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There is nothing wrong in having one's 
views, political or otherwise. If they are wrong, 
they can be contested, criticised and debated. 
But it is necessary that there should be some 
objectivity in the presentation of the struggle 
and the related problems. Once it is guaranteed 
one can have his own conclusions with which 
others may agree or disagree.

Referring to my pamphlet, he says, "Com, 
DV has written another book giving his own 
interpretation of the movement." He is wrong

uggle (1946 51) as against neorevisionist 
understanding provided in P. Sundarayya's book 
Telangana people's struggle and Its lessons.’

shown that this leadership has taken a parliam
entary path in the form of revisionism and 
neo-revisionism.

We hope this review will give basically a 
correct understanding of Telangana armed str-

Chandra Pulla Reddy, presently leader of a 
group called CPI (M-L), has some thing to say 
by way of opposing what I wrote in this pam
phlet. He has added to his book "Thegreat Heroic 
Telangana Struggle" (The book was published in 
No. 1931), by way of Post Script, (the post 
script was written on 23-3-1976), a few pages 
in which he concentrated his-attack against our 
line and the position I have taken in the said 
pamphlet. It is necessary that we explain further 
our views as the question is one of fundamental 
importance.

quite in accordance with the variety of the 
revisionism they are pursuing. The pamphlet 
deals with the variety of CPI (M) as expressed 
by P. Sundarayya's book (Telangana people's 

, Struggle and its Lessons). The pamphlet is 
a review of the book and as such it has its 
limitations. I have placed the facts relevant to 
the subject before the people in general, and the 
revolutionaries in particular, and have drawn 
my conclusions whose essence is : the armed 
struggle in Telangana shows the path of Indian 
Revolution. The title to the pamphlet is given 
accordingly. But not all revolutionaries unde
rstand Telangana Armed Struggle in the same 
way as I do or the trend I represent. Though 
not all sections of the revolutionaries have 
expressed their opinions on this subject, their 
practice clearly shows that their understanding 
is different than what is ours. Since a good 
number of them are. rethinking their policies 
and practices, we are hopeful that they will 
finally accept our position.

There took place many peasant revolts, 
armed and unarmed, during the British colonial 
regime. Some of them were mentioned by 
historians. But there are still more which are 
yet to see the light of the day. Of late, there 
have been some attempts on the part of those 
who were associated with peasant struggles 
to provide the people an account of them in a 
way understood them. Quite often such acco
unts are coloured by the politics they pursue. 
Same is thecase with those who have academic 
interest in them. They are second to none in 
having their political views, which again colour 
their study, narration and in drawing their own 
conclusions.

Armed struggle in Telangana (1946-51) 
has been a subject of controversy of a serious 
nature from September 1948 onwards, when 
the armed people had to face Union armies of 
Nehru government. This does not mean that 
there was no controversy earlier. There was 
one between communists, who were leading 
the mass peasant revolutionary movement, and 
the liberal elements who were outside the 
purview of the communist movement. The 
pamphlet (Telangana Armed struggle and the 
Path of Indian Revolution) deals with some of 

i the important aspects of the controveisies which 
| came to the surface throughout the struggle.

Both CPI and CPI (M) have their own 
understanding of the armed struggle which is
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CP thinks that "From the experience of 
elangana Struggle, DV draws wrong lessons,

MM.EMENT

that unless the people had distributed the 
lands of the. landlords among themselves, there 
should be no armed struggle.

• "Does the history of Telangana move
ment, as given in the pamphlet, which was 
also prepared under his guidance, or according 
to his own new book sustain this wrong theory 
of DV ?" (P. 501; post script).

Long before we wrote this pamphlet, we 
have worked out a circular "Lay Foundations for 

I the Struggle Oriented movement", the "Immediate Prog-
• ramme" and "Some Problems Relating to the people's 
, Movement tn Srikakulam." The first was adopted by

the then Andhra PC (Provincial Committee) in Oc
tober 1968. The latter two were adopted by the 
convention of communist revolutionaries held in 
April 1969. They represented a brief outline 

I of the path of Indian Revolution based on the
* revolutionary experience of Telangana Armed

when he says that the pamphlet confines to my 
interpretation of the movement. It is much 
more than what he says. It is a brief analysis of 
the movement itself together with the conclus
ions whose essence is : Here is the path of 
Indian Revolution and let us follow it. This 
cannot be just an interpretation, as the essence 
of the whole discussion makes it clear.

