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Dear Reader :
Namaste !

The March issue of MANTHAN carried the
nine Papers presented at our Feb. 13-14
seminar on ‘The October Revolution & lIts
Impact on World Civilization'.

In this issue of MANTHAN, we carry the
Proceedings of the Seminar on Feb. 13. On
this occasion, Shri Sailen Ghosh, Research
Director, DRI, spoke on ‘The October Revolu-
tion: An Overview. A very enlightening
discussion followed. In the afternoon, Prof.
M.L. Sondhi, JNU, initiated the discuss on
‘October Revolution and Its Impact on World
Politics’.

The next issue of MANTHAN will carry the
Proceedings of the Seminar on Feb. 14. That
day, Shri Subrata Banerjee (CPI) initiated the
discussion on ‘October Revolution :
on World Economy”. Dr. J.D. Sethi presided.

In the final session, Shri I.K. Gujral spoke
on ‘The Impact of October Revolution on Life
and Culture in Russia and Abroad'.

We expect to compile the three issues of:
MANTHAN in book form. It will be a valua-
able contribution to an understanding of
Russia and the October Revolution.

Brotherly yours,
‘™.
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ailen Ghosh (third from left) presenting the first paper, ‘October Revolition's

it Horizons'. Seated (L to R) Nana Deshmukh, Chairman, DRI,
Prof. Bimal Prasad, Clmlrman of the Seminar, and K.R. Malkani

1. The October Revolution :
An Overview

"K.R. MALKANI : I welcome you all to the Deendayal Research Insti-

Many friends have not been able to attend because some of them
already booked elsewhere, some of them are out of town, some of
are out of the country. But we have received ecleven papers.
of these have already been posted to you and six you will find
here.

Some friends have expressed pleasant surprise over the Deendayal
arch Institute organising this seminar on the Impact of the October
ition on World Civilization. But I think anybody who knows
about India will not be surprised . Any educated Indian will not

to discuss any thought. This is all [ have to say.

" May I now request Prof. Bimal Prasad to take the Chair.

BIMAL PRASAD : Thank you very much. And welcome to this
t Seminar on the Impact of the Russian Revolution on World
on.
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en Ghosh will now present a Paper on an “Overview of

the October Revolution”.

S.N. GHOSH—The title of my paper is *“October Revolution’s Lost

y friend, Mr. Nagarajan, was asking me : ““Is it right to call
absolute sense?” Itold him that in the same manner as
ritten Paradise Lost and then Paradise Regained, there is
ining the horizons provided the requirements are met but

the task is very, very difficult.

Now, here we are discussing the impact of the October Revolution.

October Revolution smashed the autocracy of the Russian

nobility. Tt created a large crack in the world capitalist system. It built
up an cconomy which does not require large-scale armaments exports
to escape from economic collapse; and it has given great confidence to
the poor people of the world. 1t has helped national liberation move-

r the world. There are yet other positive achievements

which 1 have described in my paper. T would, however, like you to reflect
on one important question. The capitalist system is now in a crisis. There

amount of inequality as also high level of unemployment

in the industrial councries. Yet, you would not find the workers in_those
countries aspiring for socialism. Why ? Many people who try to find
answers to their cconomic problems have rejected this kind of socialism.
Those who sought human dignity and freedom from tyranny have also

attern of socialism. In the Soviet Union, in the name of

socialism, many things were committed, which created a horror. They
have almost made socialism a dirty word in the eyes of the workers of
western countries. How did this happen ?

T myself was a communist for 19 years. Why did I leave the party?
Iwas not a disgruntled person and during the 32 years that have passed

ing the Communist party, I have reflected deeply on the

problems. Even before 1 left, T could clearly see many of the inadequacies
in the basic concepts of Marxism, Leninism and Stalinism. Otherwise
1 would not have left in 1957,

When I tried to find the reasons for the perversions of socialism, 1

in conclusions. Here Iam not going to state much on the

positive aspects of Marxism because my purpose is to induce introspection
on those aspects which have defeated the purpose. In any case, I have
unreservedly stated the positive impact of the October Revolution and the
achievements I have enumerated are not small. The person who wants
Toform has to highlight the errors and to explain why and how they came.

d like to concentrate on analysis in this direction. In the
v paper, I have given quotations from opinion polls in the
There you will find quite a few revealing facts. When the
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oviet citizens were asked if they did not feel themselves to be the masters
heir locality, workshop or workplace, if they could influence the course
events in their region, town, or enterprise—and these, in my opinion,
the crucial questions—some 61 per cent said ‘no’ : they clearly saw
y were unable to influence events in their region, town or enterprise.
the people’s opinion revealed a situation where the people’s will does
count for much. Then, again, there are memories of horrors that still
ist.

On the question of food also, you find a terrible mess. For long we
e known that the Soviet peoplt have a hankering for western goods and
asumer durables. But about plain food they did not earlier have this
of messy situation. Tha, too, has now developed. Such is the
iment in the vital. sphere of people’s food after 70 years of the
wolution. A relative of mine—a young boy who is my nephew—was
y in the Soviet Union for studies. He had received a Soviet scholar-
‘After staying there for five months he has come back for he found
mbearable and the behaviour-pattern oppressive. He found a situation
e almost all the students are being forced to resort to some kind
ickmarketing or smuggling to maintain themselves. His vivid
iptions of the malpractices and also of threats horrify me.
hat I had no previous knowledge of these phenomena in the Soviet

But I never knew that these were near-universal . Moreover, I had
t that after the high-level exposure of malpractices, these things have
gnificantly reduced by corrective actions. 1 have now. to admit that
ings are still endemic. So I would just acknowledge the Soviet
on to be a great power and would give it all the credit therefor, but
Id not accept it as a socialist country.

Socialism sans human values is no socialism. If this is to be reckon-
specimen of socialism, this is not something worthy of emulation.
hos of the Soviet state is a negation of what socialism stands for.
he question of equality of nations. In international seminars I have
, in the presence of the Soviet delegation, the delegates from the
uropean countries speak, tongue in cheek, with affectations of con-
and not at all openly. What does this show? You may talk of
but does this at all show equality of relationship? Certainly not.

s now see why this has happened. Many friends in the Marxist
nt have tried to console themselves that this was the result of
ity cult” which developed during Stalin’s time. The explanation.
¢ satisfy me. In fact, in 1956, when this question was being
T was still an active member of the Communist party and my
 were : Why could the personality cult develop ? What was the
isis for the p ersonality cult ? The Soviet Union had started with
o of a new civilization where collective leadership and people’s
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where power became concentrated in the hands of the party and ultimately
in one individual ? Personality cult explanation is only an attempt fo get
away from genuine analysis. I agree basically with Mao’s finding that the
principal contradiction in the Soviet Union now is between the ruler and
the ruled. Although 1 am no uncritical supporter of Mao or blind admirer
of anybody—T criticise Mao on many_ things—I agree with this conclusion
ofhis. Here Marx’s one basic assumption needed re-examination. He
had the idea that with the abolition of private property, the classes would
disappear and this would provide the basis for socialism. Now, after the
abolition of private property, there is a “power class”, a class wielding
absolutism of power, a class that combines in its hands both political
power and economic power—the latter by virtue of the enterprises being
owned and controlled by the State. This was a “power class™ which, by
becoming the possessor of both kinds of power, became a monstrosity
jettisoning people’s liberties—and against which there was no_redress. |
realized this in 1956, That is why T left the then undivided Communist
Party of India in 1957

Now, how could this concentration of power come about 2 1do not

\put the whole blame on Stalin. Certainly I eriticise him for his lust for
power and atrocities but I do not put the whole blame on him. There arc
things whose roots can be traced to Lenin and certain other things whosc
. roots are traceable to Marx and Engels. Therefore, my paper is devoted to
Jaying bare the erroncous concepts of the founding fathers which arc
responsible for the eclipse of socialist and human values and the defeat of
socialism. Many would wonder why T am seeking to convert this semina:
on the impact of October Revolution into a forum for discussion on
Marxism and Leninism. There is no escape from this because the loss of
socialist horizons, the loss of humanist ethics were latent in certain
omissions and ambiguities of Marx. These omissions and ambiguities gave
scope for distortions later. When I talk of Marx’s ambiguities, I give
Marx credit for many things. I criticise the inadequacies of Marx in the
spirit in which he, having been an admirer of Hegel, used to criticise
Hegel. I must also say that the ambiguities in Marx are many, and some
L of them can be explained as results of his dialectical reasoning. Many
\great truths are really paradoxes : the contrarieties can be understood in
their proper contexts by diving into the soul of the statements. But if you
study Marx’s statements in the spirit in which uncritical devotees read
their sacred texts, then, you do not try to judge what was said in which
context, which aspect was correct in which situation and incorrect in which
other situation. There is no doubt that Communists all over the world,
including those in the Soviet Union, study Marx in this manner, unimagi-
natively, and therefore, fail to get over the problems posed by Marx’s
ambiguities. The paradoxes of great truths do not create conflicts when
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arc tempered with the understanding that there s an underlying
fying principle of love. For, with this kind of approach, the validity of
atement could be seen in certain other situations. Mahatma Gandhi
to say, consistency is the virtue of asses. The inconsistencies in him
be explained in the light of the changing situations and the varyieg
Gts of love. But did Marx's writings lend themselves to readings with
- indersianding, With the governing and unifying princiﬁlc of love ?
ism; their jon al

umanism but they tried to give their pronouncements & garb of
e exctitude. Although Engels had a greater propensity o giving
lue. . scientific gatb, Marx himself always avoided discussing
 When you shun cthics you strip your writings of the unifying
v ambiguities become unresolvable. Those who

led into different directions, be-

In the first part of my paper, T have described the ambiguitics in

But before we discuss these ambiguities, Marx’s one Wrong
faption and one great omission need to be pointed out. ‘The assump-

was that with the abolition of private property, the ground ‘becomes
Bar for socialist values, The great illusion was that—as I have already
eussedthe disappearance of private ownership over the means of pro:
fon would ipso facto mean disappearance of exploitative tendencies and
hce of a humanist culture, Let me then come to the great omis:
owhere in Marx’s voluminous writings, there s any discussion of
Lo tho essence of socialism, what are its values. Also, you do not find
bhere any picture of the future ordering of society for advance to
o, There were, thus, no guidelines for those who intended to build
list society.

Now to the ambiguities. At many places Marx said or gave the idea
{ large-scalc industrialisation of the western type is & precondition for

ism. 1, for one, question that premise. But, in fairness to Marx I
say, Mare himself had stated that this premise had no universal
ty and that in making this formulation, he had only the West
n situation in view. Inmy paper I have given quotations from
Engels correspondence wherein ~they _clarified these. Yet, the
Fiheir thought has left suchan impact and created such an
clarificatory statement has just been passed
uch upon the other ambiguities, for these have
. The ambiguities which I would
hasise here are two. They lay (i) in the theory of base and super-
cture; (i) in the concept of alienation, particularly the kind of ‘aliena-
i which arises from factory production based on division of labour.
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On the issue of base and superstructure, the base is the material
basis of the society, and the politico-juridical system and the thought and
cultural patterns are the superstructure. Now, what is the relative weight
you give to the base and the superstructure ? The base is necessarily
primary. ‘The material basis of the society, which at times in Marx's
writings, comes to be equated with the economic basis, is regarded as the
d ining factor, and the sup is regarded as some kind of a
dome built thereon. Hence superstructure is regarded as of subsidiar:
importance. Of course, in a later period, after Marx’s death, Engels said
as follows in clarification : “Marx and I are ourselves partly to blame for
the fact that the younger people lay more stress on the economic side than
is due to it, and we had not always had the time, the place or the opport-
unity to give the other factors involved in this interaction their due.” On
another occasion, Engels explained that in_their concept, the economic
relations comprise the geographical basis on which they operate and the
external environment which surrounds the society, and “‘even the race is
itself an economic factor”. If the geographical situation, the external
environment, and even the race could be included in the economic factor,
then certainly a party functionary’s pri ilege to deny me a job orto
penalise me can certainly be regarded as an economic factor. This should
also mean that the privileged party functionaries in a soviet society
can constitute an economic class in unequal relationship with the rest of
society.

On the question of the role of ideas, which belong to the superstructure,
Marx said at several places that ‘idea becomes a force when it grips the
masses’. If idea could thus gain the weight of a force, i.e. a material
force, then, in a given situation, it ought to have the same importance as
the base. But Marx nowhere admitted this explicitly. Hence there was
the ambiguity—acknowledging at some places that ideas, as a force, are
important as the material base, and yet assigning  consciousness a
derivative role definitionally. The harm it did was much more than
ordinary ambiguities could inflict.
importance of simple and ccological living and the “society-before-self”
ideal received scant attention. The task of remoulding people as socialists
from the depths of their being and as obvious contrasts to the self-serving,
acquisitive people of the capitalist world has been neglected everywhere. If
the leaders of the so-called socialist countries thought that they could go
ahead with economic development in terms of GNP and that a a more
egalitarian distribution system would ipso facto nurture socialist values in
future, the roots of their illusion lay in this ambiguity in the theory
regarding the base and the superstructure.

In all soviet-led countries, the

I would like to share with you a story which cast a spell on my life,
moulded my thinking about socialism and fed my emotions. When I joined
the communist movement in the late thirties, a book by Dyson Carter

.

this story. A western delegation— do ot now remember, from
i country or in which year—went to the Soviet Union and enquired
innovator of an instrument, ‘what do you get fromvlt’! He‘smd,

The delegates asked again, “what do you get from it?” Again, he
Yoil’. They said “No, no, you have not understood our question.
£ do you get from this innovation 2" Again, he said ‘oil,’ for
ought of any personal gain did not cross his mind. This, [
Bit, was the real submergence of the individual interest in social
est. This is how I became attracted to socialism. Today, - this
feeling is rarc in the Soviet Union. There, it is all
, as in the capitalist societies. Hence the socialist values are
fiom life. By and large, the individuals in allegedly socialist countries
after personal enjoyment in the same manner as their counterparts
falist countries do. This is what happens when you disregard the
structure. 1 trace the 1oot of this neglect to the Marxist formulation
ives primacy to the material, mostly economic, base in all

ow, let us come to the theory of alienation. Here Marx has given
derful analysis of the effects of a factory kind of division of labour
et from division of labour under simple cooperation. I take my.
f to Marx for his incisive analysis of these effects. About division
ur in manufacturing process, he said that this is sub-division of
entation of man, assassination of man, If one remembers this
on of Marx and compares it with what has been happening in
the USSR and East European countries, he would find man is
gmented and assassinated in like manner under both these
In 1984, while attending a seminar on ‘Man and Nature’ in
, I had an occassion to encounter a vice-president of the Soviet
of Sciences who was bragging about having developed a new kind
ation in the Soviet Union. What is the distinguishing feature of
. “Your concept of life style is the same as in
r factory production technology is the same as in the USA or
Your transportation, energy use pattern and concept of

i ies. You plump for

ded after a single use adds to the heaps of non-biodegradable
Las in the capitalist countries. How, then, is yours a new pattern of
N 2 [t is another pattern of governance, that is all. Marx had
it large manufacturing processes carry farthest the social separation
S of labour and thus attack the individual at the roots of his.
have totally disregarded this as the capitalist countries haye
W, then, are you Marxists?” He had no answer to any of
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these questions.  But, in fairness to him, I must say that Marx himself, a(
another place, said something which is incompatible with his above
statement * regarding sub-division and assassination of man. His
ambiguity in this case was irrcconcilable. The same kind of ambiguity and

ibility is found in his formulations about existence and conscious-
ness. For lack of time I would not like to elaborate on Marx’s other
ambiguities or inadequacies in analysis. I would request all of you to
refer to my paper wherein I have raised several other questions.

en he brilliantly intuited that the working class can emancipate itself
by emancipating all classes. Now, how could it emancipate all
by smashing them ? It needed to have an attitude of utmost
sion, of winning over by setting examples, and by showing the way
erior bliss of illumined existence which feels happy in sharing with
Gandhiji expressed a similar sentiment very nicely when he said :
fe want not only the freedom of India. We also want to free the
ish working people, and we want to free the British imperialists from
I would now come straight to the root cause of the lack of clarity on own debascmenl” A philosophy like this could have given a
the dictatorship of the proletariat. In a monograph on Marx, published rent o humanist or the of the
in 1975, David McLellan said that the word ‘dictatorship’ did not have 4‘ |at Therein lay the possibility of practising the utmost possible
the same connotation for Marx as it does have now-a-days. He says that jocracy in a class-divided socl:ly, which Engels and Lenin had visualis-
Marx associated the word principally with the Roman office of dictatura nd yet was p! by their s. This vision
where all power was legally concentrated in the hands of a single man reach most of the communist activists because there was no such
during a limited period of time in a time of crisis. Irrespective of whether ion in the original theory. The deficiency was in philosophic
McLellan was right or wrong, there is no doubt that Marx intended the lation itself. Besides, Marx the humanist, the person with deep
dictatorship of proletariat to be a short-lived process, for an emergency -feeling for the poor, relied overwhelmingly on the application of
period. Engels pointed out that it was ‘nearest to democracy in a republic’ “on class cnemies. He seems to have been a stranger to the
in a class-divided society. Lenin, too, pointed out that the soul of ophy that coercion on others breeds coercion within.
dictatorship was “socialist democracy’. Forgetting all these guiding princi
ples, the Soviet leaders wielding dictatorial power came to equate the
dictatorship of proletariat with the dictatorship of party. How it came
about has been explained in the paper. I would emphasisea point in
criticism of Marx himself. But before doing this, I would say that in India
we have a very valid philosophy ‘hate the sin, not the sinner. Its parallcl
would be ‘scorn exploitation, not the exploiter’. If the West does not
accept this philosophy, it will be the West which will be the loser for it.
If you try to prolong a coercive process even in the name of suppressing
the exploiters, you come to internalise coercion. It takes hold of you, it
nestles within you. In the USSR, it nestled within the party, within the
state apparatus, within the top leadership structure. Coercive propensity
inexorably took possession of Stalin for oppressing his old comrades and
his own family members. The oppressor came to oppress a part of his
own self.

rx’s attitude towards religion, too, weakened the forces of reform.
ad felt that religion merely promoted a sense of pre-destination i.c.
ling of pre- determination of man’s fate by an external power.

stence as human beings. Marx, exasperated by the hypocritical
mers of religion, called it the opium of the people—an opium which
ople to sleep, so that exploiters can carry on their exploitation
. This statement is true of most of the religions in their degraded
But Marx erred in overlooking the positive side of religion. He
ve pointed out that whatever divides the people is irreligion and
devalues man’s freedom of conscience is mockery of religion.
d not realize that religion has an essential function in man’s life,
ion can never be :liminalcd by force, that efforts at its elimination

‘Why do I blame Marx for this debacle in the USSR ? It is because
Marx had imbibed only the masculine concept of power, and the masculine.
concept of conquest. My friend Nagarajan, who is present here, told me
something very interesting. He said that Goldsmith was among the very
few westerners who could conceive of ‘stooping to conquer’. Conquering
a person by loving him while trying to rid him of his sins, conquering bY
arousing in him a new emotion, a new human-ness—this concept did not
find any place in Marxism although Marx at one point came nearest to it

ies to counter their own benighted followers and (ii} neglecting the
reinterpreting the texts to divine in today’s conditions the most
ways to re-establish amity, solidarity, piety and moral behaviour.
against religious texts often becomes counterproductive; their
itive reinter-pretation is always the most productive for ethical
jon and against unscrupulous exploitation of religion.
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Marx did not realize that without a transcendental frame of reference
the materialist man would quarrel even more. People who are truc
worshippers of the transcendent and believers in the immanent (The Being
within oneself) are unable to be servile to any ruler or, for that matter, to
any power on carth. The flattery and servility which is now so pervasive
in the Soviet Union is the result of the abolition of the transcendental
frame of reference.  Worship of power has taken its place. The question
needed to be asked is : What is religion ?

Religion is what integrates the head and the heart, the individual and
the socicty, the sense of justice and the feeling of compassion. Hence
religion in this sense will always exist. Anything which stirs the soul is
religion. It might not begin as a religion. Many of the religions which
exist today began as movements of social reform and upliftment of spirit
and later came to be codified as religion. If you abolish religion, some
ather relig aybe, a grossly materialist religion—will take its place
In one sense, Marxism which once stirred the souls of millions, became a
religion and it is now in its degenerate phase. The kind of anti-religior
which Marx preached, has impeded the building of bridges between the
humanists of dialectical materfalist hue and the spiritualist lovers of God
and man. Together, they could have resisted evil much better.

So, there are many inadequate and even erroncous concepts ir

farxism. Besides, there are many distortions of Marxism. One such
distortion was imputing to Marx the economic determinism of  the histori
cal process, which he cannot really be accused of.

