
SOME QUESTIONS OF IDEOLOGICAL 
CONTROVERSY 

NEW EPOCH AND THE THIRD STAGE OF THE 

GENERAL CRISIS OF CAPITALISM 

The author concludes his discussion of the conceptions 
non-capitalist path and national democracy, which according 
to him are erroneously applied to India by both the majo­
rity and minority drafts of our programme by the following 
remark: 

Failure of both the drafts arises "out of the common 
failure to see the reality that the general crisis of capi­
talism has reached a new stag·e in which every country 
having capitalism as its social system has to face the 
consequence of an· unstable economy and a politics and 
ideology which is in profound crisis." (p. 46) 
As we have attempted to show, the author, having 

set himself the pre-conceived task of working out of an 
analysis and line equi-distant from the alleged revision­
ism of the majority and the Left-sectarianism of the 
minority, does not present us · with an integrated under­
standing of the new epoch, the third stage of the general 
crisis of capitalism and new possibilities opened by the 
same to solve in a new way the radical problems of the day; 

· nor does he apply the same to the concrete national and
social problems which face our country at this moment.

He only picks one aspect of the new stage of the general
crisis, that capitalism has become an unstable system-its
economy, politics and ideology are in crisis, and says, that
is why the non-capitalist path.

He does not show what new possibilities have arisen for
the newly-developing countries to build their independent
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national economies. He also does not and cannot explain 
why we now stand for national democracy instead of 
people's democracy. 

His one-sided concept of the new world situation 
becomes more clear in the next sections where he deals 
with�(I) Our "one-sided" analysis of the general crisis, 
(2) three stages of the general crisis, and (3) nature of epoch
and the question of allies.

GENERAL CRISIS OF CAPITALISM-THREE STAGES 

In reviewing the stages of the general crisis he correctly 
points out that "each stage is connected with a political 
development which changed the correlation of class forces 
on a world scale." 

But this political development connected with each stage 
is primarily linked with the rising strength of victorious 
$Ocialism and the change in the relation of class forces is 
primarily a change in relation of forces of socialism and 
capitalism. 

Thus, the first stage is heralded by the victory of social­
ism in one· country-USSR-the first _breach in the fo1tress 
of imperialism. The first socialist country exists side by side 
with the capitalist world. 

The second stage is heralded by the emergence of the 
socialist system, rise and consolidation of people's demo­
cracies in Europe and Asia on one-third part of the world. 
B·alance of forces shift� in favour of socialism and against 
capitalism. 

The third stage, as distinct from the · first two stages 
which were connected with a world war, arises in the 
course of peaceful competition and struggle between two 
systems-and is marked by the fact that "the socialist 
i;ystem is becoming the decisive factor in the development 
of society." 

Of course, each stage is connected with other features 
of the general crisis-sharpening of the contradiction.s of 

OS 29'. 

l!!t 

111 

l'I,I 









to avoid both types of mistakes in the understanding of 
the new epoch and in applying that understanding to con• 
crete problems of the international tasks. 

These two ideas are as follows: (1) In the third stage 
the capitalist system is growing more and more unstable and 
the material pre-requisites are present in the advanced capi, 
talist countries for a transition to socialism arid in under­
developed countries to pass over to development on non­
capitalist lines. (2) Greater possibility than ever for winning 
allies for the working class on a world scale-(a) peace-loving 
people and even governments in some capitalist countries 
who are opposed to war and oppose warmongering policies 
of big imperialist powers; (b) ruling circles and even govern­
ments in many newly-independent countries whose direct 
material interests draw them towards non-alignment, 
peaceful coexistence and cooperatirm with socialist states. 

Based on the 'proper integration' of these two ideas, the 
formula to avoid the two deviations seems to be as follows: 

If in fighting for the socialist revolution and for the non­
capitalist path respectively the proletariat fails to see the 
importance of unity with these two allies respectively, for 
maintaining peace and non-alignment, etc., then it would 
be committing a Left-sectarian mistake. 