Experience has shown that the same facts 
can be used for correct as well as wrong 
conclusions. The revisionists used the same 
facts to show that the armed struggle against 
the Nizam was correct, but not against the 
Nehru government. Neo-revisionists used the 
same facts to show that it was correct to 
continue the armed struggle after Union armies 
entered Telangana, but it was wrong to direct 
the struggle to overthrow the Nehru govern
ment. Late Charu Majurndar did not agree 
with ''our" (when we were "united") under 
standing of the Telangana armed struggle and 
advocated a line of ''annihilation of class 
enemies" and practised it. No wonder if CP 
has drawn different concisions from tho same 
facts.

There is nothing to show, either in my 
pamphlet, or in his book which he says, 
"was also prepared under his (my) guidance"; 
that the conclusions I have drawn from 
Telangana] armed struggle are wrong. I have 
written enough on this subject in various 
pamphlets and books long before I wrote the 
pamphlet "Telangana Armed Struggle and the Path of 
Indian Revolution". The running theme of what 
I have written is the same. Since the subject 
matter was dealt from different angels in rela
tion to the problems we had faced in a given 
time, it should be all the more easy for him to 
understand my position clearly and correctly. 
But, ’ he sticks to his oWn wrong position 
which can be seen in his political line itself.

It is a fact that sections of revolutionaries 
were either with us or united with us by accept
ing this line and left the organisation at differ
ent times. Com. CP and a section of his 
following belong to this category. They were 
associated with us in the earlier days, when 
the line contained in the above-mentioned 

i documents was accepted by the organisation as 
I a whole. In our opinion, these who have 
; parted wavs with us could not withstand the 
| rigors of our correct revolutionary line and its 
various aspects. We have commented on this 
subject earlier, and we will continue the same 
in future also.

Therefore, there is no ground ofcom. CP 
to say that my pamphlet contains my inter- 
ipretation of Telangana Armed Struggle. It 
is more than that. We have summed up the 
pxpereinces in brief and proved that it shows 
us the path for Indian revolution. That he does 
not agree with this is a different matter.

Facts are stubborn to those who take 
objective view of them, but not for those who 
look at them with a bias end preconceived no
tions. Those with objectivity will use the 
facts to fight against wrong conclusions born 
out of wrong views. The persons belonging 
to the latter category treat them as soft ones;

, rcvOiutiUlldiy cXpcncnuc Vi icio"yuiio nimcu 
> Struggle. Eversince we developed a fulfledged 
! line, which we are practising together with a 
i relentless struggle against all varieties of right 

and "left" opportunism. It is the official line of 
our organisation and it has come to stay.
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The book (The Great Heroic Telangana Struggle) 
mentions about the communists' mass revolu
tionary activities in the following few senten
ces:

which they think they can trim, mutilate and 
distort so as to serve their wrong views and 
practices. Com. CP belongs to this category. 
Therefore, my agreement with, or guidance to 

his book need not be a reason why we should 
draw the same lessons from Telangana armed 
struggle. Let us see how he faces the "stubborn 
facts."

''All the youth with left outlook, and thos> 
with Marxist consciousness began to make us 
of Andhra Mahasabha as a platform and begai 
to work with the people.

He says :

"Will the landlords and their government 
keep silent with folded hands, when the people 
are mobilising themselves under the leader
ship, of the Communists, for anti-landlord 
struggles, sieze the land of the landlordsand 
distributed them among themselves and attack 
the people only after the distribution of the 
lands?" (P. 501); (Postscript)

Even then there is an idea in the above- 
mentioned extracts that "the Marxists began 
popularising these resolutions among the pea
sants and mobilising them io fight for these 
demands under the leadership of the Andhra 
Mahasabha." What are the demands? What 
was the nature of the mobilisation? The nature 
of the demands was given in a subsequent para 
as following :

"The rightists in Andhra Mahasabha were 
afraid of this growth of the movement; they 
tried to resist it but failed. Slowly by the time 
of the Bhuvanagiri Mahasabha Conference 
(1944), the Andhra Mahasabha came unde: 
the leadership of the Marxists." (p. 5-6)

Neither this is the first time for him to 
raise this question nor forme to answer it. He 
has nothing to say about my previous answers. 
Therefore while asking him to refer those 
answers, I am adding one more.