Now, let me come to certain errors of Lenin which further deflected
the communist movement from its objectives. Lenin developed a theory
that the working class, left to itself, would be limited to some kind of tradc
union consciousness and, therefore, the socialist consciousness would have
to be injected from outside and that is the job of the middle class inteilect
uals and activists. This Leninist theory somehow contradicts Marx’s
position that the working class, being at the bottom of society, holds in
its bosom the sufferings of the entire humanity and, therefore, it is only the
proletariat which can redeem itself by emancipating all classes. Marx
held that the working class derived its consciousness from life’s experience.
Lenin did not share this perception. This, however, was not merely 2
question of contradiction between the two ideologues. When you seek
to inject consciousness from the outside, you tend to create the cadre as @
stratum outside the class, and also to create a condition whereby the party
alone is legitimised to speak on behalf of the working class. This was in
fact the genesis of the party domination which was exploited later by
Stalin for exercising dictatorshiP over the proletariat.

1t

Lenin can be accused of two other things. He defined socialism as

, Soviet people, of building a new culture, a new style of life. The
t neglect of these tasks was not incidental. It flowed from the
unae in the theories of both Marx and Lenin. Moreover, his idea that
ctricity, generated in any manner, was beneficial, was not correct. But I
‘ot blame Lenin for not understanding this. Only a person who was
far ahead of his time—a person like Gandhi, who saw the need for
ogical and hu scal y 1d this.

Then, it was Lenin who' thought of giving battle to the imperialists
the latter’s own kind of technology. This was an error whose enormous
ntial for defeating the socialist objective was not grasped by Lenin
s not grasped cven now by the Marxists in general. In Marx’s time,
in had just developed a knowledge which was liberating from the
anny of Judeo-Christian theology. Before him, in the 16th and 17th
turies, Galileo and Copernicus had developed a knowledge of science
¢h, too, was liberating. Hence Marx and Engels were dazzled by the
ailing pattern of science and did not go deep into its philosophy and
hods. Even then, Engels knew that this method of studying Nature
parts, was fraught with the danger of missing the wood for the trees.
I%, too, could perceive that natural science would have to lose its
sidedly materialist orientation” in order to be integrated in a total in-
retation of man and society. These statements of Marx and Engels were
more than a mild awareness of limitations of science. However, they had
a of the cco-destructive and life-destruction-oriented nature of
ce guided by the prevailing philosophy and method of science. Hence,
n this science was on the whole benign. Itis for this reason that
and Engels, who had challenged the prevailing concepts of
mics, history and philosophy, did not challenge this pattern of
Because they did not challenge it, Marxists the world
ok it for granted : (i) that science has only one method—the
tionist method, (i) that there was nothing inherently wrong in this
of science, (iif) that whatever wrongs are happening are due to
who put science to wrong use,and (iv) that all these evils will
when they come to power. That this kind of reductionist science
built-in fragmentation of knowledge, destruction of human values,
ion of eco-system, creeping chemical holocaust and threats of
holocausts is not grasped by Marxists, even though it is becoming
Sto common people that if you allow this kind of science and
e-conquering technology to continue, it will destory man and all other

pecies. When man’s very existence is in peril, what use is socialism?
country today, if I say that there is no need for pesticide factory,
iclear power plant etc., the Marxists will not respond. They feel, since
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the Soviet Union does it, there is no evil in it. If a person is sincere and
imbibes the spirit of enquiry of Marx today, he will have to examinc
deeply the nature of this ruling pattern of science and technology. It
would then he clear that acceptance of the nature-conquering pattern of
technology on the US and West European pattern has derailed the Soviet
Union, derailed the concept of socialism and built up centralised authori-
tarianism. So long as nature-conquering technology prevails, there is no
relief from elitism, corporate centralism or statist centralism and eco-
destruction. Hence all these omissions, ambiguities, misconceptions and
distortions have undermined the basis of socialism.

There is yet another important question. When Lenin enunciated
the prineiples of party organistion, Rosa Luxemburg criticised it. She
had found from experience that if you build a kind of rigid centralism in
the party, then that centralist party becomes a slave of the central com-
mittee, so much so that even when the latter takes a wrong policy, the
whole party switches to that, During the First World War, she was
opposed to German Social Democratic Party’s participation in the war
effort, for the German government was waging an imperialist war. But
the German party’s top leadership resolved to support the war effort' and
the party ranks joined it. This experience had taught her the effects of cen-
tralism. Therefore, she was critical of Lenin’s centralist principle of party
organisation. She said Lenin’s organizational principle would make the
central committee the nucleus and all other units, just tools. Lenin at
that time thought that by instituting the principle of ‘democratic cen-
tralism’, he would avert the danger that had befallen the German party.
“It is not merely centralism, it is democratic centralism’, Lenin said. But
it was Lenin’s wishful thinking, it was self-deception. From my own
experience 1 have found how democracy gets knocked out and only
centralism remains. This has happened in every communist party. Because
centralism became the dominant factor, democracy within the party had
to be recessive. The question is : Why did Lenin emphasise centralism so
much? This is because the party was conceived as a military formation for
waging a war in which discipline was most important. Had it been
conceived as an organisation to wage other kinds of battles too—namely,
for new ideas, new culture etc.—the importance of democracy and frec
expression of views, however heretical, would have been recognised. So
\while we all blame Stalin alone for his wrong doings, it was all these
s misconceptions that facilitated his tyranny.

Now, coming to Gorbachev, we see that he is trying to change the
system. But overhauling this system in favour of democracy and frecdom
is a tremendous task because the systemic force is opposed to his objectives
The military force and all other forces are either wholly or partially
against his goal. However, an American journal ‘Problems of Com
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unism’, seems to be correct when it says that each class is, in a certain
s, against it and in a certain other sense in favour of it. Therefore, I
that the attainment of ~Gorbachev's objective is
impossible. 1 would, however, say that it is as difficult as—or perhaps more
fificult than—making a revolution. We all have a stake in the success of

initiative. If it can be made a success, perhaps all will not be lost.
Jut it depends on reviews of the basic theories as suggested earlier during
his discussion. Only changes in the basic concepts, changes in the prin-
Siples of party organisation, changes in the pattern of science and techno-
, measures for decentralisation in accord with ecological principles, can
erate a powerful people’s movement in the Soviet Union and in East
opean countries and their supportive movements all over the world.
dnly then can the horizons be regained.

jould not say

CHAIRMAN : So, this* will be the instrument for regaining the
ise.

S.N. GHOSH—I would say, a firm understanding of the errors
‘the original concepts is absolutely essential. There isno evidence as
of this understanding. Without this understanding, without a correct
pective, there will be no basis for a powerful people’s movement within
Soviet Union or without. If this is not sought, if Gorbachev seeks
ion of merely through administrative measures within the
ing conceptual framework, he and his supporters will be out.

CHAIRMAN :  The paper is before us. Now it is -open for
ssion. Mr. Bardhan, I am sure you would like to join the issue.

AB. BARDHAN : That does not mean that I want to be Batsman

be Batsman No. 2. My paper is
And I have tried to come to
e conclusion that it is not a new civilisation. Now What is a new
tion? Many of you know that Sydney and Beatrice Webb who
 the founders of the British Fabian Society, were the foremost propo-
of Marxism in Britain. Towards the end of their lives in 1930s, they
to the Soviet Union in 1932-33 and then wrote in 1935 two volumes
viet Communism—A New Civilisation?”: And when it was reprinted in
they decided to omit the question mark. So, they more or less said
‘was a new civilisation.

After their return from Russia, Beatrice Webb wrote on 20th July,
that the Soviet Goverment “represents a new civilization and a new
with a new outlook on life, involving a new pattern of behaviour
individual and his relations to the community—all of which I
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believe is destined to spread to many other countries in the course of the
next hundred years.”

They found in the Soviet Constitution the tripod of political demo-
cracy, vocational organisation and consumers’ co-operatives. They
approved the presence, as the dominant and decisive force, of a religious
order, the Communist Party,
obedience and poverty. Though not requiring chastity, the communists are
expected to be puritans in their personal conduct, not to waste energy,
time or wealth on sex, food or drink.

Communists, not only in the Soviet Union, but all over the world,
fully agreed with their analysis and certainly with their conclusions. So this
is the definition of New Civilisation that I have taken for assessing the
Soviet society today. Now since the Marxists-Leninists of the Soviet Union
are believers in the theory of cconomic determinism, which gives primary
importance to economic factors, let us look at the record of the Soviet
Union as an economic entity. In- the late 1950s and early *60s the Soviet
Union was the second biggest economic power in the world, after the United
States. And the Soviet economy was growing at such a pace that Khruschey

used to tell USA confidently, ““we will bury you””, by economic performance,

This was the kind of confidence that they had. In 1961 the Soviet Party
Congress talked of the 20-year economic plan. By 1980 it was hoped that
the Soviet Union will outstrip all the capitalist countries, including the
United States of America, -in their production of goods and services, But
actually the gap between USA and USSR has grown wider and EEC and
Japan have gone far ahead of Russia. Some observers consider that the
present weakness of the Soviet economy has reached a new historic dimen-
sion and it is no longer capable of getting out of the rut while at the same
time maintaining its traditional framework of policies. The lack of discip
line, corruption, fraud and the country’s worst ill, alcoholism, are eating
up the vitals of the economy. The country is suffering from the handicaps
of inefficient central planning, poor quality products, inadequate use of
production capacity, misuse of natural resources, excessive damage to the
environment, low productivity and the slow introduction of new
technologies.

What is happening now in Glasnost is that all these ills are no longer
brushed under the carpet, as has been done for nearly six decades, but arc
coming out in the open. Such revelations have shattered the positive image
of the first model workers’ state which had been meticulously projected
over the years by the efficient propaganda machinery.

Now, so far as the political life is concerned, it isa little morc
difficult. When Lenin and his Bolshevik Party dissolved the popularly
elected Constituent Assembly by force of arms and suppressed all other

with its strict discipline, with its vows of
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ical viewpoints and parties, including those which were socialistically
ed, in order to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat, there were
gent criticisms of his policies both from the right wing and the left
of the international socialist movement.

Now, Mr. Ghosh mentioned about Rosa Luxemburg. Rosa Luxem-
was killed, by the Nazis, and while she was in prison she was
fiting her essay on the Russian Revolution. Rosa Luxemburg, speaking
the radicals, while extending enthusiastic support to the Russian

In her essay on Russian revolution she wrote: “Lenin and Trotsky
d on dis ip in inction to and thereby in
of dictatorship of the bourgeois model.” She continued: “But
list democracy is not something which begins only in the promised
id after the foundations of socialist economy are created. It does not
as a sort of Christmas gift for the worthy people, who, in the interim,
loyally supported a handful of socialist dictators. Soviet democracy

simultaneously with the beginning of the destruction of the class
d the construction of socialism. It begins at the very moment of
re of power by the socialist party.”

Rosa Luxemburg argued that in an atmosphere of complete suppres-

facy within the ruling Communist Party. She made the prediction—
is was absolutely prophetic—that the dictatorship of the proletaria
ssia would soon be transformed into the dictatorship of the
inist Party, which in its turn would become the dictatorship of the
ireau and eventually lead to the dictatorship of one personality. This
Dr. Rosa Luxemburg wrote. Now, Sir, within ten years,—she
1919—in 1927 Trotsky was defeated, and in 1929 Trotsky left the
a major rival of Stalin and from 1928 onwards Stalin
ictator of the Soviet Union.

y as
the di

had said that “complete democracy...can be achieved only
a) the capitalists have disappeared, (b) when there are no classes,

the society without being forced.” The question may now be
cther after seventy years of communism these preconditions of
acy, laid down by Lenin, heve been achieved in the Soviet Union;
have, then what is the condition of democracy today ? The capita-

also the landlords disappeared from the Sovict Union many
420 The rulers of the Soviet Union today say that there are no
lasses, as the Soviet State now belongs to the whole people. It is to
ted that after seventy years of Soviet education the people have
et taught to observe the clementary rules of socicty without
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compulsion. There ought now to be, according to Lenin's prognostications,
a full-fledged democracy in the Soviet Union which should be ona
much higher level than that of bourgeois democracy grossly stained by
class exploitation.

That this has already been achieved was the official Soviet assumption
till recently. Under Gorbachev, however, the lack of democracy is being
cautiously discussed and some steps are being taken to overcome some of
its obvious deficiencies. The freedom of the press, for which working class
movement from the time of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels had fought
valiantly, has been, and still is, non-existent in the Soviet Union. The press
is strictly controlled by the ruling party and the Government.  So also are
the other media like radio and television. The trade union movement has
none of the autonomy for which Lenin had pleaded in the early "20s on the
ground that even though the State is controlled by the working class party,
it has bureaucratic distortions and an autonomous trade union movement
should have the right to counter these trends. The ruling party itsclf, with
jts system of democratic centralism provides the leadership with the capa-
bility to manipulate the party and it became a one-man show under the
leadership of Stalin.

Now Gorbachev has come forward with the daring proposal that
there should be more than one candidate in a constituency, who should of
course be suitably approved by the ruling communist party. If this happens
it will be an epoch-making advance for Soviet democracy. It is curious
that after seventy years of communist rule cven the limited democratic
rights and civil liberties which are enjoyed in bourgeois democracies have
ot been given to the Soviet people.

The greatest illusion was that industrialisation and collectivisation
and the destruction of capitalist ownership would result ina classless
society. In 1936, when the new Constitution was promulgated, Stalin
announced that the exploiting class had ceased to exist. The capitalists
and other classes of ancient origin had in fact been destroyed, but a new
class previously unknown to history, had been created. For instance, every
one in the Soviet Union knows that high party and state officials have
access to special shops, where goods unobtainable by ordinary citizens, can
be bought at low prices, but so far nobody has dared to mention openly
such a blatant discrimination.

What s significant and intriguing is that after seventy years of
communism, and despite vast revolutionary changes bringing about jmpres:
sive economic and cultural the Soviet Union
has not been able to shake off some of the darker sides of its Czarist
heritage. The most positive achievements of the Soviet Union have been
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e spread of education and development of a welfare state. But, at the
ind of tne 20th century these are no longer any distinctive achievements.
festern Europe, for instance, has built up highly developed welfare
fates without sacrificing any of the basic human and democratic
hts. That is why the appeal of Soviet communism as a new civilisation
ith its welfarism combined with autocracy, has been steadily eroded in
all industrially advanced countries.

Now I will just tell you about the social life and then conclude.
jebbs rightly observed that a new civilization and a new culture would
I for ‘“‘an immense step forward in the development of a better human
ture”. The Marxist-Leninist ideologists believed that given the appro-

and political ~structure, man Was eventually
fectible and a new Sovief man or woman, freed from the vices of earlier
ploitative socicties, would eventually emerge. Now I will only quote
B.N. Yeltsin, an up-and-coming leader, Moscow Party Secretary, and a
candidate-member of the Politbureau, who has now been thrown out. When
ked at the Congress, why, after so many years, had the roots of
ureaucratism, social injustice and abuses not been eradicated, he said,
jhen discussing matters of social justice with workers, he found that there
as blunt talk about special benefits enjoyed by the leaders. Such benefits,
juding special shops, he said, should be abolished, where they are not

briate economic, social

The new class has enjoyed their special privileges for so long that
it will be very difficult to persuade it to relinquish them. Meanwhile,
alcoholism has completely eroded the Soviet Union, the Soviet entre-
reneur. 1 will conclude with just two ot three points : The Soviet Union
is far from being the ideal society it is often made out to be by communist
paganda; the Soviet Union has serious structural problems in tackling
its political, economic and social life; and Gorbachev has an unenviable

K in his cfforts to reform Soviet society. 1 will end with John Strachey,
bne-time Marxist ideologue-turned jc-socialist ici 2
8 his classic summing up of the Soviet experiment said: “The means
ive been terrible, but the result, commonplace.” I am afraid that Mr.
dhan’s Paper is only a poem of love of Russia. Cuba would not be
mmunist without Russian Roubles.

CHAIRMAN : Now we will take up another paper, Malkaniji's.

MALKANI : Sir, I will not read the paper. I will only make a few
irks. I agree with Mr. Ghosh but I also disagree with him. He hfis
en a staunch communist. He expected something much from communist
Wssia. He does not find his expectations fulfilled. He is therefore disap~
ted. 1 have not been a communist. I am even supposed to be some
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kind of an anti-communist. Ifind something happening there. I give
credit to them for that. Itis just like this glass of water here. Dada
expected the glass to be full, he finds it is not full, he says it is “half-
empty”. I expected it to be empty, I find it half empty, and I'say that the
glass is “half-full”.

How do we view the Russian revolution? You see, revolutions come
like storms. Nobody can “‘stage” a revolution. The socio-economic and
political situation calls for it; just as low atmospheric pressure calls for
high winds, these revolutions come. Some people are happy when revolu-
tions come, some others are unhappy. But you cannot help revolutions.
On the whole, I think it is good that these revolutions come. Some kind
ofa fresh breeze comes in and fresh thinking takes place. Some kind of
an alternative, it may not be a model altesnative, but an alternative, a
different set of values, emerges. We find many things missing in Russia.
We know that their agriculture is weak, freedom is not ample, etc. I need
ot go into all their achievements either. But we should not overlook
them. Health-wise, education-wise, they have done damn good. Why not
recognise that ? Just think of the crime wave in the USA. I have not been
to Russia but I understand that you do not have that kind of crime there.
Why not concede that 2 These are all plus points.

But we are forgetting one thing : just because revolution comes to
Russia, it does not mean that Russia completely changes. Just because
Gandhi arose in India, every Indian did not become Gandhian. India re-
mains India. Gandhis come and go, Lenins come and go, Napoleons come
and go. You see, the more we change, the more we remain the same. The
mass of the people, their whole background, their geography, their history,
that is very much at work. That is much more important than a great
leader or a big revolution. Geography and history are the major  premises.
A revolution which might make a lot of noise, is comparatively a minor
affaic when it comes to the life of a nation. Some friends talk of the social
security in Western Europe. But we cannot compare Western European
countries with Russia at all for two reasons. All these Western countries
have had empires.

One Voice —No, Sweden did not have one.

MALKANI : Al Western Europe profited by the British and French
and Dutch empires.  They were all benefiting by rich trade between
themselves. Germany did not have much of an_empire, but it benefited by
British and French imperial prosperity.

So, we cannot compare the two. They were great empires or their
1§ Cir £ partncrs were great empires. So they profited by their trade, by
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heir industry, by their science and technology, by everything. The indus-
trial revolution took place in England immediately after the East India
" Company got the Diwani of Bengal. There was a causal relationship bet-
ween the two devlopments. Even France took great advantage of this:
‘The steam engine was developed firstin England. And the railway system
in France was laid by Englishmen. To this day, while road traffic in
" France moves on the right, the railways drive on the left, as in UK ! The
‘French railways drive on the left—as per British practice—because these
‘were built by Englishmen.

Also, between small tountries and big countries, there isa world of
difference. A country like Russia or China or India is huge. There is a
lot of diversity in these big countries. They move slowly—like convoys.
You see, England and France and Germany and Japan, they are very uni-
lingual, very homogencous, small countries. They can shoot around in
any direction, like a bullet. But a big country has to carry large numbers.
‘of diverse peoples with itself. This also accounts for the slowness of the
pace of large countries. The big countries have advantages. They have large
ize. They have large population. For this reason they have greater
stability. But they cannot acquire the same speed as a small country.

All things considered, it was in nobody’s hands either to promote
Perhaps it was a good thing. that it
“happened. This has given usan alternate value system and, as I have
id in my paper, there are many aspects of a civilisation. They are all
lincomplete. There is something good about the American civilisatior.
‘There is something good about the Russian civilisation. Russia gives you
“much more social security than any other country of its size and historic

levelopment. And America gives you liberty, perhaps too much of it,
ordering on licence. So, what we really need is a system which will
mbine both, social security and freedom. Whether this is really possible,
"God alone knows. That is all I have to say.

CHAIRMAN : Thank you very much, Mr. Malkani. ~

CHAIRMAN : Iam glad that Mr. Malkani was persuaded to
peak. Now the stage is set for a discussion. We now have more or less
‘thorough idea of the shortcomings of the Soviet society and civilisation
Whatever you may call it. Thanks to Mr. Malkani’s intervention about
ehievements and political perspective and social perspective, against
h the achievements have to be seen.

~ NAGARAJAN : He will have first-class place in the CPI (M). (Laughter).
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MR. BARDHAN : Mr. Chairman and friends, I very much welcome
the stimulating discussion that is taking place. I appreciate the points that
were put forward by both Mr. Ghosh and Mr. Malkani. But I am sorry
to say that Mr. Pradip Bose’s analysis was very negative, and very unhis-
torical also in many respects. To give only one example: In the latest
peroration of yours, Mr. Bose, you said something about Cuba, and you
tried to show that Cuba exists as a State by being subsidised by the Soviet
Union. Now, firstly, if that were so, Cuba would not have become a shin-
ing star for the whole of Latin America. Whether one likes it or not, the
fact remains that Cuba is inspiring revolutionary ferment in many Latin
‘American countries. Maybe, America exaggerates it and sees Cuba’s hands
everywhere. Cuba’s hands may not be everywhere, but the fact remains
that its inspiration is there behind the revolutionary ferment in Latin
America. That would not have been so if the Latin Americans had thought
of Cuba only as a subsidised State.