If on the other hand, while uniting with these two allies 
for that purpose, the proletariat fails to rebttff pro-capitalist 
and pro-imperialist tendencies in them, it would be com­
mitting a revisionist mistake. 

The author applies this formula to the Chinese and 
Albanian Parties' attitude on the Caribbean crisis-when 
these Parties criticised the Soviet Union for placing the 
missiles in Cuba as adventurist and later for withdrawing 
them as capitulating to imperialism. Actually, says the

author, the Soviet Union by doing this averted a nuclear 
.war and won the support of millions of people throughout 
the world who were· concerned at the prospect of such a
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war breaking out on the question of US aggression against 
Cuba. The Chinese and Albanian Parties do not see the 
significance of winning these allies to prevent war and so 
their attitude is Left-sectarianism. 

THE ALTERNATIVE GENERAL LINE 

Is this sufficient and satisfactory explanation of the diver­
gent view and attitude of the Chinese leaders on the Carib­
bean crisis? Does such a great and experienced Party as 
the Chinese not see the significance of winning broad allies 
among the peace-loving peoples to prevent war and main­
tain pace? Actually the different attitude and view of the

Chinese Party stems from its different understanding of the 
following key features of the new epoch and the third stage

:as stressed in 1960 Moscow Statement: 

That war is not fatally inevitable in the present epoch and
in the third stage. 
That joint action of the socialist states and of international
working class with the broadest support of all the peace­
loving forces can prevent aggressive .actions of imperialism,
promose peaceful coexistence and thus avert the danger of
war. 
Such actions successfully carried out create favourable
atmosphere for the growing struggle for democracy,
national liberation and socialism. 

These three features are implied in the two paras about
the third stage and the new epoch from 1960 Statement
quoted by the author (pp. 52 & 54). They indicate the
direction of the general line of the international communist
movement. Do the Chinese leaders agree with the general
.line implied in these 3 features understood in an integrated
.manner? They do not; otherwise they would not have put

forward an alternative general line in their letter of June 14,
1963. 

When we say this we do not imply that the Chinese Party
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ITS REAL MEANING

What does this alternative line amount to? Refusal to seethe new in the situation, the new opportunities which openup before the world proletariat and its vanguard, the coun­tries of the socialist system·, which we have outlined previ­ously and to make use of them to solve the radical questionsof the day in a new way. This is dogmatism. By opposing the concrete initiative and actions of theSoviet Union and of the world proletariat, to promote peace­ful coexistence and to check aggressive actions of imperial­ism, to avert war danger and instead proposing a lineamounting to gambling with war da?ger it is taking a linewhich is adventurist. 
Opposition to socialist countries making peaceful coexist­ence the general line of their foreign policy, opposition tosocialist countries giving priorty to actions for peace, forchecking imperialist aggression while affording every aidto national-liberation struggles and movements, etc., amountsto depriving the movements of the support of the inter­national working-class movement and the broad peace-lovingforces. This is Left sectarianism. 

All this was argued at length, to show that the two criteriaworked out by the author to negate the Left-sectarian andreformist understanding of the new epoch and the thirdstage are not enough. If the author wants seriously to rebutthe Left-sectarian stand of the Chinese Party in such in­dividual cases like the Caribbean crisis and the India-Chinaborder question, then he must show how these How fromthe complete alternative line which they propose for inter­national communist movement. It is also necessary toshow how this line is in contradiction with the acceptedgeneral line of the 1960 Moscow Statement.
THE CARIBBEAN CRISIS

We have pointed out in the foregoing pages how theauthor's criticism of the Chinese leaders' opposition to the
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Soviet moves in the Caribbean crisis is inadequate. They 
say that the Soviet Union when it first put the missiles in 
Cuba to forestall the imminent US attack on Cuba, was 
acting in an adventurist manner; when the Soviet Union 
withdrew the missiles after g@tting assurance that there 
will be no direct attack on Cuba from the US, this action 
is branded as capitulation to imperialism. The author 
remarks that both these positions of Chinese leaders are 
self-contradictory. Apparently they appear self-contradic• 
tory, if we look at the matter superficially. But if we go 
deep into the matter we will see that the self-contradictory 
positions are both consistent with their alternative line. 