"With this the very character of the Andhr. 
Mahasabha began to change. Up to that time 
the rightists in Andhra Mahasabha had confi 
ned themselves to development of Telugu Ian 
guage and cultural activities. They used tc 
pass some pious resolutions on the demand: 
of the poor peasants. But the Marxists begat 
popularising these resolutions among the pea 
sants and mobilising them to fight for thest 
demands under the leadership of the Andhrt 
Mahasabha. In a short time, the Andhra Maha
sabha grew into a really people's organisation

"After the Bhuvanagiri conference, bran
ches of the Andhra Mahasabha, in the name of 
'Sangham' were formed in many villages. A

This is not a brief account, not to speak ol 
a comprehensive one, of what happened during 
1941-44, so that one can understand the link 
between the earlier and the latter part of the 
movements. At the same time we can find an 
idea of what had happened in those days. As 
against this, a brief out-line of the situation and 
the nature of the work done by us in those 
days was given in my pamphlet (See Chapter : II), 
and an article on “The Martyrdom of Komarayya; A 
turning point in Telangana people's Revolutionary Move- 
ment.” (The Proletarian Line, August 1979) 
gives more details or. the subject.

He answers his own question as following : 

"The experience of any peasant movement 
shows, that the landlords and their class 
government, the moment they see the people 
mobilising themselves for anti-land lord strug- 
glas, will use their repressive machine to 
suppress the movement, and the people will 
be forced (to) defend their movement with 
all available weapons depending on the prepar
edness of the people. But the movement 
should not stop with this: It should be advanced 
to the stage of land distribution on the basis of 
which alone prolonged Armed Agrarian Revolu
tionary struggle could be conducted." (P. 501; 
Postscript).

Here he bundles together so many issues 
and forms of struggle so as to confuse the readers 
in genercl, and revolutionary ranks in particular. 
But his work does not provide any opportunity 
for such a confusion, inspite of certain 
inaccuracies.
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Nizam's government was in no way lagging^ 

behind the Congress government in taking 
repressive measures.

This is a basic weakness in his understan
ding of the Telangana people's movement of 
this stage. He does not understand that in the 
preliminary phase of the movement, the peo
ple's weapon was organising themselves in 
'Sangham'. Their preparedness was to get 
mobilised ,n struggles and to use the then exis
ting laws in anticipation that some justice 
would be done through legal process together 
with the struggle. We adopted tactics accor
dingly and met with success to a greater extent.

big agitation was started throughout the State, 
against bonded labour, illegal taxes, against 
compulsory collection of levy grain, and against 
forcible eviction of peasants from their lands.', 
(P- 6)

CP's book mentions this aspect of the 
movement rather casuaily, and without any 
cohesion. Therefore, it does not give a deeper 
understanding of the movement when it was 
in a preliminary stage. One should have this to 
have a dear and correct understanding of the 

latter ph-,se of the movement which developed 
in Janagaon Taluka, about which some details 
were given in the book.

Important among these struggles was the 
struggle of the tenants to defend their tenancy 
lands from being evicted. That is how we faced 
the land problem from the buginning. In the 
same way, we faced repression in the form of 
cases, and jails, together with a propaganda of 
mass terroisation. There were no armed merce
naries of landlords, or the police attacking the 
people, and there was no mass resistance, not 
to speak of armed resistance. People joining 
in the Sangham was the form of organised 
resistance which did not need any weapons like 
sticks and slings. It should be noted that

When the revolutionaries began to work 
intensely, the agitation took the form of class 
struggle against the landlords as well as the 
government even in early phases. They did not 
sit with folded hands, to use CP's own words. 
They foisted cases on the revolutionaries and 
put them in the jail. They terrorised the people 
by saying that they should not join 'Sangham'; 
otherwise they would meet the same fate as 
was the case with the revolutionaries.

Therefore this part of our experience did 
not confirm the theory that every mass mobili
sation brings in its turn the attack of the armed 
police and mercenaries of the landlords. In the 
same way, this does not confirm that armed 
defence, in one form or the other, becomes 
necessary as soon as we begin our mass work 
and mass mobilisation etc.