Secondly, it is unhistorical because it forgets that Cuba had a mono-
culture cconomy, totally dependent on sugarcane, and it could easily be
choked off by its sugar not being purchased by the west, which was its
main market. One knows what happened to Cuba as a result of the
blockade and one also knows as to why Cuba had to be supplied even rice.
It is now slowly trying to overcome its mono-culture economy. So, when
one discusses all these things, one has to take into account the history of
the nation, the situation in which it found itself, the level of development
that was there and why certain things took place there, and took place
along a certain path.

Mr. Malkani may not claim to be a Communist. But I think the
question that he raised calls for a reply. Unlike Mr. Ghosh, I am a very
unrepentant Communist, and also a friend of the Soviet Union. In all my
47 years of association with the Communist Party, and with the Soviet
Union, ever for a moment did I consider it a paradise, never for a
moment. I never had a starry-eyed picture of the developments in the
Soviet Union. I never thought, and I say it very frankly, that everything
was fine in the Sovier Union and that a new civilisation, in the sense in
which you are talking about it today, had already been established in the
Soviet Union. Nothing of the sort. It is my understanding that a revolution
can be made in a matter of days,—you remember perhaps that famous
book, “Ten Days That Shook The World”- preceded, of course, by a lot
of developments, both objective and subjective; the building of the socialist
system may be a matter of decades; but the creation of a “socialist man”
aman of new values, a new man who appeals to our aesthetic and
ethical sense, a different type of a man than the sort that we see today, is
a matter of centuries.
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Seventy years may be a long period in the life of man; but 70 yeass
is only a moment in history. The Soviet Union has a long way to go before
it really becomes that sort of a new civilisation which you are presuming,
nd from which angle you are trying to judge it. I am not saying it only
today because Gorbachey has said so many things frankly. I wrote a book.
“in reply to the well-known journalist, Nilkanth Khadilkar. He had written
| that book, “Practical Socialism”. He went to the Soviet Union, saw the
Soviet Union and came back a great admirer. I could have no quarrel with
‘him on that account. But he also came back with one conclusion, namely :
The Soviet society can go only thus far and no farther. What was the
that man suffers from the six evils

where people will work according to their capacity and get according to
. their needs. That presumes a different kind of man. Even advanced socia-
lism presumes a different type of man. That is what he wrote.

In reply to that I had based myself on Marx, and written about the

lienation of man, and how this alienation would go, disappear, not

 automatically with a Socialist Revolution and a Socialist system, but after

" a prolonged period. Socialism had only created favourable conditions for
ventually ending the alienation of Man.

I have been to the Soviet Union. I could also see that there is corrup-
tion, there is black-marketing. There are several things; happening round
| the corner. But I did not go there to find out all these things, nor did I go
there, expecting a paradise, and then coming back disappointed. Let us ask
question : After 70 years, why is it that tonnes of books are still being:
itten about the Soviet Union, not only by friends but even by foes ? Why

it that you and I are discussing the same thing here today ? If the results
ere commonplace, if all the sacrifices were not worth their while, and if
the conclusion that you have come to is that it is a most inefficient system,
‘bureaucratic system, an economy that has failed, a society whose politics
‘qusstionable, one which is suffering from several other maladies, then
Why should we discuss it at all ? It means something ha® taken place that
s turned you towards socialism, and for the solution of several problems.
Not all the problems have been solved in the Soviet Union, not all the
estions have been answered. But undoubtedly, certain new trends, certain
W forces, have been unleashed. A new system has come into being. Mr.
has said, that my paper was a_poetry of love. I did not write a poem.
ve. I was only pointing out the changes that have taken place since
17. For instance, 1917 October Revolution set the road towards a change
@ old system. The existing capitalist system, whatever it is, is not some-

ling that you can idealise. It is not something to which you are committed.
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It is not an ideal system in the world. Everybody wants a change, whether
you call it socialism or not. You want a_ system, where you would like to
sce that many of the material and spiritual needs of man are being met.
Therefore, according to me, if October Revolution has set a new road for
a social change and showed that a new social system can be established,
you cannot but hail it. That was done by October Revolution, and I think
that was one of the biggest inspirations for many people, for the exploited
peoples of the world.

Secondly, the Soviet Union, and its leader, Lenin, set into motion
trends in dependent countries, enslaved countries, for their freedom. This
is not just a claim. This has been stated in so many words by the leaders
of the national liberation movements of our time. Inmy paper, I have
quoted both from India as also from China and Vietnam and many other
countries, that the October Revolution brought inspiration to them, and
gave them hope that imperialism can be destroyed, that if such an autocratic
power as Czarism can go, then British imperialism also can go. ‘That hope
was created. Thirdly, we know there was something known as the rise
of fascism and even if some people were misled in the earlier days about
what fascism really meant, that was not the case later. That fascist power
was destroyed by the Soviet Union. That did create certain favourable
conditions for the national liberation movement. It is now accepted that
after the defeat of fascism in 1945, precisely after that, we see from 1946
onwards, all the colonial countries started getting liberated one after the
other. And finally, 100 countries have got liberated : it was like a chain-
reaction. I am not saying that the Soviet Union went there and
liberated them. By no means. We in India have liberated ourselves. The
Chinese people have liberated themselves. But the October Revolution
served as a catalyst. 1 think, I will not be misunderstood if I say that.
Therefore, all these things have taken place as a result of the October
Revolution, and it is here that I see its impact on world civilization. If
this is not understood, if this is not appreciated, then I think we will fall
into the trap of what they call anti-Sovietism.

Many of the things which you have said, many of the facts which
have been brought to light, nobody can deny them. But here also I would
like to point out that perhaps it is only in the Soviet Union that we see
examples of open admission of blunders. Despite limitations on the
| freedom of the Press, all these criticisms are openly coming out.
Mr. Ghosh will agree with me that there is a saying of Lenin, that revolu-
tion advances by criticising itself; and no revolution perhaps has criticised
itself at different stages so ruthlessly as the Soviet Revolution has done
in the course of the past 70 years. After all, whether it is Khrushchey or
| Gorbachey, they are the products of the same Revolution, and they are try-
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2 to correct the evils that have crept in, and to reform what needs to be
med. They have been very harsh in criticism. Show me any other exa”
in the world where such open criticism is there. Sometimes, some of
ting in our party offices feel, ‘YEH NA HUYA HOTTA, TO ACHHA
ITA’, because some of the things appear to be very unpleasant. It
s not give you a very good face.

Now, what is the comparison with Japanese or American advance,
r West German advance for that matter ? That is what I mean when I say
ou are being unhistorical. People talk about economic advance in Ame-
Mind you, America is a country which never saw a war, excepting
Jast civil war. Everytime war was fought on somebody else’s territory,
they only benefited from it by selling arms and other things. But the
iet Union is a country which has been devastated by wars. Somebody
‘came and devastated their country, and the country had again to be
built. There is no comparison, therefore, with the economic progress of
. Soviet Union in that sense. I happened to go to Japan. The Japanese
rkers are more modest about their economic achievements than some of
We asked : “tell us something about your great achievemens.” They.
“Jt was fortunate for us that the Peace Treaty forbade Japan to spend
irmaments and defence. That helped us to concentrate all resources on
onomic development.” Please remember that the Soviet Union is bear-
a terribly heavy burden of defence preparedness, of nuclear arma-
nts. It has to because it is the main target of imperialists. I can tell you
it not only from humanistic reasons, not only because socialism does
ot want war, and stands for peace, but also because nuclear arms can
in the world, and are a big drain on the Soviet economy, that they want
fap it. You cannot improve the condition of the people. You cannot
their needs if you go on like this. This is a big argument for nuclear
Now Japan was not required to spend on armaments. I
ed them about their advance in electronics industry. They said, “ We
it off from the main resource of iron ore and other raw materials,
the basis of which we could have built traditional industries. So, we

lerica, absorbed it, adapted it to their needs, improved upon it, so that

now they are on the top as far as electronics industry is concerned. So,

n we want to compare the economy of one country with another, it is

t to know about the respective geography, history and specific charac-
ics of all these countries.

Incidentally, though the Soviet Union is a country which is very
n almost two-thirds of its land surface, nothing grows and, in_the
ining one-third, except Ukraine, perhaps it is impossible to have
fe than one crop. So, when we talk about their agriculture, we must
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also know what is the fertility of their soil. How much of it is under
permafrost; other vast areas are ‘desert. It might be rich in minerals and
other resources but, from the point of view of agricultural resources, it is
not. I think, all these things should be taken into account.

Now, I agree with one point that Mr. Ghosh made. It is the perso-
nality cult which does not explain many of the errors that took place in
the Soviet Union. Even we, inside our party, used to discuss what is this
personality cult? After all, personality cult must have come about as a
result of certain phenomenon that is there, certain circumstances that are
there. It does not explain everything and surely one person cannot be held
responsible for all these things. Stalin was a man who, for 30 years,
continued to lead the State. The country could not have withstood
Hitler On the basis of a backward economy and a demoralised nation,
—a nation which, incidentally, is multinational I remember when
Iwas in the Soviet Union. I asked why the Volga Germans and
the Crimean Tartars were transported out during the war. They said,
imagine yourself a marshal, with these people in the rear. The Germans
are i There is a G speaki ion behind the lines.
Tt is a life and death struggle. You are not always sure as to what will be
the reaction of these people. Was it good ? Was it good for the people ?
It was ot good for the people. Was it necessary militarily ? Tt is dificult
to say. By hind-sight, people can say anything, but the General who is
commanding the army at that stage, will sec it in a different light. If
tomorrow Pakistan advances in India, and if I were a commanding General
on that front, I would like to see that quite a big arca in Amritsar and
Gurdaspur in the border region is vacated by people, so that I do not
have people supplying information to the Pakistan army from my rear.
T think some of these things should be understood in their historical
context. Otherwise, you will never be able to come to grips with these.
problems.

Incidentally, about trade union consciousness versus socialist con”
sciousness, socialist thought is an advanced social science. Tt is the
summation of all sciences that have preceded it, all knowledge that you.
have acquired till today. That cannot be easily acquired by a worker who
is working on the bench. That can be done by people who have the
advantage of acquiring that science, and therefore they had to go into the
working class from outside.

In short, what I want to say is that if the Soviet Union is to be judgeds
it should be judged from the following angle. Firstly, we will have to accept
that it did bring about a change in the entire geo-politics of the world. It
created a new socialist system. At that time, there was only one socialist
revolution and nobody knew what would be the fate of that revolution:
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day, socialism continues to be an attractive idea for vast sections of
le in the world. After all, if everything that Mr. Bose said was
ght, then how could socialism continue to be an attractive idea for vast
jons of the people of this world even now ? Because they want to
ange the capitalist system.

ONE VOICE : In the third world only.

BARDHAN : Countries belonging to Africa, Asia, and Latin America
big Communist movements. I would not bother about Western
pe so much because in ;many countries there are big Communist

‘We in India know how difficult it is to get more than 4 per cent
in so many States. But, for instance, in Italy, if the Communist
is not able to get more than 30 per cent vote today, and if it loses

In France, too, despite the fact that Communist Party has
pe down considerably, the Communist Party still has 12 per cent vote.
and CPI (M) both together are not able to get that much vote in this
of the world. Therefore, I would say that in Western Europe also, it
its own attraction even at this stage. This is all I want to say.

'NANA DESHMUKH : It appears to me that everybody has expressed
views here. This Seminar which we have organised, from its very name

s that the impact of Russian Revolution was there not only on any
icular country but on humanity as a whole. In fact, we want to discuss
the Russian Revolution which took place had certain goals before
‘What was the impact of that Revolution on human civilisation ?
nnot limit ourselves to what is the position in Russia today. We
thered here particulaly to assess the effect of Russian Revolution
the world. These days, due to development of science and _technology,

orld has become so small that any incident which takes place in any
her of the globe, has its impact on humanity, whether for better or
jorse. As a matter of fact, the main task of this seminar is to see
_Iu:s bef"“ the impact of the Russian Revolution on humanity, and
u;n} point of view, what is happening in Russia, that too will come
Or discussion, but in a limited way, to a limited extent.

nd it is beyond the shadow of doubt and we have to admit that the
Revyolution has had great impact on the thinking of mankind.
 could be shortcomings in that, there could be good things in that,
allld be bad things in that. Our objective is not to discuss Russia
dut what have been the effects of this Revolution. ~ Whether it had
cts or bad effects, that we can consider, but the impact of this
ition on mankind, if we can discuss that, then I think, the purpose
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of this Seminar would be fulfilled and if our views are expressed, keeping
that point in view, then it would be more appropriate and we would be
able to achieve the purpose for which this Seminar has been organised.

JAYASHEKAR : I would like to make some observations on some
of the issues under discussion so far. One point that emerges strongly
from the discussion so far is that the Soviet Union has made significant
achievements in a number of fields such as industrial development, con
sumption, employment, education and health. No body can deny the fact
that the Soviet Union has a number of achievements to its credit. But
these achievements will have to be looked at in a slightly different way
when we are discussing the impact of the October Revolution on civili-
zation.  True, the Soviet citizens have reccived free education, health
facilities and employment. The question that would arise in our mind is
whether such benefits could not have been secured without a revolution
More importantly, whether the masses in the Soviet Union bargained or
mortgaged their dignity and their freedom of speech and action for guaran
teed low-paid jobs or some moderate material benefits. I do believe that
people take part in historical events like revolution for something more
than material gains. They lay down their lives for higher or nobler goals
which can be described as human freedom and dignity. Has the October
Revolution realised these goals for the Soviet masses ? An answer to this
question is very crucial, if we have to evaluate the impact of October
Revolution elsewhere.

Tha second point I would like to make relates to the new man under
socialism. It has been argued that advanced socialism is a necessary
condition for creating a new man and such a new man has not come into
existence in the Soviet Union. But, is it not a pre-condition to have a new’
man even to advance towards socialism ? You' cannot have a new man
only after advanced socialism is established. Unless you have the new’
man in embryonic form when you are moving towards socialism, you just
cannot achieve socialism. The failure of October Revolution in creating
a new man is important. The October Revolution was expected to make
its impact on civilisation through the new man. After all, the significance
of this revolution was not in the creation of material conditions of a new
civilisation. This is because material progress could be achieved in other’
ways also.

It has been argued that the new man could not come into existence
because of certain distortions in the Soviet These distorti
it is contended, are explained by the geography of the Soviet Union, the
disabilities that it imposes on the country, civil war, and wars imposed by
outside powers. In my view this is too simplistic an explanation of the
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ns in Soviet socialism. The fathers of the October Revolution
ware of the geographic constraints and the powerful enemies of
Yet they aimed very high. This brings us back to the question
Here I come to Sailen Babu's

) what happened to those goals.

am in agreement with him when he says that we cannot simply
and the distortions in the October Revolution in terms of person-
It. We cannot blame only Marx or Lenin or Stalin. We definitely

g some vague statements about the kind of society that will come
existence after capitalism undergoes self-destruction. However, Lenin

Yet neither Khrushehev nor Gorbachev is prepared to go

the personality cult. Gorbachev, like Khrushchev, is simply
ling Brezhnev and Stalin for all the deficiencies of the Soviet society.
i not prepared {0 go into the socio-economic courses which brought

. It is necessary to identify these
for both Marxists and non-Marxists; especially for Marxists who
d to establish socialism in other countries.

e long process of unravelling of Stalinism began sometime ago
hrushchev. Now that process is being deepened under Gorbachev,
8 set up commissions to investigate the crimes of Stalin. However,
WS major crimes arc already well known. For instance, Stalinist
sending millions of people to labour camps and psychiatric wards,
idation of most of the brilliant military generals who were mainly
sible for winning the Great Patriotic War, are a familiar story. Of
ince from our point of view is what happened to the gevolutionaries.
id that a rcvolution devours the revolutionaries. In the Soviet
, during and after the October Revolution, a large number of
revolutionaries became victims of St: ’s paranoia. Now the
on is : who became the decision-makers in the Soviet

‘What were their social antecedents? What
heir motivations? We have no answer to these questions.
Ow whether Stalin and his advisers were believers in communism.
ling to note that in a recent Shatrov’s play “Onwards, Onwards,
> Lenin expresses doubts about Stalin’s socialist beliefs. There
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fore, unless we have convincing answers to the above questions, we will
not_know why the October Revolution was put on a track which took it
in an unintended direction.

fation movements in the Third World would happily accept this pro-

foney to propagate the Soviet cause has not found the time or the money
jnd out the impact of Indian  Revolution on others. I cannot_recall

or seminar or discussion or a study funded by our Government
Let us hope our communist friends would under-
of Indian. and Russian

Another thing that emerges from recent writings of R.W. Davies of
Birmingham and from the debates in Soviet literature is that there was an
enormous misunderstanding about the nature of the revolution and the
way the socialist society can be reconstructed in the Soviet Union. In the;
1920°s and 1930’ the Soviet leaders and their advisers thought that
socialist reconstruction was a simple affair. Maybe this misunderstand-
ing was dueto lack of competence on the part of those who came to
power after the revolution. However, in the context of our discussion
today the important question is whether those who arenow interested
in putting back the October Revolution on the right track, have a proper
understanding of the problems involved in socialist reconstruction. My
own paper deals with this issue and we will have an opportunity to_ discuss

'SUBRATA BANERJEE : I would like to raise a few issues. Some
ical questions that have bean raised by my friend Sailen Gosh. First,
ibjeets to what he calls replicating or copying the industrial develop-
{ of the capitalist world by the Soviet Union. The question is, can we
ise a backward country Being able to stand up against highly indus-
d countries for a very long time ? In such a situation, even without
ling the pattern in which the industrial revolution has taken place in
countries, there is need to secure the advantages provided by the use
nce and technology and the advantages of the industrial revolution.
what the Soviet Union did.

it later.

What are the possibilities of the October Revolution regaining its
horizons under Gorbachev? I have my doubts about this possibility. If
we look at what Gorbachey has already initiated and analyse the debates
that are going on among the intellectuals in the Soviet Union and Eastern;
Europe, it appears that none of the proposals for reform of the socialist
societies have anything to do with socialism. Almost all the talking is
about how to use the capitalist instruments to strengthen the socialist
countries. If this is what is happening in theory and practice, how i
socialism going o regain itself through reform? A careful analysis of
Gorbachev’s present reforms suggests that they may not succeed. Thereforey!
itis possible that Gorbachev will come out with more radical reforms
by mid-1990°s. 1f Gorbachev has to save today’s Soviet Union, he will have
to rely on the proven techniques or capitalist methods because alternatives
are just not available. If October Revolution is to regain its Iost
horizons, socialist solutions must be found for the difficult problems facing
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. But the “‘new thinking™ = #8e model. Even today there is really no model for the direction of
and all other efforts in these countries—is in the opposite directiony that is being undertaken in the Soviet Union. It is a model that it
Therefore there is a doubt. It is possible that someone like Lenin would g to work out for itself.
re-emerge and put the Revolution back on the rails. Let us keep our mind§
open on the issue.

The other question raised is the basic question about Marxist human-
vhich makes it possible for the socialist system to-correct its mistakes.

iltimate beyond this is communism. He did not ‘¢lim to be an
able to work out and define and describe the sort of society that
grow out of the womb of capitalism. He could not work out the

The only example he had
He could not possibly go beyond as
‘What the Soviet Union attempted was an experiment.
8 why it has been correctly described as the Soviet expriment by
It has had no model to follow. Today, we talk of the Chinese
‘the Cuban model and on the other side the American model, the

Soviet Union has made mistakes in the past. It is likely to make
S during this experiment too. The main thing to understand is that
lding of socialism and communism in the Soviet Union is a pioneer-

ution
‘Wwith no pre-determined models to fall back upon.

The last point I wish to make is on the impact of October Revol
on national liberation movements in the world. In my opinion,
impact is exaggerated. While we can concede that it had some influcig
on national liberation struggles, in was not the only influence, Ther®
every reason to belicve that the Indian Revolution had a much stron&
influence on these struggles than the October Revolution. Leaders 8

other point made is that the emphasis of the Marxists has been
ise, forgetting the superstructure, and this is what has disillusioned
d. This is a very personal experience. Itoo have a personal
As a child, poverty used to worry me.It was an instinctive
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It was only when |

It was really the
to question

humanistic feeling born of my family: envifonment.
came to Marx that I found the answer to my question.
basic humanism of Marx that took him to examine the system, |
e valuos and in the process he returned to humanism at a higher leve
This is the complete circle of the evolution of Marxist humanism.