\.Vas · the Soviet step in placing the missiles in Cuba 
adventurist as the Chinese leadership considers? Cuba fem·• 
ing a direct aggression from the US asked the Soviet Union 
to aid its defence by supplying these missiles. Was Soviet 
Union to refuse this request? When. the US imperialists 
spotted the missiles by their aerial survey they raised a hue 
and cry about "Cuba preparing an aggression against the 
US" and charged the Soviet Union of provoking a thermo­
nuclear war. Are not those who condemn Soviet action as 
"advetiturist" not bringing grist to the mill of this US 
imperialist slander? And what actually happened?. Soviet 
strength as well as its initiative for peace forced the US 
to respond; the danger of a thermonuclear war was 
averted; the US opened negotiations and gave an 
assurance that they would not attack Cuba without provo­
cation. Obviously the Chinese leaders underestimate how 
the world balance of forces has shifted in favour of the 
socialist camp and how elements among imperialists have 
to think thrice before they risk a thermonuclear war. While 
the Chinese leaders do not see the new in the situation, the 
Soviet Union sees it and makes full use of it to prevent 
aggression, avert war as well as to defend Cuba. 

Then again, having placed the missiles there, was their 
withdrawal not a capitulation to the US? Was the US 
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.assurance worth the paper on ·which it was written? 'This 
is the second part of the Chinese leaders' criticism. Actually 
the US assurance coming as it does after they have seen 
with their own eyes that the Soviet Union can go to the 
length of putting missiles in Cuba-has to be differently 
estimated. After the Caribbean crisis the US will think 
thrice before they launrh a direct attack on Cuba. This 
means that even after the missiles were withdrawn the 
Soviet action has given the Cuban revolution comparative 
respite and time to consolidate itself. The Chinese leaders' 
position in both the cases arises from their refusal to give 
priority to actions to defend peace and avert war and from 
their tendency to take positions amounting to a gamble 
with war danger. 

Thus the Chinese leaders' positions on the question of the 
Caribbean crisis cannot be properly nailed down unless we 
show how they flow from their proposed alternative general 
line for the world communist movement-which is a nega­
tion of the general line laid down in the 1960 Moscow 
Statement, and .is a dogmatic and Left-sectarian distortion 
of the same. 

If the author wants seriously to conduct a simultaneous 
struggle against the dogmatism and. sectarianism of the 
Albanian and the Chinese leaders as well as the revisionism 
and Right-opportunism of the Yugoslav leaders, he has in 
the first place to nail down the alternative understanding of 
the Chinese Party on the main theses of the 1960 Statement . 
and the alternative line for the world communist movement 
which they (Chinese leaders) derive from that diHering 
understanding. The Hyderabad resolution of our NC, whtch 
'the author says he accepts, had not done that job thoroughly. 
The document submitted by Comrade S. G. Sardesai at the 
National Council and which was not taken up for discussion 
by that session but just shelved had attempted that job· and 
had successfully nailed down the dogmatism and sectarian­
ism of the alternative understanding of the Chinese Party 
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on basis of quotations from their own documents. That the 
line of study adopted by Comrade Sardesai was a correct 
one, was proved by the fact the Chinese Party soon after­
wards came forward with its completely alternative line 
for the world communist movement in their letter to the CC 
of the CPSU of June 14, 1963. Our NC reacted to this new 
situation in the world communist debate and in its October 
1963 session took the draft resolution submitted by Comrade 
Bhupesh Gupta for discussion. This draft resolution took up 
the alternative line of the Chinese leaders as laid down in 
their June 14 letter and their attitude on the Caribbean 
crisis, etc., and subjected the same to a point by point 
refutation. 