In the same way, the rightists in Andhra 
Mahasabha began to resist us, not at the stage 
of the popularisation of this or that demand. 
On the other hand, they began their onslaught 
when our mass mobilisation took the form of 
class struggle which was directed against their 
class interests i. e., the interest of landlords and 
mill owners. The struggle between the two con
tending forces (revolutionaries and the rightists) 
continued for two long years, as fiercely as it 
was between the people on the one side and 
the landlords and the government on the other. 
Therefore, it was not an easy task for the 
communists to take over Andhra Mahasabha by 
the time of Bhuvanagiri Andhra Mahasabha 
(1944).

It is a fact that peasant struggles were un
leashed after Bhuvanagiri Maha Sabha (11th 
Session: 1944), but it is not correct to say 
that tha organisation had made an advance and 
the above mentioned demands were taken up 
only after the conference. These issues were 
taken up and local "Sanghams" were organised 
even earlier. Though there was some agitation 
in other districts (distribution of pamphlets, 
representation to the officials), revolutionaries 
in Nalgonda district, more so in Suryapet Taluk, 
carried on an intense mass revolutionary work 
on the basis of demands against bonded labour, 
illegal taxes and against collection of levy 
grain and against forcible eviction of tenants 
from their tenancy lands. (CP's book does not 
differentiate between a peasant with iris own 

nd and a tenant with.tenancy land). They 
so led strikes of the workers in the town of 
jryapet.
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"The experience of the Telangana move
ment itself proves the correctness of this posi
tion. Starting with the anti-feudal struggles of 
the peasants against bonded labour, illegal 
exactions, compuhary levy of grain, then it 
spread to the re-occupation of illegally grabbed 
lands of the landlords, and against the eviction 
of the peasants, and when the landlords, the 
Nizam government used its police and military 
and used the Razakar Goondas to suppress this 
peasant movement, the peasants took up arms 
under the leadership of the party to resist this 
landlord and Nizam rulers’ offensive. Thus from 
the anti-feudal struggles of the peasants, a pea
sant armed struggle developed against the rule 
of the Nizam, and only when the Nawab of 
Nizam refused to join the Indian Union, the 
question of land distribution was taken up and 
Armed Agrarian Revolution developed on the 
basis of regular guerilla warfare, resulting in 
the distribution of 10 lakhs of landlords' land 
among the people. Gram Raj was established 
in about 3,000 villages".

(Pages : 50-51; Postscript)

There is nothing to show that "The expe
dience of Telangana movement itself proves the 
•correctness" of the position he took up. Armed 
forces of the Nizam (government) and the 

•armed mercenaries of the landlords did not

Here he attempts to sum up the entire 
Telangana movement upto Sept. 1948, but 
again he provides a wrong understanding of 
the movement itself. It is not a fact that the 

. question of land distribution was taken up only 
when the Nizam refused to join Indian Union. 
Neither the facts mentioned in his book prove 
this. This is how he distorts the facts to suit 
his wrong theory.

The Mundrai incident which took place 
during this period does not indicate the begin
ning of the armed resistance as CP wants to 
make out. The incident as narrated in the 
book is as following :

appear on the scene as long as the movemet 
was directed against bonded labour, illegt 
exactions, malpractices connected with com 
pulsary levy of grain, and against the evictio 
of tenancy lands. But the government foiste 
cases against revolutionaries and the villag 
leadership, by taking sides with the landlord; 
Therefore we cannot say that they were jus 
anti-feudal struggles and nothing more. The* 
were anti-government struggles, whose imme 
diate objective was not overthrowing th< 
Nizam's government. On the other hand, the^ 
were struggles objectively meant for preparin{ 
the people tor it. Therefore, they did not stof 
at adopting legal forms. On the other hand 
they combined them with extra-legal form; 
(mass mobilisation, minimising the legal pro
cedure, minimising the need to approach offi
cials etc.). This was the phase when revolutio
naries organised the people's movement in 
general, and the tenants' and town workers' 
movement in particular. Early phase of the 
peasant movement bore this characteristic.

Again he confuses the two phases of the 
movement, and draws wrong conclusions to 
suit his wrong theory of 'armed struggle for 
self-defence', to avoid the distribution of the 
land of landlords. Though there is no basis for 
it in his book, he insists on this theory. Here 
is an extract from his post - script in which he 
indicates how he confuses one with the other.