When you talk of the base and supersiructure, you warn against
determinism. No proper Marxist is an economic determinist. But at the
same time, the question is on what support of a base do you build the super
“tructur 7 Without a foundation you cannot build a house.  The remo-
Alding of man does not take place automatically. One hasto make
ancerted efforts for it. That is what Manxism is about in the umn‘\f\g
analysis. You have {o understand the laws of nature, use and adapt. them
and help consciously the process of change according (o those lavis.

What has happened is that a conscious effort has not been made (o
remould man in the Soviet Union. But remoulding of man is.a very difii-
cult task. Take our own country. Do you mean to say that the type of
peasants we have today are the same as we had 40 years ago ? No, he is
not that sort of a peasant. Today he puts on a switch and water starts
flowing into his fields. Is he the same peasant who had to wait for ll’;c
rains 2 Yet, today, he still remains intellectually, mentally, l.zackward, He
is not the new man of new India. To remould him, a conscious effort has
to be made to make him a new man to realise that science and lccl\vnmvgy
has enabled him to change his whole destiny.  This is really a question
ideology.

perience. My very first contact with
hat opens all doors to underst
To me at that stage the worker, by,

Let me give a personal ex
Marxism made me feel here is a key
fety in all its diverse dimensions.
f/?\":l‘fléyo;r:::iang « worker, was a revolutionary. Then it was Marx W
e the importance of consciousness,
of labour and life and ideology- )
arise in a man’s mind and this consci
worker to a revolutionary.

Now you talk of corruption in the Soviet Union, of vanoua‘lwyU"'
evils. Hence you come fto the conclusion that there has been no cl \F“m
Where is the socialist man ? Let me give you 2 somewhat non-po! 1‘ ;-
Very recently I took along my wife on her first visit ‘l:m
Soviet Union. She is not a Marxist. She is certainly pro-comm

ing, because of her life with me. 3
:o:gyfr?::‘,(wﬁo 100 is no communist, about the experiences in the S:vd\:
Union. The response of this lady was : “So a black man is respected 10
at least in some parts of the world I"*

example.

of

ho taught
the combination of the experiené®
Ideology helps answer the questions (h
ousness changes him from a méfé

She came back and WO
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You say that the Soviet Union isa country where the human  being
has no dignity. If the human being himself has no dignity in the Soviet
nion, how can he give dignity to a black man ?

The other point is about science and technology. It has been said that
it is a disintegrating factor. The reality is that science and technology has
feached such a level today that fragmentation of the world cannot allow
imankind to realise to the full its benefits. Integration alone can do so.
his integration cannot be brought about by the capitalist system which is
tself disintegrating. Look at the fight that is going on between Japan and
many or among the USA. Japan and Germany or the fight being waged:
b our own soil to capture a huge market.

Mr. Bose has been talking about the decline in the growth rates in
Soviet Union. He was-talking about the mid-seventies. This is also the
iod Gorbachey has been talking about. There was no decline in the
wih rates in the previous years. In fact, in 60 years, despite the civil
r, the fourteen powers’ intervention and Nazi aggression, the Soviet
hion has achieved what it took the -entire advanced capitalist world 300
to achieve. And the Soviet Union had no colonies to rape. It was
outcaste of the capitalist world as far as technological and economic
hanges were concerned. This is history. Let us not forget this history.

1 am critical of the fact that from the Thirties onwards the Soviet
on became somewhat inward-looking and even autarkic. If this had
been so, whatever the reasons, the impact of the October Revolution
the world economy would probably have been much greater. The fact
Jains that the Soviet Union has received very little or no assistance from
body over a long period of time. The entire socialist community has
n on the basis of what the Soviet Union has achieved. As the Soviet
fon rightly points out it has had no colonies to provide employment for
people, and yet there is full employment, while unemployment is
nt in the capitalist world.

Even in America technology is going down, except in armaments-re-
d arcas. The USA is living on money borrowed from other countsies
world and on the drain from the developing countries through trade,
investments and so on. Internal contradictions within the world capi-
t system are increasing and even today the USA is trying to control not

he developing countries, but even the life styles of the advanced capi-
t countries and dictate terms to them.

\The question of the withering away of the state has been raised.
e does Marx or Lenin say that as soon as the revolution takes
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ou are living in a world with

place the state will be dissolved.  After all y Ao

powerful states; a single nation or a group of nations cannot Surviv
just letting the state wither away.

1 was once involved with an advertising agency. It was a coopera
tive structure. We tried to keep the wage differences low and survive, un-
like other agencies in a_capitalist market economy. W.c learnt from our
mistake only a few years later. We had become somell\mg of an absurdity
and had to adhere to the basic laws of the market to survive.

Now coming to dignity, freedom of action andhvzw wages. Low
wages, yes. But take the wage as a component of the entirelife style in
the Soviet Union. What about the low house rent, electricity cha:gus.
various services, education, health facilities, holiday homes and so on? 1f
you care to study the Soviet budget you will see the amount afmon‘cy
that goes into social services. The s(anda@ of living is certainly not as
highas in the advanced capitalist countries or even in our own country
for. certain people. And there is no abject poverty. Noslums. No
ghettos.

It has been said that the Soviet people have received nothing after
the revolution and yet, during the Second World War, the Russians laid
down their lives without a murmur. You had no fifth columns as in other
parts of the world. Where did_this patriotism come from? Patriotism
does not come merely from a love for the land one is born in. It comes
als from the loyalty to the society which gives you something that you
need and are proud of.

You say that the new man is the pre-condition to the advance to
socialism. _First, those who brought about the revolution were new men,
different from the old society. Secondly, those who built the new. society
in the Soviet Union were new men.  Thirdly, it is absurd to expect every
human being in a country to change suddenly and become a socialist one
day and then start building socialism. Parallel growth, yes. But that is 2
question of a dialectical relationship. Man goes on changing in the
process of building socialism and the process of building socialism changes
jts builder. And so the process goes on. They are not two inter-related
processes, but an integrated process

To come to the present day. What Gorbachev is discussing today’
is not Stalin’s_crimes or Brezhnev’s crimes. These are of course being
discussed on a wide scale in the media, not merely in the press, but ever
in films and plays. What is being really discussed are the mistakes made:
When certain technological changes take place, certain structural changes
also take place in society. If these changes are not recognised and institu-

tionalised contradictions develop. It was believed that because such
contradictions in a socialist society are not antagonistic, they get resolved
by themselves. This is not true. It is now being realised after a long
e that such unresolved contradictions cause crises, very different in
‘their nature from the capitalist crisis. What is being sharply debated is
this failure to carry out the necessary changes in society, political
tructures, administrative structures, management structures, cconomic
itutions, cultural patterns and so on. It is not a question of the
nigration of Stalin, or the replacement of one set of weaknesses by
inother or one set of characters by another. The entire system is under
rutiny.

3 The question of the introduction of capitalist instruments in Soviet
society has been raised. This is very strange indeed. Way back in the twen-
ties when Lenin introduced the pew economic policy, he admitted that he
s introducing capitalist elements, but what he was building with the help
of capitalist forms, technology, management  structures, was an altogether
ifferent type of socio-political and economic system and structure—
‘socialism. This was possible because the proletariat was in possession of
state, the infrastructures and the economic resources of the country.
was immediately after the civil war and a disastrous famine which had
left the country devastated and in ruins, and capitalist elements still
ived within the country. History is on record that capitalism was
destroyed in Russia and socialism won.

Today the situation is entirely different. It is a socialist state which is

troducing certain elements which are common to capitalism, and even

foreign capitalists in the joint sector. That does not change the system

ich has already been strongly entrenched. The market under socialism
ot possibly have all the features of the capitalist market.

Take the question of individual entreprencurship. It is immediately
‘confused in our country with private capitalism. He is no capitalist.
employs no wage labourer. Would you call a cobbler in our country
Lor an clectrical mechanic working on his own, a capitalist ? Such mistaken
derstandings should be cleared up at the very outsct if our discussions
to have any meaning. i
ASHOK MODAK : I want to make three points. The first point is
ding the problem of alienation of workers. Actually, even before
October Revolution in Russia, capitalism was familiar with this
icular problem. I feel that the world expected that the revolution in.
‘Russia would put an end to it. Now when the Soviet leaders themselves
sy that they have not been able to put a stop to this fecling of alienation,
Very pertinent question arises : whether the whole experiment which
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was going on for 70 years or so, has delivered the right goods. That is
point number 1.

Secondly, do we find a kind of dilution of utopia over this period of
seven decades 2 I will just refer to certain land-marks. It was in 1936
that Stalin camc out with his own constitution known as Stalin’s
constitution. At that time, Communists all over the world  boasted
of the achievements of the Soviet Union and in fact persons like
George Bernard Shaw and many others, also carried this glamorous
impression of the Soviet Union. But let me refer to the year 1956, when in
the 20th CPSU Congress, Khrushchey came and submitted his report at
the secret Party Congress and literally undertook the campaign of de-
Stalinisation. Later, in 1961, that is at the 22nd Party Congress, he sub-
mitted the Third Party Programme. There Khrushchev gave us an assu-
rance that within two decades, capitalist society would be overtaken by the
Soviet system. In fact, when he went to USA, he told them that their grand-
sons would be living under the shadow of communism. After dismissing
Khrushchev in October 1964, when Brezhney came in, he had to_dilute the
whole concept. He came with the concept of ‘developed socialism.” In
Sther words, somehow, he also realised that the whole party programme
was quite romantic, utopian, over-ambitious and, therefore, it was
not possible for them to achieve the ideal. But he assured them that they
were living under “‘developed socialism®. And now, in the report presented
by Mikhail Gorbachov to the 27th Party Congress, and in the new. edition
of the Party programme, I find a totally different title given to the present
stage of socialism. They say that, at present, theirs is the stage of
“upgradation of socialism”. They no longer call it even “developed
socialism’.

1t was in 1977 that Brezhnev presented a new constitution. At that
{ime, right from housing etc., much was assured. If we read the speech
dolivered by Brezhney at that particular time, we find a unique type of
confidence in_his party. Here they were giving not only the right but also
the provision to fulfil that particular right. Later Brezhnev said that they
Were not in a position to give housing to every family. Not only that, he
was not able to say when these requirements of housing etc. would be
fulfilled. 1 am constrained to say that there is an end of even the dilution
of utopia in that particular sense. Let me refer to one other evidence.
Soviet writings now convey that they, somehow, rely upon very simplistic
equations, And what are_those simplistic cquations ? These are that by
hationalising the means of production, we would be able to put a full-stop
to the alienation on the part of the labourers. They say that the whole
process is not so simple, not so easy.

Secondly, they say that, well, we have definitely resolved the problem
of unemployment. 1t docs not mean that they have solved all the problems
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aining to employment. The problems of suitable employment and Tow
bour productivity etc. remain.

| Thirdly, they say the Soviet Union never experi i
Now they admit the end of that illusion also. Ssdi‘f“Z§?n§;A;§g:ls:§
ble prices, they over-estimate cash balances at the disposal of
“people, and under-estimate the real cost of production of goods and
fyices. My friend, Comrade Bardhan has stated that the Sovict Union
the only country which encourages criticism of the past. In fact, &
ought oceurs to my mind, whether critcism itslf is a scapegoat. First
hey commit mistakes. Later.en, they admit those mistakes and, for
at, they want us to go on appreciating them and applauding them ! The
hiqueness of Gorbachov lies in the fact that he has hinted_at continuing
Soviét people. Khrushehev. criticised ~ Stalin.
T call it de-Khruschevisati
chov has come and started de-Brezhnevisation. Thcv;::f‘n‘:. o
jsing his predecessor, has become a continuing feature of the Soviet
on. There is one difference : Khrushchev put the whole blame on
But Gorbachov says he won’t blame Stalin alone.

Excessive insistence or reliance on the machinery of the state for
o seven (:]ecades has resulted in some problems, difficulties and inade-
cies. Time has come for all of us to think whether the excessive
ce on the state can deliver the goods. After the death of Stalin,
lers hke'll(hrushchcv, Brezhnev and Gorbachov have started, you Can’
y, expediting the whole process of transition from state t’o society,
n power to authority. And I, for one, welcome this particular process.

' IMTIAZ AHMED : Ihave only very brief observations to make.
T u.ghout the discussion, some kind of equivalence was beiné
s blnfhed between the October Revolution and the Soviet Union:
;‘fol.nt.which I think was underscored by the Chairman eaxlie;‘
dit is likely to create probloms because if you really do this, then you
fhe Soviet Union in the straiht-jacket of having sthe obligation to.
date and work out that October Revolution, that vision of the
)C obe.r Revolution and if the Soviet Union were to abandon that vision,
en, in fact, that vision has itself to b shelved; and if the Sovit

on continues to be the carrier of that vision, then, in fact, we would
the kmd_ of debate that you have—the rates of crime and the

itkable achievements that the Soviet Union has made. 1 think, there-
e there is a case for treating the October Revolution on ifs own terms
her than equating the Soviet Union with the October Revolution.

3 M‘!‘he seccu:ld poix:u is that it isin the nature of every revolution,
ing the industrial revolution, to hold out high on utopia And
k if one were to look at the world around, there was at one
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time only one rather than two visions, or two major perceptions, of a
non-transcendental vision, that we find in modernisation and
in socialist theory. Then there are other kinds of perspectives that are
available, the Islamic, the Hindu, the Buddhist and so on, all of which
are transcendental. But the submission T want to make is that it is
inherent in the nature of all revolutionary perspectives, either transcen-
dental or to be both ising and isi

So that when Islam comes into existence or when Buddhism comes into
existence, it seeks to unfold itself into a_centralising, homogenising,
vision of the world. It launches itselfas if it were homogenising the
world in its Islamic vision or in _its Buddhist vision or in its Hindu
vision or in its Christian vision. They are all transcendental. The only
non-transcendental forms that we encounter are to be found in modernisa-
tion. One is the vision of the great centralising and homogenising
tendency called modernisation—of which the biggest carrier today is
USA, whereas, in fact, historically, that vision is essentially European. The
other vision, the other great ising and ising P ive that
we have is the communist or the socialist vision.

T would, therefore, think that, in fact, whatever the achievements or
failures of the Soviet Union, that in a sense does not really tell upon the
nature of the vision itself. But I have one question because so many times a
reference is being made to Gorbachov and others. I am not an expert on the
Soviet Union. I have visited Soviet Union only as a tourist and I have not
had the kind of insightful trips that some of you have had. But let me
make this point that even if tomorrow, Gorbachov’s reforms were to
indicate to us that the Soviet Union has retreated from the great socialist
vision of centralisation and homogenisation, it still does not actually defeat
the inherent centralising homogenising Vision inherent in the Soviet Union.
Therefore, T am a little disturbed by this tendency to equate the Soviet
Union with the October Revolution. I think it is this point that Mr.
Malkani had argued, namely that it has given us a definite vision.

T conclude, therefore, by making one submission that during the great
deal that has been said here, it has been made out that the vision of the
October Revolution has failed. Actually, 1 would say both the non-trans-
cendental temporal visions of the world have failed, and it is, therefore, as
a result of this that we see all around us a reversion, a tendency to revert
to a transcendental vision of the world. In other words, the rise of various
Kinds of fundamentalism are in fact efforts for a new temporal vision of
the world. 1 think it is not that the Soviet Union alone has failed. It is not
even that modernisation theory has failed. When I happened to go to
Yugoslavia, at one time, most of the questions they were asking were about
the rise of Islamic fundamentalism in Yugoslavia. I think, therefore, in
fact, not only the October Revolution and the paradigm on which it is

57

seems to be inadequate, but even the western modernisation
digm seems to be inadequate. Therefore we, as members of humanity,
not really have a very significant choice fo make between western
rnisation and the socialist perspectives,

GHOSH : 1 would not like to measure Soviet achievements with
ji's yardstick. Acceptance of “half-empty or half-full” analogy
be demeaning the yardstick. It is like saying, I expected my son to
lumpen proletariat but he has become a lower division clerk, so he
ome up better. As for myself, I did expect the Soviet Union to come
a socialist country becaust that was the promise of the revolution.
ce I will not like to debase the standard of judging it. 1 am prepared
p wy ftests in a low profile. I need not, therefore, ask if it has
ed socialism. Let us even concede that the building of full-fledged
lism amid adverse circumstances may take more time. But the key
tion is : Is the dircction right ? Is the Soviet Union throwing up better
¥ bemgsﬁvbcvlter types of people than during the Czarist times? The
fence shows it is not. Ifa train starts from Delhi and its engine is
towards Calcutta and somebody keeps on_proclaiming that given
te more time, it will reach Jammu, it will be self-deception. I have
ght to point out that the Soviet Union has so far been moving in a
direction. This way, it will never usher in socialist values. T have
at Marxist humanism, as the frame of reference, is the Soviet land’s
grace. But then, it requires reviewing of Marxian theories ver
17 this is ot dore, Gorbachov cannat achieve sucoess. Ho. sy
forced to quit. I do not rule out such an unwelcome pr;aspect lyf
ly welcomes Gorbachov’s initiative but does ot give this essential
er regarding the need for review of theories, it will not be an aid to
locess. Gorbachevian initiative, without a re-examination of Marx's
Lenin’s theorics vis-a-vis their objectives, will not be able to forge
For the prevalence of confusion in ideology will leave :nmlih
3 for his opponents to mount a powerful counter-thrust in favour
status quo. It is not merely a question of introduction of
afcyA It is a question of a fresh look at the total framé of reference,
S for a new spectrum of values and for resiructuring tho society.
orbachov and his supporters address themselves to these funda-
al questions, they will not succeed.

Th:n, I come to _Submm Babu’s point that man has changed every-
A drThe question is not of change in technical skill, not of adey lnc};s
ndling gadgets. When we talk of man, the question ought lopb :
become better than the type of man there was in that soci
or forty years back ? e

“BARDHAN : He has not said that man has besome better.
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GHOSH : Man has become worse, more selfish, both in India and
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ience and there will still

f accentuation of conflicts within the

n;r_les. The so-called modern science and technology are the bases 0:‘
e he i :

2 ; o
z sc
conflicts berween the nations and

in the Soviet Union as also in the capitalist countries. T can
people in Tndia becoming ‘increasingly occupied with self-interest because
we are building a capitalist society : our socialist verbiage cannot hide it.
‘When we find that the Soviet people have become more acquisitive and
selfish, does this not show that the USSR, too, has been building the
reverse of socialism ?

Imtiaz has said that both modernism and socialism have failed. He
takes modernism and socialism as two_distinct categories, which these are
not. Modernism is the over-riding ideology; capitalism and state-centred
socialism are its two off-shoots with certain variations. The difference bet-
Ween capitalism and what is being paraded as socialism is superficial : their
difference lies merely in the system of governance. They do not represent
two different civilizational orders. Both American capitalism and Soviet
Socialism come under the same pattern of modernism. In my paper I have
quoted Sakharov who is totally in agreement with this view. Between the
Soviet Union and the USA, there is no qualitative difference in the concept
of life-style or in the structure of core values. The life-style of both is
wasteful of natural resources and the dominant values of both are autho-
ritarian. Both aspire for the same kind of modernism and  increasing com-
every sphere. Their factory production processes are the same:
chemicalised farming techniques the same; energy-use pattern the same
transportation patterns the same. Both seek to conquer nature; both tend
to0 be more possessive. Both capitalism and Soviet socialism come under
the same pattern of nature-conquering modernism. Both are bound to
fail.

plexities in

The defeat of Marxism was ensured the moment it was grafted on to
what are cuphemistically called “modern science and technology” and
what in reality are fragmented science and life-destruction-oriented techno-
logy. This science and technology avowedly aim at _conquering Nature.
To many, this kind of science has become sacrosanct. In fact, this is fraught
with utmost disaster and is going to prove a threat to our survival. It takes
a little time to reveal its anti-life character but it is patently anti-poor and
pro-elite from the start. Nature-manipulating technology serves the pro-
pertied classes and blurs inexpensive, natural solutions.