What was the position of the author, who wants 
a simultaneous struggle against the dogmatism and Left­
sectarianism of the Chinese Party and the revisionism of 
the Yugoslav Party? The author did not want the NC either 
to discuss or adopt that draft resolution. Instead, he proposed 
a short 2-page statement in which he called upon the CPSU 
and the CPC to resume their bilateral talks and prepare for 
a world conference of the Communist and Workers' Parties 
to solve the differences. The statement also called upon the 
Party centre to organise an inner-Party discussion throughout 
the Party on these differences. The NC rejected the stand 
of the author and adopted the resolution but at the same 
time agreed to open the discussion on these questions. 

Obviously the author who claims to conduct an equal 
and simultaneous struggle against Chinese and Albanian 
dogmatism on the one hand and against Yugoslav revision­
ism on the other, did not want to go on record criticising 
the alternative general line put forth by the Chinese Com­
munist Party. 

STRUGGLE AGAINST YUGOSLAV REVISIONISM 

In the struggle against Yugoslav revisionism and Right­
•opportunism the author has mentioned one or two points-
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negotiations on the basis of those proposals-a stand which, 
has now the support of the Soviet Union also. 

The author accuses us of adopting 'the line of belli­
��se anti-China campaign.' It is gross slander to accuse­
us of mouthing bourgeois anti-China slogans. But we 
did conduct a vigorous campaign against Socialist China 
to show that its action vis-a-vis the border question was a 
violation of the line of the world communist movement­
on the lines of the para from our November Resolution 
quoted abov�. This was necessary to combat the campaign 
of the reactionaries to use Chinese armed action. to discredit 
communism and communist movement itself. 

The author accuses us of welcoming imperialist 'aid' 
against Socialist China. This is again a deliberate distortion. 
In the. face of massive invasion df China and the military 
debacle which it forced on India there was an urgent need 
for weapons. We certainly said: take weapons from any 
quarters but on commercial basis and without strings. We• 
were the first to initiate a campaign against the imperialists. 
foisting their 'aid' on India to subvert our non-alignment 
(American military mission, Air Umbrella-joint air exercises, 
etc.). 
,. Actually the policy initiated by our November resolution, 
:;tnd developed further by later decisions and resolutions, was. 
quite correct. It enabled the Party to face the extremely 
difficult situation in which the Chinese invasion had land�d 
us and to develop initiative later to honourably disch.arge our 
national and international tasks. That is why out of that 
resolution our policy developed the following four features: 

L Support national defence effort while pressing for 
, peaceful negotiations. 
2 .. Campaign to show that Chinese action is in violation 

of.policy, and principles of world communist movement. 
.3. Campaign·against imperialist efforts to take advantage 
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of this situation to subvert India's non-alignment and 
harm her independence. 

4. · Campaigns and struggles against reactionaries and
monopolists and the government, seeking to take
advantage of the emergency to put more and more
economic burdens on the people and to subvert pro­
gressive policies-campaign for alternative measures to
raise money for defence and development (bank
nationalisation, etc., state trading in foodgrains, etc.).

. The author makes much of the remark of Comrade Dange 
t:b-at as a result of the Chinese invasion, proletarian inter­
pationalism was a casualty on both sides of the McMahon 
line. It is good that by hailing this.remark the author admits 
.that proletarian internationalism has been violated on· the 
P1inese side. Given this viol.atiort was there, any other
�ternative for the Indian Party and the Indian proletariat 
�xcept to join the defence of , the country while striving 
im peaceful negotiation and simultaneously fighting against 
imperialist machination? Formally, national defence against 
a socialist country is a breach of proletarian international­
ism. If tlfo author considers it a real breach then he should 
have opposed defence and called for a struggle against the 
war-mongering Nehru government as the Chinese wanted 
us to do. But he was against Chinese armed action and for 
national defence. Then why does he gloat over this supposed 
'admission' by Comrade Dauge? Then again the author. 
makes another contradicto1y remark : 'By no stretch of 
�magination can the comrades who opposed support to 
defence be accused of abandoning proletarian international­
ism and of adopting bourgeois nationalist positions'! Could 
the CPI and the Indian proletariat in that difficult position 
perform its national and international duties by opposing 
support to defence? If that was the opinion of the author 
why did he not stand for opposing support to defence? 

The author is obviously entangled in a peculiar contradic-
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