) into a new CEC and let it be: assumed that this is the real CEC of the 
CPr. However there is no indication who the members of the Control Commission are or if or 
when they were elected; this may simply be: an outgrowth of the "parallel centre" apparatus. 
They could hardly be: referring to the original committee composed of S. V. Ghate (Chair
man), Hajrah Begum (Mrs. Z. A. Ahmed) and P. Narayanan Nair. 

n Again only the "32" are me:mt. 
~2 Probably N. L. Upadhyaya, since he is mentioned in the resolutions of the National 

Council meetings of September 10-15 in New Delhi as having been responsible for the split in 
the State Couneil. 

GS Rl!solutions 0/ tIll! Cl!ntral E:uctltivl! Committl!l!, Sl!ptl!mbl!r 10'1$, CPI publication, New 
Delhi, 1964, p . 25· 

li~ See for .example E . M. S. Namboodizipad's thesis, National Intl!lf1'at;on and thl! Com
mUnist Party, ISSUed by the Left group as a pre·Congress discussion document. 
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ists":;c; which summarised Chinese radio and press attacks that had been 
going on for some time previously. The CPC went on with further jibes 
against Dange in February 1964, and called for a return to the CPl's "glor
ious and militant revolutionary tradition."56 These overtures were not taken 
up by the Left group; in fact they have been careful to avoid actions and 
statements that would imply any obedience to the CPC, and actually re
sented Chinese press and radio commentaries. Although some of this might 
be brushed aside as "tactics," it is significant that the Peking Review, which 
is the usual organ for conveying CPC jibes or accolades to fraternal parties, 
h as been silent on the April walk-om of the "32," on the Tenali Convention, 
and on the 7th Congress in Calcutta. It is also significant that the Left group, 
for their part, did not send congratulations to China on her nuclear explo
sion in October, whereas the Parties of neighbouring Nepal and Ceylon both 
did SO.CiT 

It can be seen that the split in India was not due to a simple alignment 1\ 
into a pro.Russian and a pro-Chinese schism, but rather to irreconcilable dif. 
ferences between those who wished to see a strong independent Party unified 
around a clear and closely argued Marxist programme rest ing on sound re
volutionary bases, and those who were content to maintain the less com· 
plicated role of political respectability within a parliamentary democracy 
and who hoped to "persuade" the bourgeois government to carry out the 
tasks of social revolution for them. The Left had not advocated that the 
Party should follow the Chinese model, and China was discllssed mainly in 
the context of the Right having been guilty of fundamental errors in their 
class analysis of the Indian position vis·a-vis China in the frontier dispute. 
It is interesting to reflect that Russia, rather than China, bears more respon· 
sibility for the split, since the CPSU's developing hostility toward China, 
coupled with Russian state aid to India during the emergency, provided the 
pre·cooditions for the CPI's swing to the Right. It is astonishing that 3S 
years after the submission of the CPl's first draft programme to the Comin· 
tern, it has never worked out a definitive programme, and that new drafts 
are still being circulated. One wonders if and when any of these will come 
any closer to answering the plaintive query raised by P . C. Joshi in 1950,1:18 
that we "find no answer to the simple but vital question: what is the political 
situation in I ndia?" 

Vancouver, March I965 

n Peking Review, March I:;:. 1963, pp. 64-6:;:. 
Ge I bid., February 7, 1964, p. 17. 
111 Ibid .• October 30, 1964, p. 10. 
~8 See note 6. 