Now, I come to Subrata Babu’s point that integration alone can
enable mankind to realize to the full the benefits of science and technology
He seems to believe that prior integration is possible through the Sovict
brand of socialism, even if the nature of science and technology remains
what it is now. My contention is, with the given kind of science and tech
nology. there will be increasing divisiveness between my neighbour and
myself, between the rural rich and the rural poor, between the urban rich
and the urban poor, between the town and the countryside and between the
nations. Even if all the countries become converts to the prevailing pattert

ial
B that they promote is only at the super-
cial lave],_ by forcing on everybody the outpourings of centralised mel'):l;

e The kind of industrialism that it
d :‘:izl;!e_ kmdfcf commercialism that it injects in every sphere of life, the
iperisation of the masses tl?at it creates, the destruction of native cufture
it causes, serve only to disintegrate each society from within. What to
of integrating mankind to reap their benefits ? ¥

alilee principle. Let me clarify that holistic science does not demand
?;u ;nﬁ Ofl;:_v;l;y(hmg that reductionist science has built up. It consi-
¢ latter highly insufficient and misleadi i W ¢
: : ing, particularly in respect of
bsys;ems-plgnt and animal kingdoms, soil systems with their teeming
mmp igcoepula:xon, d_Because this pattern of science lays utmost empha-
'meal studies of minutest parts, it tends
pice ! , nuf 3 to disregard the
grative linkages; and its prescriptions disrupt ecological mm;fccs i:
c-s]upport system. Reductionist science and organismic science nced
n;\p em{n! each oth}er, for these two together make holistic science.
;f:ta kind of science fs .nol being pursued today. Blind wox:
T gfmenltgd science, thlc)l is dangerous to life processes, must stop.
o for this kind of ceace banishes the reverence for Nature. With-
v ature, you cannot build abetter _socict g
integrate mankind. One maj i i
] 5 jor reason for the i i
lack of this understanding. T e

o“rsk ‘s:e w;at‘ Nature is and why we must have reverence for its
e pgh.y“c:‘uredlsbl_he sum of forces at work in the physical world
f ical and biological processes. It is Nature which ordains

lving of objects and their In Nature, if

for Nature’s own way of working
the “modern scientists” are
m more
oy manage” Nare than to_understand Nature. Subrats Babu's
R o is impossible of attainment without the cement,
anding of Nature's own_technology alone can provide.
and the reation between man and man il
erest of capitalists to re it i
et cognise this. But

1 is not in the
IXists, too, are yet to g
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Before I come to other points, I would like to dissociate myself with
one observation of Pradip Babu. He says that the pace of Soviet econo-
mic decline since the mid-70s has been spectacular and that the EEC
community which had been behind the Soviet Union in the sixties, is now
far ahead of the Soviet'Union. I would not like to judge any country’s
economic performance merely in terms of the rate of growth of GNP or
per capita income. The armaments are considered a positive factor in
GNP. These are regarded as income. Have I to conclude that a_country
producing larger scales of armaments and earning high_incomes therefrom
has made more progress in economic development 2 I would not like to
pass a judgement on the level or rate of development without knowing the
break-up of the GNP and the kind of benefits to the people.

o underline that the blinkers had their roots in Marx’s and Lenin's
eories. They did not have any.idea that there could be some other kind
‘science, other kind of technology, other kind of industrial process or
ming technology.

Dr. Jayashekar has rightly said that there cannot be a socialist man
yithout socialist values. That is a point I would request Mr. Bardhan to

BARDHAN : I will answer that

GHOSH : In the Soviet Union, I find more of corruption, more
marketing, more of flattery and servility than we ever expected from
Then, about Mr. Bose’s other point regarding humanist valucs, list society. .

When you affirm the prevalence of humanist values in western societics,

should you overlook that these values are reserved for their countrymen ?
Their relations with the people of other countries are based on_exploitation,
through unequal exchanges. This kind of “humanism” which is based on
increasing exports of arms and promoting quarrels between o_ther countries
to create larger and larger demands for armaments is perversion of human-
ism. Therefore, I will not concede that the West Buropean societies are
higher in the scale of human values.

BARDHAN : Then you should have gone to America to see its scale.
ou can see it in India too. 1 *

GHOSH : I am not surprised at the enormity of corruption, black-
arketing, sycophancy in India because here, under a peculiar mix of

s, we are reaping the worst of both the worlds. But when you say
the Soviet Union is cxperimenting, you must say iment on what
emise, and for how long ? Where is the spirit of inquiry to unravel how
concentration of combined political and economic power and the given
ern of science and technology arc workin;

Subrata Babu has said that without industrialisation th country
remains backward and cannot stand up against highly industrialised coun-
tries. Yes, industrialisation is necessary. But of what type? The same
types of industries which the West has promoted? Do we not need l:a
judge which kinds of industries are to be promoted and which are to le
avoided? And should the same high-entropy processes and the same scale:
be adopted? I can tell you that within a decade or so, you will find that
this kind of industrialisation has become a source of dlsast‘er. Even the
West will have to change their pattern. They arenow in mortal feaf
of carbon dioxide concentration in the atmosphere. If we continue witht
this pattern, we will breathe only polluted air and drink undrinkable watef’;
Will this give us strength? Can even the West survive on .tl.us patlem
The concept of development needs to be changed radically in favour 0
ecologically sound development.

1 disagree with Dr. Jayashekar on one point. He is willing to trace
7allll.s only to Stalin and Lenin but refuses to fault Marx on any count.
st me ask : is it correct to blame Stalin for everything ? I agree that if
0 had lived longer, he would have corrected many mistakes and many.
meepts. But we have to judge the theories as he left them. Stalin was
 doubt hungry for power and he did not appreciate the importance
Lenin gave to worker-peasant alliance. But will you stop with these
lents ? Malkaniji says that if NEP (Lenin’s New Economic Policy)
i continued, things would have been better. Isit so simple ? During
® time that the NEP was in progress, was there not a growing

there not pauperisation of the small producers and artisans
a few factories were flourishing? What was the light that
an theory shed on Stalin in this situation ? Stalin had imbib-
om Marx that peasants are basically reactionary and unreliable.
d also learnt from Marx that large-scale development of

1find that Pradip Babu and Subrata Babu, who differ .vaslly ‘»
their evaluation of the Soviet Union, agree on one point that this patteft
of industrialisation on the Western model is desirable. I differ fadlca
from this view. I call the Western type of development mal-developime . : v 5
and 1 blame the USSR for having emulated this model without thinkif foth industries was the key to socialism. Therefore, if capital
independently about its own requirements. I partially concede that g mulation by oppressing the reactionary” farmers appeared to him as
Soviet Union's defence requirements defiected it from thinking originally. B llvage operation, you cannot blame him alone without blaming the
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mentor.  This reveals the disastrous consequences of lop-sided ~ theory,
particularly when the theory i treated as a sacred text.

Subrata Babu has said that Marx talked of base and superstructure
but his basic concern was analysis of the capitalist economy. There is no
disagreement on this point. There is also no disagreement on the point
that Marx’s basic trait was humanism. It is this humanism that
inspired him to do all the painstaking analyses despite tremendous
hardships. But it will be wrong to overlook a basic dichotomy in Marxian
approach. Although humanism was his source of inspiration, he steadfastly
avoided discussion of humanist ethics and also rejected Kantian concept of
categorical imperatives. Presumably, he feared that talk of humanist ethics
might lead to channels of metaphysics which he despised. He overlook-
ed that avoidance of categorical imperatives could mean that there was no
human ethics as such and that there was to be only class ethics. This could
lead to monstrous misdeeds in the name of serving class interests. This
loophole was the tragedy of Marx.

Subrata Babu has said that the black man enjoys dignity in the
Soviet Union, unlikein the West. Iagree. Ihave pointed out in my
paper that in the Soviet Union there is much personal security from
robbery, murder and rape for all except the political dissenters and that
social security provisions are great. Hence there is no difference of opinion
on this question. Subrata Babu has also said that during the war with
the Nazis, there was no fifth column in the Soviet Union and that this
itself proves that the people were happy. To this, 1 would say that the
people are possibly happier than they had been under the Czarist regime.
But this not saying much. Moreover, the nationalist spirit has been
traditionally very strong in Russia.

PRADIP BOSE : The statement that there was no fifth column in
the Soviet Union is incorrect. In Ukraine, there was a large population
that worked as fifth column.

GHOSH : In any case, if the criterion of success is the absence of
fifth column, this is a weak defence. In Islamic societies, where there is
some kind of fanaticism, the fifth column is rare. But that does not
prove that the people in Islamic countries are happy.

Sondhi (e_x_m:ymc Left), inaugurating the discussion on “October Revolution
orld Politics”. Others seated (L to R) Dr. Jayashekar, Nagarajan,
Nana Deshmukh and Bimal Prasad.

2. October Revolution and
World Politics

R. JAYASHEKAR (Chairman) : I thank you

very much for
€ the honour to preside over this session.

8@ former student of Prof. Sondhi, and now as his colleague and *
oI have always enjoyed his very scintillating  presentation on
It can be very provocative, very persuasive and extremely
£ at the same time, on any issuc which he is likely to foous.

h tl'!ese few words, I would request Prof, M.L. Sondhi to make
ftation on “October Revolution and World Politics™.

OF. M.L. SONDHI : There can hardly be any doubt that the
Revolution was a_historical catalyst, It explains the maiy
ties of the Soviet political system and  theimonopolisation of
the Communist Party. It gencrated an orientation which lod
lisation and collectivisa It also provided
2 new social order which would reject the profit motive and
€ underpinning of human values and social justice,
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equally clear, as Khrushchev and Gorbachev have pointed out, that in
place of the expected humanisation of the social structure, it led to
Stalin’s bloody purges of the thirties. The rampant corruption in the
Brezhney era can_ hardly justify the official exaggerations and new myths
about the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917.

Ttis futile to conceal the contradictory character of the Russian
Revolution if we wish to understand its function in the historical context
of world politics. For example reality lies in between the two extremc
positions on the i ip of the Russian ion and the anti
imperialist struggle in what we nowadays call the Third World. There is
no room for facile observations in favour of exaggerated claims of Soviet
support to revolution in Third World societies if the polemical literature
stimulated by M.N. Roy’s attack on Lenin’s draft thesis on the National
and Colonial Questions is adequately studied. The exigencies of Soviet
state interests, and not radical thought, have more often than not affected
the outcome of Moscow’s policy-making with regard to the national libe
ration movements.

We do not have the time fo examine in elaborate detail the diffe-
rent outlooks of the contending forces which shaped the Comintern’s stra:
tegies in various periods. How did it lurch erratically to the
View that social democracy was equivalent to social fascism and created a
trend which logically led to a rejection of collaborative action against the
rising Nazi danger ? Where does Georgi Dimitrov’s thesis of the Popular
Front against Fascism, presented at the 7th Comintern Congress in 1935,
fit into the scheme of things in judging the fundamental issues of the im-
pact of the Russian Revolution on world politics? The Molotoy-Ribbentrop
Pact exploded on to the global consciousness in an extremely pernicious
fashion, enabling Fascism to obtain substantive help from Communists in
its onslaught in 1939. The expedient political compromise of the German-
Soviet Non-Aggression Pact was a new development which was viewed with
both curiosity and alarm. The policy dominated by pragmatism and cyni-
cism was a far cry from the strategy which had inspired Popular Fronts in
France and in the struggle to support the Spanish Republic against
Franco’s Fascists. Even to this day a debate continues to rage over Soviet.
responsibility for handing over many anti-fascist Germans, who had
found asylum in Moscow, to Hitler’s Gestapo.

How is one to _interpret this example of questionable inconsistency
on the part of a Government which claims to provide a high standard of
guidance for revolutionary change in the world ? Till Hitler attacked the
Soviet Union in June 1941, the Soviet leadership continued to adopt poli-
cies that explicitly supported the advancement of Germany’s totalitarian
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political power in European countries. It is necessary to draw attention to
‘this experience as a general issue since it is often assumed in Third World

are, however, many intangibles in the scenarios in the -power game bet-
Ween two power blocs. Inspite of the Leninist criticism of the imperialist
Sheres of influence of western powers, the Soviet assessment of its own

Soviet Union can make Third World countries into pawns in its power
‘game. With the multitude of links which Gorbachev and Reagan are pro-

ing to develop between the siper-powers, the perplexities of the Third,
jorld may be compounded in their efforts to control the tensions of their
‘global rivalry. We are familias with the syndromes of ideological warfare

nd military build-ups in aggravating disputed international issues between,
dia and Pakistan, Ethiopia and Somalia and of course North and South
" Korea. The political dangers of accommodation between the two super-
‘power rivals for third countries may also prove to be fateful depending
upon the changing constellation of political events and the practical impact
of the state of Soviet-American relations.

i

Some of the dilemmas and challenges for the Third World states in
- the new world i after the G summitry are
llustrated in the examples of the countries of East Europe who were
‘caught unprepared by the deeply ambivalent attitudes of the Russians and

rmans during the ominous developments leading up to the Second World
‘War. The ever present risk of nuclear war and the arms race have convert-
d both the USA and the Soviet Union into “‘warfare states”, although
with varying styles of politics.

the United Statgs have
obilisation for huge techno-

ing what can only be called an American imperial design. The Soviet
\Union with all its rhetoric of economic or social revolution, could only.
set itself the aim of military and political equality with the United States.
| Its attempt to compete on social, ideological and economic issues has re-
‘mained till date highly problematical. Advocates of military power in the
iet Union have to contend with the difficulties of harnessing the
on’s economic power without exacerbating tensions over the Soviet
en’s well-being. Inspite of the economic strains on the system and the
L fieven nature of scientific and technological advances, achieved so far, the
oviet leadership is determined not to lose whatever level of s(m(egi‘c
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supeiority it has gained. Soviet advocacy of arms control and its diplo-
macy for “peaceful coexistence”is revised as experience or new circums-
tances require. The emphasis on world public opinion is particularly
important for the Soviets as they view the military and technological com-
petition with the Americans in the complex decades ahead. There are
persuasive reasons for the Russians to address themselves effectively to
India as a country whose historical background has helped in developing
attitudes and positions of other developing and non-aligned countries.

The United States not only seeks to mould the world in its image of
Pax Americana, but also aims at imposing on the Soviet Union a com-
petition based on its superior economic mobilisation process and the
advanced state of U.S. military technology. The Reagan administration’s
huge military budget and its initial refusal to concede political parity to
the Soviet Union undoubtedly heightened Soviet anxieties about,
Washington’s crusade. Soviet vulnerability to Reagan’s S. D. I and the
propagation of nuclear war-fighting strategic ideas among his advisers
does not arise only in challenges in military competition. With serious
and growing problems of productivity in the industrial sector and with
the perennial difficulties of Soviet agriculture, Moscow  is in no mood to
take on the American competition with its ossified system of central plann-
ing. The key policy issues for Gorbachev are defined. by this recognition
of the failure of both Stalin’s terror and Brezhnev’s conservatism, and not
by any predetermined views on  the nature of the Russian Revolution ex-
pressed in Soviet history books. Gorbachev needs to generate political and
economic policy alternatives which cannot be derived from existing approa-
ches to the study of the 1917 Revolution. Broadly speaking there is the
traditional adulatory approach of the Soviet writers on the one hand and
the western writing on the Russian Revolution and civil war of 1917-21. [
think, we in India need to add a whole new dimension to our understand-
ing of the Russian Revolution. Surprisingly very little attention has been
paid to the rich insight offered by the Indian philosopher, the late Basant
Kumar Mallik. His observations can help us to see beyond theories and
models which are restricted by the belief that the Russian Revolution was
a European Revolution. As Mallik has pointed out, some aspects of Soviet
reality cannot be fully grasped without excluding a Eurocentric approach
and by examining the values and norms of a society very similar to India’s
group society.

To quote Mallik : “Most of the men who have written on Russia have
come to the conclusion that the Russian Revolution was part of a Euro-
pean Revolution. Recently Laski has come out with a strong claim that
the Russian Revolution is part of a European Revolution. I conclude
that even the Webbs and Maynard, both very great authorities, think this.
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lieve they are mistaken. We have to ask, first, is it a Revolution at all 2
nd second, has it to be European 2"

Mallik answered the first question in the affirmative and then proceed-
d to discuss the adequacy of the evidence that the leaders of the Russsian
olution had been influenced by European thinkers like Hobbes, Rous-
, Locke and Marx and by the Paris Commune, He pointed out that
e Russian Revolution could only be understood in terms of Russian his-
, and he developed his argument in the following words: “In Marxist

3 c0ss a similar notion in the Catholic
h. The Hindus are also held together by the ideal, or Code or
harma. There are people whovinterpret the code by guiding and control-
‘The clement of mysticism can be found in all these cases. Lenin com-
ted that notion with the Soviet, the village community. This is an idea
@ community founded on groups. You are not dealing with individual
ions, or with a whole State in terms of individuals, but in terms of
nmuncs or Mirs. The essential feature is the corporate sense. After the
5 came back to Russia, they came into the Russian atmosphere,
if the success of the Revolution was due to the co-operation of the
isants, the peasants were stimulated by the history of Russia, which was
history of the Mir. This was the people’s contribution to the Revo-
ion.””

~ Viewed from a Mallikean perspective, it is not the Soviet Unions®
ntless march to its “socialist” destiny and pursuit of interlocking strate-
ind ideological objectives that can provide a comprehensive description.

theoretical and political significance of the Russian Revolution. The
fehing questions have not been provided by those western analysts who

the Russian Revolution as an unfinished project of wegtern-inspired
man emancipation. The interpretative material on the Russian Revolu.
0 should be tackled from the viewpoint of an enquiry into the nature of
Russian social organisation, and the ability of traditional structures to
80rb novel and modern ideas.

Our point of departure is that both the capitalist demonologists and
unist apologists have presented models of the Russian Revolution
Hich are flawed. Mallik’s plea for transferring the focus away from the
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Indian approach to
for the future deve-

by the coercive Marxist system, we may develop an
with f Lt

the Russian

i g
lopment of India’s relations with the Soviet Union.

Ever since the 20th Congress of the CPSU
speech denouncing Stalin, the communist elites

in 1956 and Khrushchev’s
in the Soviet Union are

facing a great dilemma in relating their political culture to the basic hu-
man needs of the Russians and other nationalities. The theories and prac-
tices which they have inherited have been merely suppressing human prob-
Jems and have not led to either prosperity or to freedom. The issuc that re-

quires attention is no

unsuccessful in strengthening socialism, or whether it has cre:
The task is to locate the real

which is rich or poor in material terms.

t whether the 1917 Revolution has been successful or

ated a society

sources of discontent in the Russian individual and to analyse at the group
Jevel why Russian society remains disharmonious after six decades of the

Revolution.

The Soviet philosophy of politics and war and the western theories

of the mellowing of the Soviet power both are

attempts to fit Russian experience into the cliche:
il be the task of Indian scholars, following the insights of

Hopefully it wil

Basanta Kumar Mallik, to explicate the role of Sov
social environment at home.

community as a logical extension of the
Gorbachev has not gone beyond a description

ceform-minded can come together against the conservative opposition.
¢ he would have to provide the meaning of
lead to a new ethos of social responsi-

he really cares for Russia’s futur
a new self-awareness which would

confused and inconsistent
s of international politicst.

et power in the world
of the way in which the

is oo deep for it to

bility. The of the Soviet i
be removed by just three slogans :
myshleniye. A powerful moral vision,
added to Gorbachev’s “new thinking”.

There is considerable confusion that currently prevails in the Sovi
0 look for new answers. In an effort to
an effort is being made to encapsulate ear-
His speeches have unleashed a lively
prising that Nikolai Bukharin’s name is com-
1y involved in arguing for concessions to the

Union on the directions in which t
overcome ideological myopia,
Her thinking in Gorbachev’s slogans.
public debate and it is not surj
ing back. Bukharin was strong]
peasantry and his economic vision favoured a
the peasant economy and the soci
power of the state, Stalin wanted a
harsh tributes on the rural
which he had ultimately to pay with his life,

glasnost, perestroika and movoye
like Mahatma Gandhi’s, must be

et

balanced exchange between

jalist industry. Utilising the coercive
ccelerated industrialisation by imposing
1 countryside. Bukharin’s central contention, for

was more. closely related 0
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rganic reality of Russian society than those doy :
; gmas which
ible legacy which Gorbachev is trying to overcome. S

,'The dlcta}f)ltial methods of government have deep historical roots in
sia but the “dictatorship of the proletariat” has produced attributes of
ical power which accentuate therole of misperception and false
3 -G.mjhzchev has now exposed the manner in which the liberalisatior
sstn;ma:,d by Khrushchey at the 20th Congress of the CPSU wa’;
;io:-c::? reversed by those who were threatened by the progressive

3

No aspect_o[ Soviet experience has been so distorted as the military
up following the conservative reaction to the Hungarian and Polish
ness in the late fifties and the further militaristic drive by the hard-
following Khrushchev’s ousier.