"At this time, one land issue came before 
the movement in the village of Mundrai. The 
lambadi peasants of the village were tilling 
about 30 40 acres of land belonging to Katari 
Ramachandra Rao, a notorious cruel landlord. 
When the term of the period of occupation 
granted to the landlords was over, the land
lords came with a gang of rowdies to reoccupy 
their land. All the lambadi peasants organised 
themselves for resistance. The reserve polic-

We adopted legal forms of struggle not 
because we had illusions on the law. On the 
other hand, people had legal illusions; and we 
had used legal forms as long as they had such 
illusions. Our practice showed that we relied 
on organised mass movement, and legal forms 
were secondary althrough this phase. This 
continued upto early phase (i.e., the end of 
1945) of the peasant movement in Janagaon 
Taluka.



2.

4

3.

SUPPLEMENT 10

and the goondas of the landlords on one side 
and the lambadi peasants armed with sticks, 
other village implements and red flags on the 
other side-all were ranged one against the other 
for-a fight; When the reserve police were ready 
to shoot, the peasants had to retreat, though 
with great unwillingness." (P. 6)

It is a fact that such an incident has taken 
place, though some of the facts and the case itself 
was not correctly understood and presented. 
It is twisted and distorted in such a way that 
the issue involved.cannot be understood. This 
was as follows :

sticks they had were of routine use. They 
were restive. After seeing that the landlords 
came there with superior strength, they retreated.

There was another category of lands, which 
the peasants wanted to be restored to themse
lves. They were the lands which once belonged 
to the poor peasants, agricultural labourers and 
some times middle peasants also, of the village. 
The landlords, money - and grain -lenders-more 
often they are combined into one - had grabbed 
the lands of the poor by adopting various means, 
utilising their poverty and ignorance and back
wardness, and became owners in the legal 
sense. But we characterised them as illegally 
seized lands. During my survey(1944),peasants

He does not differentiate between a ten
ancy land and the land under the ow
nership of the peasant. Demand for restora
tion of tenancy land once evicted does not 
meamrestoration of ownership. Instead of the 
landlord continues to be the owner of the land 
and the tenant, a cultivator paying him a rent. 
The landlords were not ready even for this 
because they did not want any rights to accure 
to the tenants even as tenants, either by the 
then existing laws or by any future law.

CP misses all these important points and 
comes out with wrong conclusions that the 
peasants of Mundrai were ready to put up 
armed resistance. He did not know that they 
had legal illusions and they wanted the restor
ation of the land through legal means 
(Ploughing the land even after being evicted 
helps legal proceedings). Therefore, it is correct 
to say that the restoration of the evicted land 
had come on the agenda by the end of 1944, 
but not the armed resistance which needs 

casting away the legal illusions.

The landlords of the area were united. 
So were the peasants. While we were consid- 
?ring the various aspects of this issue, the rest 
>f the landlords, together with their armed 
nercenarjes, helped the concerned landlord 
o plough the land; their swoop was sudden 
ind the tenants, including ourselves, were una
ware of their plans and were unprepared to 
neet the situation.

By then (1944), we could defend the land 
of the tenants under their possession by comb
ining mass action with legal forms of struggle 
(using the courts and revenue officials). But it 
was not possible to restore already evicted 
land. It was possible only during the armed 
struggle in 1946 ano onwards.

.1. This is not the ’'one" issue which 
came before the movement at the ..time. I had 
the opportunity of surveying the problems rela
ted, to the feudal exploitation in about 40 villa
ges, most of them were situated in Janagaon 
Taluka. During my survey, I found that the 

ind problem is acute and the peasants includ- 
g the tenants were thirsting for land, 
pecially that which the landlords,money-and 

,rain-lenders expropriated. They were demand
ing the land once they enjoyed, either as 
owners or as tenants, back in their possession. 
This was one such land.

4. All the peasants (tenants) wanted to 
;top the landlords ploughing the land. They 
;ame out of their houses and io the land. The

It was a tenancy land with an area 
af 30-40 acres of wetland which was cultivated 
ay lambadi (Banjara) peasants from a long 
ime under a special system of land tenure. 
They were evicted by the landlord before 
.hey joined Andhra Manasabha. They were of 
:he opinion that they have a legal right over 
he land. Therefore they demanded that the 
and should be restored to them.
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Here he gives the readers a highly disto
rted picture of the relevent phases of the move
ment. Even his book, with all its limitations, 
does not provide any factual basis for this 
conclusion, not to speak of my own pamphlet. These lines written by him alone contradict 

what he says in his post script by way of draw
ing conclusions. Here he admits that, after the 
death of Komarayya, the question of lands 
forcibly seized by landlords 'came prominently 
to the agenda' and the movement reached 'a 
new higher stage'. Whereas his conclusion is 
quite opposite in the post script in which he 
says "At this period the land question has not 
become the central issue of the struggle”. This 
is how the stubborn facts are made flexible to 
suit his line of 'armed struggle without distri
bution of land.'