‘While int:_nsifying mistrust with the other super power and with
a, the crucial military decisions have not helped Soviet Icaderslm
[det!ze con%h:aims they wished to overcome. Although Soviet mili-
ofthcg;:ca}:l:;lr\:)l;:rldhs&le had widespread reper?ussions after the
. Second ar, on the whole the Soviets have failed to
er 5henr mn]n_ary power and military preparedness into political ad-
in delen?unmg the future of world order. Even though Soviet
0’s international position has become more stable and seiuc .
to l.‘qcch.anisms like the Brezhnev Doctrine, and by finding :Iil’:li}:(
sssion in Crechoslovakia and Afghanistan, Moscow has time and
| thrown away its diplomatic advantages. ;

iz a“::i:xul; o{h o .;exvspx:al Coame in Czechoslovakia, I can testify
that Soviet militarism has created for Soviet policy-
5 :)’;it:d‘::::nn{ghlhc moral dimension of Soviet foreign poficycbyy
f e i politically nor strategically necessary. Although
e Spring were snuffed out, yet they clearly demons-
B isting Sovmv regime was not the model for the future.
e ent of hygocnsy in Soviet protestations against the
ysteria in America when they have been unable to avoid the

ia and i

¢ of Himal blunders like C:

e Thi
so‘l/lil:tdwzl:;ld would be profoundly mistaken if it took the

ol r:, emriz:/_al florn Afghanistan as the end of the matter as

ism is concerned. The i i

Brezhnev and Kissi A
B inger sharing jokes in Mosco i

o K : W at atime when

emcm:;ercfmmmg the Haiphong harbour, is engraved upon the

i ¥ of people in Asia. As time goes on, what kind of policy
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will the Soviets evolve for the Third World ? We know. that a;t‘c‘;mh:;/;:%
valiantly advocated the likelihood of political transition to_ soci LiE
the non-capitalistic path of development, Krushchev gave up his eatlicr
imism about a common destiny of the Soviet Union and the deve i
i s Third World policy is in many ways
countries. The legacy of Brezhnev’s Third Wo e R
i s case there is hardly any doul
il G Mot it e s calot b
e major Soviet-American conflicts. Random  statements
“egmmzonsrsscd too far, but foreign Minister Schverdnadze’s remarks that
O e intond. to, enter into lot of economic agreements with the
e o orld and coutd ot allow their domestic growth to be hostage to
we“:rgnto:w two states elsewhere, show that henceforth Soviet-Third
som

‘World relations will be developed under the shadow of Soviet agreements

with the West v
We should welcome the fact that we may be entering alpenog:;‘i :;,
inining East-West tensions as the second detente .d:ve lops 1“
i d Reagan. It is equally necessary that Indian policy should
e We should learn to discriminate among the
social and poiitical behaviour and the
i s offer s by Moscow. While recognising
G el power, we hould no hestte to discrn 1
g Soviet planning system, a system in which the emphasis
e an on quality. We should also have a realistic
derstanding of the anti-democratic at(iufdes which have be;n .g;:cm:c\(t
e ailure to implement Soviet cconomic reform over the  decades ¢
e f%‘ll“m :mc of Indo-Soviet friendship, both official and vacadem c
p_reSDnl = tht.;"“lcml to turn a deaf ear to the criticism of. political and.
e i i mobilism which  has overtaken Soviet society
e :!T any Indian studies focussing on the abuse of power :mdr
e fiivil liberties in the Soviet Union. From the standpoint of
i ﬂbs{mcc o olutionary tradition, uncritical acceptance of the revolutiona ¢
Srkner ‘;‘;‘ 1917 Revolution cannot provide an adequate z\nalyllu‘
B h th \ccxlent to which human dimensions have not f:qred well, A
e ‘xe d that the Soviet experience has counter-revolutionary ingre-
2 a'dm}‘:': ‘monstrous crimes, Stalin’s repressive leadership cannot serve
dxems.th c; ofblhc wisdom of Gandhiji’s insistencc.(h?( that soci jny
S s(uilhich is governed the least. The continuing shonngii
d d\scqullib;a in the Soviet economy apd lhe‘e rouflhlt;scs pg\rl[y
suit of corrupt practices shows that lhel so~%ﬂ{c:nl:ah(;ln;gh‘r:h L
. < <,
P novaton. The folt s that tho Svit. ceonom
i bl to produce enough consumer &
cannot offer industrial and consumer goo
in the world market

not be based on illusions.
various aspects of Soviet economic,

weaknesses
has been on quantity and

is governed be
imbalances an

oods for the internal market m!\i
ds which are attractive to buyers]
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The world is watching with interest whether Gorbachev succeeds in
ing the vicious incidence of the controlling power from above.
ive manoeuvres will not help unless the Party gives up its divine
to be the ultimate economic decision-maker and accepts genuine
smocratisation. Similarly the dogma that *“individual Jabour. is not legiti-
ite” has worked havoc in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. I know
my obs ion in C: ia that the repl. of the market
n by administrative regulation and the refusal to allow private enter-
S even on a small scale, thwarted the cohesiveness and progressive cnergy
the Czechoslovak people. Similarly the collectivisation of the countryside.
destroyed the initiative of family farmers. Anyone with a reasonable
derstanding of the Soviet economy can see that the sacrosanct. principles
ited from the 1917 Revolution, beginning with the fundamental principle
ity control of the economy, are the root cause of the decp structural
lformations in the Soviet system. The concepts guiding Gorbachev’s
onomic reforms, however, do not extend to any challenge to the hard
ality of party control.

Seen over the time span since Gandhiji
and the Soviet Union set on its **

s movement for Swaraj deve-
revolutionary” course, the Indian

ggage of Lenin's works on the political organi-
Of the Soviet state ? Will the Soviet military tolerate him 2 Will
ichev be able to solve the problem of Soviet agriculture ?

L tryine to explain the diffculties faced by the Soviets and looking at
REW factics and strategies of the new Soviet leadership, we can discover
(ideas and findings which are relevant to the macro-political analysis
The Indian Revolution has provided us with a historical consc.

55 and given us self-legitimation as a cultural ph . Soviet
Sts have painted too idyllic a picture of the domocratic

€ Of the Russian Revolution. Unfortunately the Soviet polity
oriented o serve the intercsts of the masses. The structure

\as intended to serve the need of primary industrialisation has
failed to produce a vigorous industrial democracy. The influx of
technology cannot overcome the deep. distrust of parliamen.
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tary democracy in the Soviet Union. Can India help Russia
to overcome the Soviet distaste for Democracy ? The Soviet Union is likely
to remain a permanent factor in Indian foreign policy. So far we have
followed a haphazard policy of getting Soviet help for the Indian political
establishment in return for a blind support to the administrative bureau-
cracy which has resisted structural changes in the Soviet Union.

Up till now India appears to have drawn a_sharp distinction between
the external and internal aspects of Soviet reality. A new discussion should
now. emerge on the impact of domestic factors_in Indo-Soviet collabora-
tion for the future. New Delhi should eschew simplisitic posturing and try
to achieve a multi-dimensional evaluation of the Soviet Union’s perfor
mance at home and abroad. In certain areas Indian norms and practices
are vastly superior to what the Soviet Union offers and there should be no
hesitation in demanding that the Soviets implement international norms in
the field of human rights, for example.

It is pertinent to add a few words about the role of culture. The spir:
tual malaise associated with both Soviet and American societies has dan-
gerous implications for their control over world-wide communications
systems. Care must be taken by India to define strictly the situations of
potential Indo-Soviet reciprocity. There isno reason why India should
accept the concept of Soviet political domination anywhere in the Third
World. Nor should the Soviet Union be a political example for India to
follow. It may be useful in Gorbachev's tenure to start a new Indo-Sovict
dialogue on the contributions the Indian and Russian Revolutions might
make to a peaceful world order. Someone in India should remind
Gorbachev of the following words of the great Russian thinker, Michacl
Bakunin :

“Itis absolutely necessary for any country wishing to join the free
federation of people, to replace its centralised, bureaucratic and military
by a federalist isation based on the absolute liberty and

autonomy of regions, provinces, communes, associations and individuals.”

BARDHAN : Mr. Chairman, after the really very interesting talk
that was given just now, 1 will try to make a few points. T hope I will be
permitted if I touch upon something which was even said earlier. 1In fact,
in some way or the other, they have come up again and again.

Firstly, T agree with him and I say, that as a communist, I do not
feel that the Soviet Union isa model in that sense of the term. The
October Revolution is not a model for the Indian Revolution, nor is the
Chinese Revolution a model for us. That stage, when people talked about
models and all that, is now over. The world has gone ahead and the
one thing, which binds us, as far as weare concerned, to the Soviet
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jon, are the ideology of Marxism-Leninism, as we understand them,
goal of socialism, the aim of peace. Nothing else binds us, because
ry country has to find its own path, naturally according to the genius
its own people, according to its own history, traditions, characteristics
ind circumstances. There is no denying it.

Ido not think that the Soviet communists, the Soviet Party, lost
s leadership because of mistakes, which it had made with regard to
ugoslavia, or say with regard to Albania or China; nothing of that sort.
‘The question of one Communist Party and, obviously, in this case, it
eans the CPSU, being the leader of the World Communist Movement,
jad ceased much earlier. That is one of the reasons why the Communist
rnational was dissolved, , The world had become complex. Situations
“in countries required deep analysis by the parties there. and large,
“most of the parties had matured. They did not require any direction from
one centre.

The last time, the Indian Communists, Iam saying it with great
sponsibility, the last time, the Indian communists sought any guidance
om the Soviet Party wasin 1950. Stalin was alive, and mind you, if
“Itell you what guidance Stalin gave, you will revise some of your
 opinions about him. He told us: “Why are you continuing the Telangana
struggle ? You cannot make a revolution like that. Go into elections,
try towin overthe masses. Have a programme. Without a Party pro-
‘gramme, you cannot go forward from day to day; you will be tossing
about in the sea.” But that was the last time.

ONE VOICE : How about their secking you out to advise you ?

BARDHAN : No, let us be fair to them. They are more occupied
With many other things than trying to guide the various Communist
| parties, least of all the Indian Communist Party because they are really
" very much worried about their relations with the Indian Government,
for various reasons, like Peace. (Laughter)

NAGARAJAN: Protection to the Communist Party will help ?
A VOICE : Toan extent, the Communist Party should help.

BARDHAN : You will remember, one of the topmost leaders of the
 Communist International, none other than Palmiro Togliatti, wrote the
 thesis about poly-centrism, saying precisely this thing. He was one of the
 topmost leaders, second only to Dimitrov, and he was the man, who
‘Wrote that “communist movement cannot be guided by one centre. It is
polycentrism today.”




54

After the Chinese Revolution, they in China experimented with the
Leap Forward: they experimented with the people’s communes, They
had to abandon all that. And as the great Chinese Party has admitted,
all these subjective attempts to force the pace of social change,
actually put them back by more than 2-3 decades. You cannot
force the pace of social change like that ; you cannot skip over many
stages of development, which alone can ultimately bring you to
socialism.

Therefore, I do not see anything wrong in correcting the mistakes.
Revision and reform are going on, and will have to go on. That need not
bring us to the conclusion that this is back-sliding. This is not back-sliding.
This is taking into account the objective reality, and the fact that social
development is a much more complex phenomenon.

Then, I also think that there was a very relevant question, which you
raised about excessive reliance on the State and whether it delivers the
goods. Obviously, it does not deliver the goods. Excessive reliance on the
State only brings about two things—greater bureaucratisation and over-
centralisation. Lenin had talked about it. He had continuously warned us
against bureaucratisation, even under socialism and that, therefore, it has
to be fought. Stalin forgot these behests of Lenin about fighting bureau-
cratisation. It is the initiative of the masses—and when we talk of mass
initiative, obviously it is the mass initiative of the working people, in the
first place—which will deliver the goods. If we see anything in the Soviet
Union, it is that they have corrected themselves, whenever they have
gone back to the working people, and posed their problems before them
in a frank spirit, the spirit which we observe today.

Ido not think that the answers have been found, but they have
gone back to the working people and by going back to them, they are
trying to harness the mass initiative of the people. A question had been
put to Khrushchev by some of the fraternal communist parties, whether it
was necessary in the 20th Congress to come out with all that denunciation
of Stalin. The only explanation that was given, was that unless we get over
all these inhibiting factors, it will not be possible for us to unleash the
initiative of the masses, on which we rely for any further advance. That
is why all these things had to be overcome. It is in that sense that I talked
about the revolution advancing by criticising itself. It is not in the sense
of finding scapegoats. Maybe, some scapegoats are also found; there is no
doubt about it. Sometimes we also feel that somebody is being made a
scapegoat. But unless we criticise, unleash mass initiative, there is no
going forward.

55

So, ultimately, the society, the mass, the working people, the indivi-
. In the final analysis it is he who will bring about any social
ange, and it is he whose cnergies have to be mobilised.

Now comes the question of science and technology, nature and man,
the inter-relationship between these forces. Ido not think that the

unists are guilty of absolutising science and technology in that sense,
z. that it is above criticism; it is the new God that has got to be wor-
pped and so on. Or that science and technology will achieve everything.
no means. In fact, I think Subrata was very clear when he said that it is.
by trying to attack nature or fighting against nature, it is by appreciat-
nature, adapting yourseif to the laws of nature, that you can bring.
ut certain change and, in this sense, science and technology also have
0 operate within cortain limits. For instance, science und technology is
e capable today of turnin} the rivers that flow North in the Soviet
ion, and making them flow South, an idea with which the Soviet Union.
toying for quite long, thinking that by that way, they will irrigate the
serts. But they have now abandoned it. They have cancelled it, because
has been pointed out and well argued, that this will upset the balance of
iture and the ecology, not only of the Soviet Union, but also of many
er countrics of the world. After all, these rivers flow into the Arctic

Now, some things have been said about the original sin, viz. the lead-
& ol of the Party. I think there has been some confusion about it and

recall the
adnoy report on Music and Art and Literature, in which it looked as.
he Communist Party was setting down a line on all these things.

This is, of course, not possible. The leading role of the Communist
Y is meant in a very particular sense, in the sense of organising all the
¢es of society for bringing about a change, for bringing abouta revolu-
b and consummating it. The leading role is exercised in the strategic
¥1%e, not in the tactical sense. It is said in the sense of working out the
. Srateey of revolution that without such a strategy, you will just be

ing about, here and there.

So, it i in the strategic sense that the leading role is conceived of,
¢ notin the tactical sensc, as if you can direct everything, from day to
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day. Nowadays efforts are being ‘made to see that the leading role of the
party does not intrude itself in the work of Government from day to day,
because in that case government itself becomes an adjunct of the Party
and even elected representatives cease to have any meaning. It is being
done in China; it is being done in the Soviet Union.

Now though T have understood and appreciated many things that
were said by Prof. Sondhi, I'have not been able to understand one thing
Which he said about corruption, for instance. Corruption, he said, will not
take place in a free society. Thereby it seems he traces the root cause of
corruption to a closed society, a society where there is no glasnost, a society
where corruption does not come out in the open. I think that is not a
a sufficient explanation, because presuming that the American society in
that sense is an open socicty, there ought not to be any corruption. If1
have understood him wrongly. I would be glad to be corrected.

SONDHI : 1 did not mean that.

BARDHAN : I was only trying to point out, for instance, that
American society, that way isa very open society. One might criticize
American society for twenty other evils, but certainly not for closedness
and yet, what is the level of corruption, what is the scale of corruption,
in that society ! Nothing gets done in America without commissions and
Kick-backs. They think commissions are legitimate. Even to pay & Japanese
Prime Minister for selling Lockheed.

SONDHI : I want to clarify. I was referring to the ou.mpetiin.n
between the two giants, America and Russia, and the result is that it
induces corruption in the world system.

I need not labour that point. But since

BARDHAN : In that case, nt. B
nand corruption is being discussed

corruption has come up again and agai y
both in the Soviet Union and outside, 1 should like to say that one must
have a sense of proportion about it. Corruption is very much talked about
in the Soviet Union because the Soviet socialist society is cxpeclefi to be a
non-corrupt society. It is being talked about not because vin'(he Soviet Union,
we have more corruption than in America oOr Bnla.m, or for lhat
matter, the Indian society that we see today. Welln n.othmg here. gcts do!l\:
without payment. One had expected that under Socyah‘sm. corruption oug\r
not to be there, when there is no mouey power. I} is a case of loss Od
illusions. Therefore, we are going about it. Corruption has to be fought an

corruption is being fought in the Soviet Union. I.do not think corruption
js being fought in that way in other countries.
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Now something about Bukharin and Dubcek. I would like to join
e here. The attempt that is being made in the Soviet Union, I think, is
0od attempt. 1t is to rehabilitate them in the sense that the accusation
bout their being enemies of the people, spies, agents of imperialist powers
all wrong, highly derogatory, considering the role that they had
ed in the course of the fon. In that sense, the is
t. But I do not think that the Soviet Party thinks that Bukharin was
in his slogan about enriching the peasants and counterposing it to
Sollectivisati in his i of the role of sati
the Soviet Union during the First Five Year Plan and after. If you
read the Report of Gorbachev to the 70th Anniversary, you will see
it he has tried to put all these things objectively. In that sense Bukharin
certainly wrong. What heavy price would the Soviet Union have paid
the Soviet Uriion not rapidly built its industrial might ? The answer
hat is that it would not have /been able to face the fascist offensive, or
Jon the Great Patriotic War. It would not have emerged victorious at all.
ex all, life is the best proof—whether certain things were right or not.

ONE VOICE : The dispute is not with existence.

BARDH. am saying that what is said about rehabilitation of
arin was not in the sense of endorsing his policies.

The same about Trousky. Trotsky did play a great role during the
yolution in the initial stages. But when a man starts doubting whether
alism can be built in one country—in Russia after 1917—thena line
o be drawn.

Then about Dubcek. The trouble,about Dubcek was not that he
ed about socialism with a human face. That can certainly be accepted.
he trouble was that Dubcek lost control over his own party. The trouble
that there was ideological subversion going on within the entire party.
trouble certainly was that if Czechoslovakia was to withdraw from
 Warsaw Pact, then the consequences would have been grave. Just
speaking cven from the Indian point of view, I would be very suspi-
S if tomorrow suddenly Nepal and China, or Nepal and USA, for
ince, have a treaty of mutual security and mutual help and all that
of thing. I will start wondering what all that is about. In that
nfrontation during the cold war, Czechoslovakia going out of the

aw Pact and the Party Leadership adopting a resolution—and, mind
9, Dubcek was not in favour of that resolution; but that only shows
dt here was a General Secretary who could not control even his own
—that would have meant the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia
1 therefore think that the problem was not socialism with a human
The problem was whether Dubcek would have remained in charge,
her the Party could remain in control of Czechoslovakia.
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Now, I thought I should refer to all these questions. Otherwisc
many of the things which Prof. Sondhi has said, are generally acceptable

ASHOK MODAK : Mr. Chairman, Prof. Sondhi referred to the concept
of unity of for East European countries which, to my mind, Gorbachev
‘has almost rejected. Let me refer to the relationship between Moscow and
France. Can it be considered as acceptable, keeping aside other things ? |
also want to make some other comments. I feel that the Soviet Union is
definitely good, if not as a close relative, certainly as a distant relation.

I will give two or three examples. I can refer to the episode of
nationalisation of Suez Canal in 1956. At that time, Egypt did enjoy some
advantages and benefits because of Soviet support.

Then India definitely enjoyed Soviet support, whenever a threat arose
on the issues of Goa or Kashmir or Bangladesh. But the thing is whether
during the period of Brezhnev, a kind of pressure was put on India—that
is the most crucial issue. I will be happy if persons like Comrade Bardhan
clarifies this thing. Three or four issues come to my mind. Number one,
you can say, the whole idea regarding the Indian ocean, and I think there
was a very distint difference between the Soviet approach on the one hand
and the approach adopted by India on the other. While the Soviet Union
probably wanted that India should condemn only American military bases,
India condemned both, the military bases of America as well as the
military activity of the Soviets. So, I just want to know, I will be happy
ifa sort of clarification is given, whether a kind of pressure was put
by the Soviet leaders on that particular issuc.

Secondly, that was the stand of the Soviet Union when Sikkim was
annexed. Because there were some rumours at the time.

Thirdly, the Soviet Union’s stand regarding the McMahon Line.
Shri LK. Gujral himself has stated in one of his articles that from 1956
onwards, the Soviet Union has been publishing Maps of India, and on
many occasions, the maps published by the Soviet Union proved to be
rather mischievous. They did not do justice to the boundaries of India.
Of course, whenever things were brought to the notice of the Soviet Union,
some corrections were definitely made, but I am still not aware of the
stand of the Soviet Union regarding Siachin, regarding the location of the
McMahon Line. That is issue number 3.

And lastly, quite a few experiments have been undertaken for im-
proving the economi elations betucen Soviet Union and India, particu-
larly during the visit of Brezhnev to India in 1973 or so, a kind of di

ook place, debate took place. Tam cager to know what happened
r on.

- I want to make two simple observations. The over-all picture of
oviet relations is undoubtedly good for India. India has definitely
fed quite a few remarkable benefits, advantages, and that way, I re-

Sovict Union is definitely a good distant relative for all the under-
eloped countries. However, on some . issues at micro-level, there are
ensions, strains. Anyway, as we are here and a very free and frank
eussion is taking place, I think time is appropriate to get or to scek a
d of clarification.

AGARAJAN : One problem is troubling my mind. When we discuss
lems concerned with social sciences, the epistemological question be-
The kind of honesty, disinterestedness and
onateness that are necessary or just enough in the field of physical
es are totally insufficient even to grasp the truth in the realm of social
This was pointed out long back by Frederick Engels himself when
ised cconomists like Adam Smith and Mill. He said that their
defect was their dishonesty. Let me make myself clearer.

4 To be a top class or even competent physical scientist or a mathe-
in, the following qualifications are not essential. One need not be
assionate, charitable, considerate, tolerant, lovable or honest, and.
to others. Secondly, the following traits are no disqualification.

very well be a rascal, scoundrel, gmurderer, fraud, pilferer,
 shameless, pimp or a prostitute. The most essential qualifications

the following : one should be clever, observant, careful jin one's
, diligent, efficient, imaginative and well informed in one’s own field
k. In these physical sciences, the term ‘good” can have no other
g except quite able and intelligent. That is the reason why today
top scientists are prepared to utter palpable lics and we have many
People amidst the “galaxy” of Indian scientists.

the other hand to be a good economist, sociologist, anthropologist
rian, a medicine man or even an engineer, the most essential quali-
is tremendous amount of honesty of a very high order where one
e prepared to lay down one’s life gladly for the sake of one’s
“beings. One who creates artefacts affects the lives of thousands of
When we talk of Einstein or Planck as great physicists, we are not
t thinking about their humanist qualities because these have no.
fice to the quality of their ethics. But when we discuss Marx or Mill as
lomist or social critic, we definitely have at the back of our minds
8 not state it very explicitly) their ethics because their sociology
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or economics are really reflections of their humanism or lack of it. We arc

ot merely thi of their cal competenc purely rationalist approach. Love did not have a central place in
ly ence.
not merely thinking techn mp

heme of things, leave .alone love for other species or reverence for
; ire. As one who has been working inside the communist movement,
Hence, Benjamin Farrington was very correct in his statement, ““When been secking a correction of this imbalance.
the political consequences become apparent, there is a half-conscious 3
reluctance to pursue the logic.” . BARDHAN : [ want to refer you to only two things. One is Marx’s
tings on primitive accumulation. Could anybody without deep love for
ind, write it ? The other is Volume No. IIl of Das Kapital, where
eaking about agriculture and where chapter after chapter is written
it the whole cycle of Nature. The man who is writing this, does he
thave some feeling for Nature ? IS this the writing of a person who is
£ 10 rape Nature ?

ow, my point is, when we are talking about Soviet Union today,
the basic standpoint has to be concern for the people. Only then, we can
understand what is happening in the Soviet Union and what relevance it
has for us. 1f you do not have love for the people, then your data are of
no use to me. Even the altering of data or their abuse is commonplace
That is why I insist on the methodology, and the yardstick, to assess social
science and social phenomena.

NAGARAJAN : Marx's himanism is unquestioned. Yet, his philoso’
I approach is a masculine approach. I come from a “Prapatti™
tion where the feminine approach is dominant. The woman’s love for
d is unconditional and absolute. Father’s love for the son is alyways
nditional.

ONE VOICE : Don’t we need a yardstick for natural sciences ?

NAGARAJAN : In biological sciences also, that compassion is
absolutely essential. Otherwise, you cannot be an ecologist at all.
AN ORHER VOIGE : Compassion in sdienso l A VOICE : The relevance of this is not yet clear.

GHOSH : What he is trying to convey is this. According to him,
farx himself was a supremely ethical person. But in his writings, he had
ed the question of ethics. He 10 doubt had great concern for the
fare of mankind but it was like father’s love, in which Justice and retri-
ion had the central role. The concept of “winning by love” was absent
his scheme of things. Love as an end in itself was absent in Marx.
Wwas outside the bounds of his rigid

NAGARAJAN : Generally there are three positions. The
imperialist philosophy is wedded to the goal—Mama jana Sukhina Bha:
vantu—let only my people be happy. There s another position—
‘Sarvejana Sukhina Bhavantu'— Let all human beings be happy. The mul
position is : ‘Loka Sanstha Sukhina Bhavantu’—Let all in the whole
universe be happy.

If the health and happiness of everything and everybody is the gmﬂ{
e have (0 se that the atmosphere i healthy, the water s halthy, the sof
is healthy and the nexus of insects and mioro-organismsis healthy, for ol
then I can be healthy. If these things are destroyed, I will be destroyed:
Therefore, even if the purpose be limited to ensuring merely the l.lapplv‘\;zsf
of the human specics, you have to go beyond man-centred humanism. Un
fortunately, this dimension was absent in Marx.

I, as a Communist, am criticising the Soviet
s its policies, and its pattern of civilization. My vision of a
ible society is very different from that of the leaders who have been
the Soviet Union over the last several decades. For they have
the essence of Marxism. For me, the essence of Marxism
€summed up in a single sentence—namely, the product is related
Producer: under an exploitative system, there is alien. relationship
the two; the task is to change the relationship. You cannot
il this relationship without production. You become human because
BARDHAN : Interaction with Nature should be such that Na S production. You cannot achieve optimum production with-
e |oecoming human. Therefore, the test which inevitably needs to be
din every situation is : what is the relation between the product and
Producer ? If the relation is hostile, then, you are struggling in the
in the nation, and between the nations. ‘The harmonious relation-

e
The point is, our science and technology would have to be conduciV!
to other creatures and things.

: .
NAGARAJAN : Nature is the mother. In Darwinism, Nature “:v
<o nceived as the cruel father. Engels’ approach, too, was the same. Mar
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ship has to be established between you and the product, the being and xer
non-being, the subject and the object. So, I see frfacdom or l.\nﬁeedoé'n >|fy
these relationships. Now, what kind of relationship obtains in the Soviet
Union ?

The Soviet Union is concerned with machines, not the people so
much. It pursues technologics which have their own momentum an;l wh\:xz
reduce people to mere cogs in these machines. This is not the ng:f
technology for man. Here man is for the technology. This isa genre o
technology which makes man subservient to machines. It seeks to con_qu;r
Nature and ends up by conquering the vast masses of people for servitude
toafew. It destroys man’s soul. It destroys Nature —and, hence, Zmr
and all living species, which are parts of Nature. When this k]m (f,
technology is in operation, superficial efforts in the name of ecol og\c.‘.‘
restoration of nature, are just feeble counter-measures, merely to console
one’s conscience.

Unfortunately, it was Lenin who had imported from the USA o
cepts of efficiency, Taylorism etc. Of course, man’s control e
machine remains very much as a sogan. Actually man loses control n this
kind of productien process itself when rapacious technology of this nature
is enthroned. The i ion of such gy is real e
This is replacement of Mans's humanism by machinism. We all have
to be concerned about it because the USSR and the USA, as e
pers of this kind of machines, are taking the Soviet people g
whole world to a dangerous path. Billions of people are going to dic i
things go on like that.

There is a different kind of proletarian approach towards Mnr}x\»
Marx had said that without sufficient material basis lhfzu ca!\‘nm b‘e ftdn;:,
society. In China’s Yenan, for twenty years, the material baslls was, mmr %
a new kind of society. Yenan was no big state but its ‘potenual was larg
This was a remarkably egalitarian society : the put‘cnnal for a new vj(vcwr;‘
matured here. It was not based on very large {nn:luslncs. The st 4
Kind of technology was not regarded as the determining I'a;:lotr,dnobr gid it
decide its fate. The so-called superior l:chuf)logy was defea ;, Yy \{/hm
technology because ultimately man is superior, not the m\ac |r‘\ics. i
man is not overcome by the dehumanising process  initiated an }pf e
from within his own ranks, he wins over the machines. That hdw hy e
said the Atom Bomb is a paper tiger: machines would not be n:‘s;coum
you go to manufacture bombs to decide the nation’s destiny or L
of history, the whole attitude changes, the position gets r‘cjver:nd; S
asking man to surrender to the macgir;c,(A(hcomu:;;);“:hftr;ii t‘svas e

idari iron will of man can defeat the . This ¢
ifig:l:;\:zya;nd‘,j previously, by the forces which h-f\d their base in Yenan. Th
Jessons from Yenan experience were as follows :
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(i) No need for fast production; (ii) Reject the idea of priority to
vy industries at all costs; (iii) There should be a clear definition of
uman needs; (iv) A recycling economy is a must. The wasteful “throw-
yay economy”” must be avoided; (v) A radically new strategy of defence,
arms are not decisive—that isa must; (vi) A new kind of State
does not produce a coercive bureaucratic apparatus has to emerge;
i) A new kind of party with a humanist ethics at its core must be nurtu-
8d; (vili) Trade cannot be essential, or even a very important, aim of

luction.

L OF course, the State has {o have armed forces. But when you exagge-
fate the importance of arms o the extent of belittling the importance of
man freedom, happiness and unity, you undermine the very basis of
éfence. Great truths are paradoxical. There are opposing statements of

 Both are limited truths. When you see each in its proper aspect and
Is0 its limitations, you follow dialectics truly. But when you exagge-
the one or the other aspect, you convert both into untruths. Undue
geration of every limited truth tumns into its exact opposite. That is
the Soviet Union is doing. In this, the USA has become its gur
nentor). The kind of technolongy path, which West Europe and the USA
arted, has become Russia’s path also.

aggerating one aspect and overlooking another aspect, is mot
otion to truth. Our Dr. Radhakrishnan quoted Lenin to say : “All
intrics are influenced by socialism but all countries need not reach

lism by the same path.” This portion he quoted correctly. But he did
duote the next sentence which read as follows: “But no country will
h socialism without the establishment of proletarian regime.” This is
hakrishnan's garbled truth. Likewise, the Soviet Union, ftoo, had,

that in that kind of state, the coercive element has to be the lowest.
it the Soviet Union’s coercion of the people has been at its highest.
i 00 socialism. In this machinist path, the soul of socialism has been

True, it is very difficult to handle the delicate balance between man
& machine. These are the two factors generating contradictions i.c. two
pulls. It is easy to tackle contradictions between you and your

- But it is difficult to handle contradictions between the people
Ives and arrive at a balance where technology would reduce back-
fing labour without becoming the master. Soviet leaders, however,
way from the very beginning, from judging things from this perspec-

ey kept on strengthening the State machinery at the cost of the

<
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After the second world war the role of the Soviet Union was equally
motivated by power politics. Stalin made it clear—and Roosevelt accepted
it—that East Europe was to be the Soviet Union’s “backyard”. This was
the main reason for the split between the Soviet and Yugoslay communists

Churchill wanted the Yugoslav King to return to Belgrade after the
war and Stalin agreed to that because according to the agreement with
western powers, Yugoslavia, unlike some other East European countries,
was not to be under complete Soviet influence. But Marshal Tito, the
Yugoslay communist leader, who had fought  the liberation struggle with
little or no help from the Soviet Union, did not accept the idea of the King
and royalty returning to his country. This was the beginning of sharp dif-
ferences between the Soviet and Yugoslay communist leaders. The Yugo-
slavs were saying that Moscow had no right to decide the future of their
country. You can read about it in Milovan Djilas book ““Conversations
with Stalin”. Yugoslavia, the only country in Eastern Europe where
revolution took place under communist leadership, was expelled from
the Cominform in 1948, within three years of the cessation of the war.

There are two points which I wish to make concerning the Soviet rolc
in world politics. First, the old Czarist Empire, which had been expanding
in the 19th century, did not collapse after the first world war, as did the
Austro-Hungarian Empire, as a result of which, a number of countries in
Central East Europe became independent. The Czarist empire did not
collapse because of the Bolshevik Revolution. Different republics of the
Soviet Union have had nominally the right to sccede but everybody knows
that this was never going to happen because of the tight grip of the ruling
Communist Party. The inherited Czarist empire is going to cause a lot of
problems for the Soviet leadership in the future.

The other problem is the new East European empire, which the Soviet
Union acquired after the second world war and which has witnessed lal
scale revolts. The East German workers revolted in 1953; the Hungarian
Revolution took place in 1956; the great Czechoslovak turmoil happened
in 1969 and in Poland there have been a series of uprisings. None of these
problems have been solved. Therefore, the concept of the Brezhnev Doct~
rine of “limited sovereignty” of the communist-ruled countries. had to be
evolved. If any country tends to get out of the communist control, tl
the Soviet Union would have the right to send its armed forces to “restor®
order”. Iwould like to pose the question : what is the real basis of the
Soviet Union’s relationship with the East European countries within its
sphere of influence ? It is sheer military power. But this cannot continue
for an indefinite period, although it had its “‘sanction” in the Yalta Agree
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nt. Is it not an outdated document, prepared by imperialist powers, arbi-
ily deciding the fate of other nations ?

Eastern Europe is going to give a lot of problems to the Soviet Union.
evolts in these countries were suppressed by sheer physical force. Now
iese countries have started drifting towards the west because they all
money and technology, which Moscow cannot provide. Moscow.
not stop these countries because she also needs western money and
chnology.

The old and new empire of the Soviet Union will not only cause
groblems but it will also limit the Soviet Union’s role in world politics.

A VOICE : The point is that because of the economic weakness of
Soviet Union, these countries are looking to the US and other indus-
lly advanced countries, after the West and Japan. Sheer military power
innot succeed in world politics today. This has been proved.

The second problem is that because of this economic weakness, the
viet Union and its allies have borrowed 131 billion dollars from western
anks. Now they want to go to thc World Bank, and other banks. They
int to go to the GATT.

BOSE : So, the Soviet Unfon is a part of that kind of a system in
h the United States and the Soviet Union are becoming best friends. T
lot find any difference in their foreign policy orientation. They have the
me kind of hegemonistic approach. In this situation, the middle powers
the Third World countries should take advantage. Why not ? It is
x politics, and the Third World countries should take advantage of it.
Third World countries fight among themselves and the superpowers take
Vantage. If China settl.s its problem with India, then India’s depen-
on the Soviet Union will be considerably lessened. The United States
ints India to be a “‘regional power” under its owns influence. The Soviet
n would also like India to be a “regional power”—but under its influ-

America could not control Vietnam. Neo-colonialism will not work.
't think one can draw any inspiration from Soviet foreign policy.

_S.N. GHOSH : Mr. Bardhan said that CPSU has now lost its
linance over the communist parties of other countries. He perhaps
that ‘CPSU has now lost its moral authority. It should have in any
* lost its dominance.
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BARDHAN : I think the other factor was the maturity of the global
community

GHOSH : The CPSU's authority as a guide had failed in China
earlicr, Mr. Bardhan said that after 1953 CPI did not ask for guidance
from the Soviet Union. It is possible that no guidance was sought
formally. But cven then the guidance was looked for. I was a part of
{he communist movement up to February 1957. T know how an editorial
in the Cominform journal changed the party's line of thinking, The
tradition of dependence, the habit of looking for clues from the Sovict
Jeadership for action in India, does not scem to have changed. Merely to
say that guidance has not been sought after 1950, will be dilution of
truth.

I give credit to Mao Tse-tung for having realized that power
wielders can become a class and perpetuate themselves and their progeny
in privileged positions, in the same manner as the propertied classes do
They can become a “New Class”. Mao is the only one among the world
communist leaders who felt the need for a cultural revolution to safeguard
against the possibility of the Power Elite exploitation taking the place of
exploitation by propertied classes. 1 am no blind admirer of Mao, for |
thoroughly disliked the way he enjoyed his deification by the masses in
his life-time. But I must say, his concept of cultural revolution was very
correct, The way it was sought to be done was wrong. He was in too
much of a hurry because he wanted to see the surge of this cultural
movement during his life-time
kind of revolution. This haste on his
from his weakness—namely, the failure to evolve an alternative theory
development towards genuine socialism. If he had succeeded in layil
the theoretical basis for a new kind of development which had a built-in
force to counter the bureaucratic power, he could have had the confidence
that the idea would generate an irresistible movement even after his death
Without this basis, he sought to accomplish cultural revolution by the force
of his personality. Hence the hurry, the violence, the excesses. This forcing
of pace was evident in his “Great Leap Forward” and *“People’s Commune
movements. When you produce an_excessive swing in one direction, it
gives rise to an excessive reaction in the opposite direction. Thus, it be:
comes counter-productive. China has been suffering from the backlash of
the excesses. It does not mean that the concept of cultural revolution
was wrong. The Soviet leaders and the leaders of the communist parties
ought to have welcomed the concept, while decrying the turbulent and
rowdy methods of its implementation in China.

He could not trust others to lead this
part and this distrust of others came
of

Then I come to the point regarding bureaucratism made by both
Mr. Bardhan and Subrata Babu. Please pardon my saying that even now
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arc paying mere lip-service fo the slogan of de-bureaucratisation. For
it arc not going into the heart of the question : what gives rise to
reaucracy? Nor are you trying to go deep into the question, what in
Sovict system, has made excessive dependence on the State inevitable ?
f; question of law of nature has also not been understood in its proper
ase. Can you stop bureaucratisation while maintaining a_ system which,
feeds burcaucratism 2

BARDHAN : System can mean many kinds of systems. Do you mean
jalist system—a political system—or administrative system ?

GHOSH :1 am coming to the social roots of bureaucratic power.
sase do not misunderstand me when I relate a story from my personal life
jhich opened my eyes to the factors that breed and sustain bureaucratic
ywer. It was in 1956, Khrushchev had disclosed the enormity of crimes.
mmitted by Stalin which left no doubt that Stalin had become a dictator
concentrated all power in his hands. I was trying to fathom how all
Swer could be concentrated in one individual’s hands in a society pledged
collective welfare and collective leadership. I was not satisfied with the
al explanation of personality cult. My question was : why could this
srsonality cult develop ? While I rejected the Party leadership’s stock
iwer, 1 did not have the answer myseif. It was at this time that one event.

of that Bill there was a schedule of compensation which we, despite
great perseverance, could not make a head or tail of. So we said, “let
et the help of an actvary”. Fortunately, the Insurance Employees’
sderation Secretary, Chandra Sekhar Bose, was readily available. He was
impathiser of the party and managed to bring one of India’s topmost
aries for our consultation. My wife and children were then away to
aleutta: so he stayed in my room for a few days. He restricted his move-
ts severely. From my room he would go only to the adjoining toilet. He
d not go to the verandah or the lawn, leave alone the road in front of
bungalow. I said to him, “Look, you are one of the topmost actuarics
ndia. Why are you so afraid 2 He said, “Mr. Ghosh, in carlier times,
wasiee Jehangir of Oriental Insurance Company sacked me, B.K. Shah
lew India would have welcomed me; if he too sacked me, P.N.

8is one nationalised set-up. Moreover, our custodian is expected in
If he happens to sce me here in front of a communist member’s
alow, I would have no place anywhere in the insurance set-up”. In a
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From my personal experience 1 had known that if a person is sacked
by the Bata Company, he could get a job in the Flex company. But if a
person is sacked by the Northern Railways, he would not find a place in
the Southern Railway or any other Railway. If a person is sacked by the
Iechapore  Gun  Factory, he would not get a job in the Jabalpur
Gun Factory. The question that cropped up in my mind was
“If this can happen in a country where the means of production
are only partially nationalised, what can happen in a country where all
means of production are owned and ontrolled by the State ° I also
knew that with the existing pattern of industrialisation, there is increasing
specialisation.  Hence if the actuary loses his job in the insurance set-up,
he will have hardly any place anywhere. Yet, in a country like India,
where all means of production and all professions are not controlled by the
State, our actuary can—if he has some savings—learn chartered accoun
tancy or law over a few years and begin life anew. But that road was
barred to the people of the Soviet Union.

In that moment of awakening, I came to know why Khrushchey had
carlier to perform Gopak dance before Stalin and why people in the Soviet
Union had to be servile to the possessors of State power. Icame to
realize that where both political power and economic power are concentra-
ted in the same hands, a monstrous bureaucracy grows, jettisoning people’s
liberties.

Then began a crisis in my conscience. Would I then have to support
private ownership and plutocracy ?  Over the years I came to realize that
just as in a biological system, the existence of acids, alkalies and neutrals
provides the balance and builds up a harmonious whole, we have to have in
our social system a dynamic equilibrium of private, state and cooperative
sectors, cach equally strong. I came to feel that if any of these three
sectors became weak, the whole system would get diseased. But it took
me some years to come to this realization. In 1956, I was limited to the
conclusion that decentralisation of managemnt, freedom of the press, inde
pendence of the judiciary, and assertion by consumer councils were the
remedies. Now decentralisation became the key slogan for me. Mind you,
this was before Khrushchey came out with his slogan for decentralisation
of management. I remember, the Party’s General Secretary Ajoy Ghosh
phoned me up to ask “Can you make out  case for nationalisation of
banking ?” 1 said, “Yes, Ican. But I would not like to talk about
nationalisation unless we talk also about decentralisation of management,
freedom of the press, independence of the judiciary, and the consumer
councils”. Hence the basis of despotic burcaucratic power is the con-
centration of political and economic power in the same hands. Unless you
fight this concept of concentration of both types of power, all your talk of
fighting bureaucratism is futile.
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Then, there are other questions even for those whose concept s limit-
ifo nationalisation. If an cnterprise is to be under Dublic ownershi
Id the right of ownership vest only in the federal government ? Con 1
est in the regional or local level ?
s in the federal level,

. Can it
Even where the ownership right
: cannot some decentralised forms of manage-
be introduced in the intorest of quick and correct responses to
ions ? Now.a-days, we are talking about management by workers
er participation  in management

- BARDHAN : Even earlier, the ownership of
s ship of collective fa a
F ive farms was not
GHOSH : Here I was talking in
fories. It is true that the management
. But there, too, this decentralisation was negated by the concept
centralism in the party, which really held the levers of control. That is
democracy got lost. Hence the combination of political and cconormic
erand the control of means of production basically by centralised party
atus the base of b Genuine dq i
L nagement and full control by the people were never attempted in the
Gorbachev descrves support because he is attempting this, even if
ally, for the first time in Soviet history.

the context of management of
of collective farms was in local

’T_herc is. Yet another source of despotism, to which there seems to be
lindness in both the East and the West.