"With this slogan the movement reached a new higher 
stage. Every where the people, especially in i/uztirnagar, 
Suryapeta and Janagaon Taluks boldly came forward to 
reoccupy such lands under the illegal occupation of landlords.

(P. 9 - 10)

The ''offensive" he mentions started after 
July 1946, when Komarayya was shot dead in 
the Kadivendi village. The firings by Nizam's 
military at Balemela, pata Suyapeta, Mallaieddy 
gudem villages took place towards the end of 
1946, (There were no Razakars at this phase of 

■ the movement. They came on to the scene 
only after August 1 947. He confused the pha
ses in the post script). This was the period 
When the lands about 3,000 acres were dist
ributed among the poor for the first Jtime. As I 
mentioned earlier, the land issue came to the 
surface in 1944 itself. But the peasants came 
into action in 1946 and it became the central 
issue of the struggle. Restoration of illegally 
seized lands, of all varieties, was the basic 
demand of this phase and it was realised

during this period, which lasted about five 
months in areas where the struggle was goinc 
on. Simultaneously with the land distribution, 
revolutionary committees at village level hac 

. been set up to organise land distribution/to 
provide free justice etc. The Nizam's offensive 
with the Armed police and military and our 
organising armed resistance by people's volun
teer squads armed with locally available wea- 
pons-sticks, slings etc. as mentioned above - 
started in this phase of land distribution and not 
earlier.

Therefore it is wrong to say that the 
period of 1946 (July-December) was a period 
when the landlord oppression was the main 
issue. It was the main issue till the later 
half of 1944.

came forward to narrate the miserable condi
tions under which they had to part with their 
lands, more often under, duress, and demanded 
their restoration. They expected that "Sangham" 
will take some measures to restore their lands, 
implying legal forms of struggles. They were not 
yet ready to seize lands by means of an orga
nised struggle. They came forward to seize these 
lands after one and a half year i. e. , by middle 
of 1 946. Obviously it meant that they could cast 
away their legal illusions during this period, lear
ning by their own experience.

But CP has a different and wrong under
standing of the problem, without any basis. It 
is expressed in the’following :

Again he states that ''people had already 
_taken up arms against the Razakars and the 

Nizam military...................". He does not know
that there were no Razakars on the scene 
during 1946 resistance movement. But there

Here is what he says in his book :

"During this time (after the murder of Komarayya, July 
1946-DV). the question of those lands which the landlords 
have forcibly taken away from the people, either through 
violence or as payment for their debts,came prominently to the 
agenda. The party and the Andhra Maha Sabha took up 
this issue itensify this movement and take it to a higher 
level.

"The great people’s resistance, with locally available weap
ons, against the landlord government offensive using the 
military, that took place in .Kadivendi, patha Suryapeta, 
Dalemula and Mallareddygudem was on the issues of land
lordoppression, Razakar goondaism, forcible levy of grain 
and other feudal exploitations. At this period the land ques
tion has not become central issue of the struggle, but the 
people had already taken up arms against the Razakars and 
the Nizam military in defence of their villages. Even at this 
st age.the people fought with sticks,stones,vadiscla(sling),chilly 
powder and other locally available weapons.,,
(Post Script: P.51 Emphasis ours)
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Therefore the question arising out of this 
issue was how to face mass terrorisation of 
feudal landlord’s goondas, and not defending 
the land. Though we could not defend the

The nature of the incident is quite diffe
rent from that of peasants' (tenants) struggle of 
Mundrai. Therefore it is not correct to say that 
the Deshmukh tried to occupy her land by way 
of taking it away for himself. He used his armed 
mercenaries to snatch her standing crop so that 
her husband and the two sons, who were in jail 
due to a foisted case, are forced to surrender 
before himself because they were defiant to the 
Deshmukh. This was the context when the 
party helped her in protecting the crop, with 
the help of leading comrades and some local 
comrades from adjacent taluka I. e, Suryapet. 
They were not local peasants, or volunteers 
from the local people. We had to bring them 
from outside, because people of the village and 
of adjacent villages were terrorised by the 
Deshmukh's mercenaries.