S It is mega-i il
h centralism inheres. St L

It leads to corporate centralism in capitalist

inous it becomes
5 the more it reduces the producti-
t The more this kind of technology is.
erate, the more it restricts the scope of entreprencurship to
4 rple, it restricts the scope for employment, while displacing vast
3 o:m:.n ;:.:lu customary occupations, and it also promotes ineq:a]ilyv
g 'y eco-destructive but politically and economically

¢ icchnology. It is a very important base of authoritarianism, §
Pitalist and soviet systems, Rt

orata Babu may talk of

“laws of nature”, But i
Understand Nature’s [a sl

Ws ? This has become merely a slogan in
anybody tries to understand the laws of

he w
ould come to know the bounteousness in Nature and would
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have to give up the concept of conquering nature, which is the guiding
philosophy of the so-called modern science and technology.

BARDHAN : Mr. Ghosh, only in socialist countries can you have o
farm or a factory under conditions that do not disturb the ecology. |
have seen that there is no (efiluent) discharge into the Volga river, for
instance.

GHOSH : I agree that it is easicr to introduce real ecological approach
where private profit motive does not operate. But genuine ecological
understanding has to come first. Ecology is not mere anti-pollution
When the basic understanding of natural laws is defective, where the
understanding of the bounteousness of Nature’s own processes is
absent, the theoretical possibility of better ccological approach
under soviet system mostly would not operate. I want to ask you
which is the most polluted country in Europe ? You will possibly admit
that it is Czechoslovakia, which is & socialist country by your definition
Why could this happen ? Here you have to go to the fundamentals
of ecological principles. Marxists are even now blind to these principles,
This is because Marx was led by Darwinism which had seen only compe
titiveness in Nature’s order and was blind to the system of cooperation in
Nature. The natural principles of recycling, symbiosis and antibiosis are
the means for the highest possible productivity—please mark the words,
highest possible productivity—of the resource systems. Not to understand
this bounteousness is to remain ignorant of laws of Nature. Anybody who
wants to impose his own technology on Nature, disrupting her own more.
productive technology, anybody who thinks that Nature would have to be
made to change to yield more, is paying lip-service to Nature’s laws. The
approach has to be to understand Nature’s ways and to initiate processes
which move with Nature’s rhythms. There is no evidence as yet of any
serious attempt to understand these laws. Hence the references to Nature
seem ritualistic.

I am not against science and technology. I am against the kind of
science and technology which seeks foolishly to conquer Nature and which
Timits itself to reductionist approach, i.c. to studying Nature piecemealy
‘belittling her integrative processes and linkages. I would like to give an
example of what difference it makes. Nature has given us vast scope for
fertilisation of soil through several pathways. Take nitrogen fixation —
through lightning, through bacteria in the floating fern, in the blue green
algae, and in the nodules of legumes. The earthworms and termites “build,
soil organic matter for fertilisation in multiple ways. The biota from ad-
joining forests also contribute to soil humus formation. Ignoring all these;
the nature-conquering “modern science” advocates chemical fertilisati
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which kills carthworms and termites, de-activates nitrogen fixing bacteria,
causes imbalance in trace elements, scorches the soil after making it yield

few bumper crops for a few years, loads the foodcrops with pesticide
idues, and fouls the water with nitrates, phosphates and sulphides. Under.
the influence of modern science, this is being done in all countries includ=
ing the Soviet Union. This is because the industrial countrics of the world,
including the Soviet Union, did not see the unscientific and short-lived
ture of chemical fertilisation approach, because none of  these countries
ared to study Nature holistically. You will also find that the Soviet Union
is the country where the soil erosion rate is the highest in the world. Why
s it 7

BARDHAN : Not because ¢f this.

" GHOSH : There may be soveral causes. But the plain fact is that
the Sovict Union’s soil erosion rate is the highest—let us say, among the
highest—in the world. This is the result of non-understanding of Nature.
o, “observing nature” has become a mere slogan. If one really tries to
lobserve Nature in its wholeness, then, the prevailing kinds of unscientific

industrial processing which are mechanically, or capital-wise, highly pro=
uctive but inherently destructive ecologically, must stop. It is not merely
question of preventing the effluent discharge to Volga : it is also a ques-

lion of stopping the deleterious effects of the products on animal and
‘human bodies and the resource systems. Besides, itis also a social
estion of preventing the centralisation of power.

I repeat, the reductionist kind of scmnce and the nature-manipulat-

tralising, building up corporate centralism or state centralism. This
kind of science and technology is suitable for non-life processes and life-
destructive processes i.c. for war purposes. So long as you acquiesce in, or
ven tolerate, this kind of science and technology, all your talk about de-
reaucratisation or observing Nature will come to naught because the
is will remain. The combination of economic and political power in the.
e hands reinforces this centralist power.

Regarding the other point that Dubcek lost his control over his own
zechoslovak party—this is a point that Mr. Bardhan - made—I would like:
0 submit that the Soviet leadership played no small role  in undermining
s position.
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NAGARAJAN : Let me give a piece of information of the latest
thinking on the origin of burcaucracy. It is mot only the centralisation
excesses of state ownership. There is yet another point. There was an
interesting note by Trotsky on speeding up production some way or the
other. When you speed up production, and have production as your sole
| goal, burcaucracy is the definite consequence of it.

I would then refer to another issue. They are all allowing the needs
to increase. 1 would like to ask : is there any thinking in any of the socialist
countries as to what constitutes genuine human need ? There should be a
definite, humanist definition of human need. Only then will this rat
race be stopped, and there will be better happiness. Unfortunately, people
think as if having this and that constitutes happiness. This kind of possess-
ing all sorts of things and wasting resources has become the symbol of
happiness. If we want this kind of happiness, we will be ruined.
I think it is better to have a different kind of concept of need, a human
| need. Has any Marxist party seriously taken the trouble to define the
human need ?

JAYASHEKAR : On a point of information. There are a number of
official studies as well as_studies by the socialist people in eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union. All of them have indicated that pollution in_the
socialist countries, in eastern Europe, is much more than in the western
countries.

BARDHAN : I would believe you. But I would like to say, I have
read things which give an opposite picture.

GHOSH : I don’t think the opposite picture is correct. Undoub-
tedly, there is heavy pollutionin the West European countries. In West
Germany there is acid rain, Hence, if you simply make a blanket state-
iment that the West European countries are ecologically more degraded,
that would not be correct. Undoubtedly, they too are heavily degraded.

BARDHAN : I think, I will bring a Polish economist’s study which
makes a reference to this.

GHOSH : You can say some of the Western countries, (00, are
very heavily polluted.

A VOICE : Or many of them.
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GHOSH : But there is one clear statement. Whatever may be the
ces between Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary, so far as the
e problem is rned, C: ia is in_the worst situa-
jon in Europe. All the West European countries and the East European
countries have come to a consensus on this issue.

BARDHAN : They havea common river also, the Danube river,
Which they have to share.

. GHOSH : The whole point is this. In the existing pattern of pro-
roduction, when they are producing goods valued at x, they now face a
lemma that for environmental® protection, they would have to spend
jice as much as the investment capital for production.

NAGARAJAN : That is exactly where we are going.

BARDHAN : T only wanted to ask a question if you are not conc-
luding. You had said about some of the qualities which are required for
 social sciences. You ®named some of the social sceinces. I presume you
“named History also.

NAGARAJAN : Yes, History also.

BARDHAN : Thank yon very much. So, you said that the same
lonesty is required in the case of History too. If somebody gets up and
tarts saying that the second world war started from the Molotov-Ribben-
rop pact, then I must say that it is a highly dishonest approach towards
ory, if I may be permitted to say so.

BOSE : Did I say this? If you got this impression from my state-
" ment, that was never my intention.

BARDHAN : But that was the word that you used.

g BOSE : No I do not know when I used it. If I used it all, it was a
- Mistake.

NAGARAJAN : Beside honesty, compassion is the other quality.

BARDHAN : To that also I agree. I am a very compassionate man.
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In fact, I am taking your help because I agree with it. I agree that
in the matter of social sciences, you have not only to be honest but
you have o be highly objective also.

NAGARAJAN : By being tremendously honest you can be objective
also.

BARDHAN : Quite right.

MALKANI : He never thought that you would render any help to
him,

BARDHAN : I would not wish to say anything more than that.

A VOICE : If you stick to honesty, it is all right. Hope you would
not say socialist honesty

BARDHAN : I am making one point. I was not very sure that it
was very relevant to the discussion that is going on. Many aspects are
being considered. One can, of course, say one has a different view.
Different views are welcome. But history must also be treated asan
exact science in certain respects, with this difference that there bas to be
more honesty there, and more objectivity than anywhere else.

The Second World War certainly did not start with Molotov-Rib-
bentrop pact. Even otherwise, you will agree that if the pact was in August
and the war started on September 1, then, the whole army and the mobi-
lisation of the army could not have taken place as a consequence of the
pact. We seem to be talking about something through our hat when
we say that the war could start because of Molotov-Ribbentrop pact. The
military production must have started much earlicr. There was something
known as Munich Pact also.

MODAK : You are probably referring to the partition of Poland.

BARDHAN: No, no. I am coming to that. There was something known
25 the Munich Pact. There wassomething known as the dismem-
berment of Czechoslovakia. It must also be known that talks were going on
in which the Soviet Union had said that it could guarantee the independence
of Poland provided the Polish Government was willing to allow the Red
Army fo go up to the border of Germany. After all, how the hell do you
otherwise guarantee the safety of Poland ? They will be attacked from the
Sest, Col. Beck refused to give any indication of his willingness to et the
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"Army pass through Poland to face Germany. He was so anti-commu-
t he would not allow that even for saving Poland. He asked western
ers other than the Soviet'Union because they had gone there for talks:
jou willing to have a pact like that 2 No, they said. Then they sent
iy low-level clerk to negotiate with the Soviet Union. All these docu-
since you are talking of documents, Mr. Bose—are from the
sources, the French sources, the German foreign office. All are now.
because the 30-year or 40-year limit, whatever it is, is over. Now I
it should dispose of the allegation.

| Coming to speak of it, who was the first to fight against the fascists ?
ll, there was a non-intervention policy being followed by others.
ginly, it was the communists and the Soviet Volunteers who went into
to fight in the Spanish Civil War. So, they were fighting fascism
uch. But, then, if somebody wants that Germans should march
the east rather than towards the west, then, there you are free for
fterpretation. One can stave off an aggression by concluding a pact
Ieast some time you don’t march towards our border”—that was
pose of Molotov-Ribbentrop pact. I can understand the worth-
ess of this idea bejng challenged. But challenge it only after stating
‘history correctly. Only then, it would be a question of views.

JOSE : I would like to say only two things because I cannot go into
ole history of the Soviet foreign policy. What I was trying to say

ly is bad; the bourgeois democrats are bad, the national move-
In colonial countries are bad, the social democrats are bad and so
a fact of history that a part of the reason of Hitler’s rise to power
e Soviet foreign policy. This policy played a very important role
they were influencing the German communist party’s policy. Once
ime to power, he started suppressing everybody, including the
nists. In the second stage, the line was popular front. At that time
ody became a friend, everybody became acceptable. Social demo-
€ bosom friends, and all, including the bourgeois democrats,

RDHAN : The biggest leader of the Communist International was
any helping anti-nazi forces. Dimitrov had to face Reichstag
Let us not forget this. He was not there to help Hitler.

3OSE : That was after..
RDHAN : That was in 1932, Sir. Before Hitler came to power.

/OICE : Of course, before Hitler became chancellor.
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y means of a pact with the Soviet Union.

He would not have
 otherwise.
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BARDHAN : Just when Hitler came to power, Dimitrov was arresteg:

IOSH : Mr. Malkani justified Molotov-Ribbentrop agreement.
that day. He was right there.

anted to put one question not only to you—Mr. Bardhan and Mr.
i—but also to Pradip Babu. All of vou desired industrialisation
BOSE : In 1933 Hitler came to power. And, so far as the objectivy eh kind of industrialisation ? Was. there no need to decide which
of history is concerned, every time the Soviet history was changed, whey lindustries should be built and which kind of industries should be
the leader was changed. Khrushchev has disappeared. But I will talk of 2 Then comes another set of questions about those kind of indus-
my little experience with the Museum of Revolution in Moscow. It is ongs ich are necessary and desirable. On which scale or seales should
o1 dhio mors steresting places i Mioscaw Should they be all large? If there is need for large, medium and
lustries, then, in which Pproportion should these be?

BARDHAN : I agree with you in advance, |h.al is one of theip
worst things, that they cannot reckon with their own history of 70 years, e e
i i i widely$

BOSE : So, I was looking for a picture which was very idelg
known—Lenin sitting and Trotsky standing just below the platform there, ARDHAN : Yes.
It is a very well known picture of a historical event after Lenin réhm;‘e’
to Russia. So, I was in the Museum of Revolution. I wanted to see \-kal
picture. There was nothing. I could not see 1h%}‘ picture of :Tml» Yl
Trotsky played, after Lenin. the most important role in the revolution.

HOSH : Now, that is one point

RDHAN : I go further. [ also a
it should not be only the stat
ulti-structure industry.

igree as far as the ownership is
e ownership, but state, co-opera-

BARDHAN : By the way, Trotsky was not a member of ll\c(pd:;
at that time when Lenin returned to Russia. He joined later. I .don
know what you are saying, how it was to be there.

OSH : Good. That is another aspect. I am coming to yet another
Subrata Babu made the point that without industrialisation
Illd not have been able to withstand Nazi forces, He was merely
Sing the desirability of heavy industries. There, I say that for
With military potential it should have a separate sector, but let
¥hole economy or even the whole industrial economy be tied to,
an appendage of hzavy industries from consideration of defence
llyou agree there ? I know, the cost of defence in that case will
very much higher.

BOSE : I am saying, Trotsky got the order of Red Balnncr L‘“s:z? :
given by Lenin. Anyway, I may just tell you that when n}ckmlu
writers in the Writers’ Club, I just said, “Well, in the }\’luscnm}fc pivell
tion there is nothing that I found about Trg!skyA Akten" :b;ck e
role”. They said, “There is. Didn’t you see 2" I w‘as taken > 3 y
peated “Yes, there is. That is Trotsky, the Czarist aicn 4 e
imperialist agent, and a counter-revolutionary. That e
there in the Museum of Revolution.” So, to them Trotsky was a
agent.

BARDHAN : All of them are there now

BOSE : We know that the history of the Soviet Union cha

iscussion
i shch

every time the leader changes. We do not find anything of Khrushd!

now.

3 and Stalin, in fact, says that you cannot dismantle the whole
Otential of West Germany because it is so big. There he says,
Member, even a carpenter’s shop manufacturing furniture can be
into a shop to manufacture aeroplanc’. That was the first time I

BARDHAN : That does not answer my question. W that it can happen,

B yhat

BOSE : No, that is the objectivity. We know tl:“.' l]‘-;i‘loerryéec‘igﬂd ;

ing to say is. thi it i f history that Hi ed 8

trying to say is this, that it isa fact of o
attack Poland  after he made Germany safe from attack from the eas
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GHOSH : From 1961 to 1977 1 devoted myself to this so-calicd
high technology area—petroleum, fertilizers, and then to a limited extent
steel and also nuclear power. I, therefore, know something of the nature of
this high-tech. I can also appreciate Stalin’s statement about the military
potential of the civilian economy. Here I am not falking of that. In
emergency situations, by all means you convert the civilian industry if it
becomes absolutely necessary. But, for Gods sake, do not make the whole
cconomy a tail to your military needs.

BARDHAN : But they were in the Brettonwoods, which means  they
| Were ideologically prepared.

BANERJEE : Yes, ideologically prepared.
BARDHAN : It was a backslide that...

BANERJEE : It was backslide that they allowed themselves to be
7 ! isolated. Numbr two, since it is aquestion of leading role of the party,
BARDHAN : That is absolutely right. b I was recently reading about the RIN
It suddenly struck me that he had made
firm, profound statement. He gaid, you cannot lead a revolution
hrough RIN revolt because the national leadership is not prepared
“for it. So, even Gandhiji as a pegfect political realist, recognised the
leadership of the party, importance of the leading role of the party.

GHOSH : If you do that, then, what will happen is this. N{)w, the
is the question of cconomy of scale in every industry. If you build parii
cular type of chemical industry, the milua.ry industry becomes fhe |’nclduual
beneficiary. But in the alternative situation, the whole cost will hal;/c to be;
shown against the military expenditure and the cost W|_1! appear to be mu h
higher.  But that is a ‘much lesser social and economic cost than tying the

iy BARDHAN : Otherwise you were to drift into a series of follies.
entire civilian industry to military consideration.

As for the question of the Soviet Union entering the IMF, I think,

05t of us would like to welcome it. It will only strengthen the Third
‘World cou ntries.

BARDHAN : This is agreed.
GHOSH : If you accept that, then, the kind of yncasiness that you

now feel from my preferred type of industrialisation will disappear. There
will be no basis for this fear.

BANERJEE : Exactly.

BARDHAN : After all, on the entry of the Soviet Union and the:
iy ) hird World countries, the UN has changed its character also.
BANERJEE—We agree. There is no question.

; i ' BANERJEE : Also to say that the Soviet Union is raising peace as
BARDHAN : Some of these problems the Soviet Union is now facings ‘major slogan because its economy is in trouble is, again, a distortion of
After all, the Soviet Union can send sputnik into space, but their peisy istory because the only revolution in the world which came out with the
At e Banner of peace is the Russian Revolution.

For the first time peace and
elopment were interlinked.

T will deal with this in detail tomorrow.
BANERJEE : 1 would like to make an observation. I ¢

understand what objection could be there if the Soviet Umong»;'g:n\ih
enter the IMF or the GATT. Th\? issue takes us back to 1 h‘; .
socialism in one country was the subject of controversy. At z:ﬂ
Lenin made exactly the point that we must co-exist for a lo(xg pw”h
time, and during this period we have to_enter into xc_lauonsup( i
world cconomic system including the world capitalist system.
contention s, in the thirties, the Soviet Union ccascd»m bel : pd;ﬂcr -
world economic system. It also continued to be in isol a]\lon e
Soviet Union withdrew from the Brettonwoods co}ufcrcnci;j N :v:;ou e
going back, to interact with the world system. This shoul g
very good because this is the Way...

BARDHAN : From the time of the October Revolution itself, you
Mill sce major programmes were undertaken.

| SONDHI : I think, we have had a very profitable discussion. It is
Ot for me to give any reply. But I think that there are certain areas in
ich typical Indian point of view can be formulated, taking into account
U own way, how we look at social problems. Of course, there is need
emphasise social pluralism because there has to be an understanding of
_way in which certain dynamism is restored to society, to the state.
ocial pluralism is also the solution to various problems which are coming
P from the point of sharing the rewards in a society. I think, we should
oW our own experience with our trade unions and the need to strengthen




= R MR R R R X RONCROX ROR XX
trade unions. Obviously, in the Soviet system, too, there would be, at
some stage or the other, a restoration of the kind of bargains for wage and
benefit settlement. We all know about inflationary prices, how they erode
fixed incomes : even teachers had to go on strike in our own country. One
cannot imagine that these problems do not exist elsewhere.

With best compliments of

The pluralist entities can remain non-political organisations, but they
have to be there, and this is where the meaning of control would have to
be de cided. And I venture to submit, their influence on world politics will
be felt. The extent to which countervailing measures are taken by these
institutions will decide the state of democracy and freedom. Of course, any
party will try to keep itself in power. I accept that, and I thinkt hat this
has to be underlined. But then, there was an idea thrown up here that
when certain strategic needs are to be met, all other aspects are brought
under that. These are undesirable practices. Their desirable consequences
become enormous and tend to perpetrate if there is total control by the
party and the state burcaucracy.

PES e TR
podidadas

These are some of the problems which should engage Indian attention.
1 think there would be an improvement in outlining our own agenda of
future research no matter whether the rescarches are done by the public,
ie.n 1 isati i ies or by individual scholars
or by those who are in the Government. There has to be the aware-
ness that profound socio-political changes are taking place in the world,
and it does help if social concessions and political trade-offs are made
in an intelligent way. We have stupid people in our country in authority.
There are stupid people in authority elsewhere also. It is, therefore,
necessary for the people who read and discuss these subjects to generate
such pressures. 5]
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