There is another incident, mentioned in his 
book, which gives a wrong understanding of 
the land problem. Immediately after commen
ting on the tenants' struggle of Mundrai, he 
says as follows :

Therefore his conclusion that armed resis
tance had begun and developed even when 
there was no land question is wrong, and the 
facts provided in his book conclusively prove 
that his contention is wrong.

The third incident I mentioned was about 
the death of Komarayya, people's resistance to 
the mercenaries of the landlords and the distri
bution of land to the peasants. This was meant 
to show that the armed resistance and the land 
distribution were inter-connected 
I summed up these experiences;

"Learning from the experience of revolutionary mass 
activities during these three incidents, the district leadership 
look the decision to put up armed resistance, against armed 
hordes of landlords and the police. It has decided to set up

CP makes another vain attempt to "prove" 
his theory of 'armed struggle without land dis
tribution' by quoting a few more sentences 
from my pamphlet (Telangana Armed struggle and 
the Path of Indian Revolution). | have mentioned 
three incidents in all. Two are related to Aku- 
ncoru and Machi'eddypalli villages where peo
ple enmasse resisted the police and government 
officials with available weapons i.e., sticks, to 
defend their food grains from being taken away 
forcibly (compulsory procurement of levy). The 
purpose of their mentioning was to show that 
the people had cast away their legal illusions 
and were ready to use force to realise their 
demand of refusing to part with compulsory 
levy of food grains. The government was 
collecting the grain according to the law, though 
there had been excesses althrough. Instead of 
obeying the law they defied and used force to 
realise their demand. Here the forms of struggle 
and the nature of the demands are the issues * 
involved.

was Nizams armed police and the military 
which conducted the raids on the villages. As 
mentioned in his book, this was the time when 
the communists took up the question of seizing 
back the lands forcibly seized by landlords.

This being the situation, we had come to 
the conclusion that we have to regain the land 
forcibly occupied by the landlords, through the 
struggles and net by legal means. But we had 
to wait for more than an year till they cast 
away legal illusions.

crop (it was snatched away by the mercenaries 
before it reached her house), we could face the 
terrorisation and silenced the mercenaries by 
mobilising volunteers on a big scale from the 
adjacent villages. This was the starting point 
of our mobilisation of militants against the 
landlords and mercenaries.

"Another such struggle took place in the village of 
nalakurthi. The Deshmukh of Pisnur, Rapaka Ramachandra 

eddy, tried to forcibly occupy the land under the occupation 
‘ Chakali llamma. He sent his goondas to forcibly take away 
• standing crops. 18 peasants under the leadership of the 

ndhra Maha Sabha armed with sticks and other village imp- 
intents fought to save the standing crops of the poor pea

sant. The goondas were beaten buck and crop was safely 
restored to Hamma. (P.6.)"
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"With this decision (contained in the above 
extract), even according to DV, the resistance 
spread to about 150 villages, and in the 
course of this resistance struggle, about 3000 
acres of land under illegal occupation by the 
landlords was distributed among the people." 
(P. 52. Post Script).

village committees, which functioned as village soviets and an 
armed volunteer corps was organised under its leadership. 
The demands of the people: (/) Return all illegally seized 
lands by landlords (i'i) Return all illegal exactions either in 
the form of money or grain by landlords Hi) Free justice to 
all by the village committees (iv) Special People's courts to be 
set up to try oppressive ^nd cruel landlords etc.” (Armed 
Struggle in Telangana and the Path of Indian Revolution.P.9)

"If we remeber that these events have 
taken place, and the above decisions have been 
taken in 1946, it only shows that the people 
have taken up locally available weapons to 
resist landlords and the government forces, 
even on the issue of anti - feudal issues, even 
before the distribution of the land of the land
lords was not yet the central issue of the 
struggle." (P. 52. Post Script)

Outwardly it seems as though we have 
■nothing to oppose in what is written here, 
Hbecause it is a fact that the resistance had 
spread to about 150 villages. It is also a fact 
tihat about 3000 acres of land was distributed 
aas mentioned above. But he does not explain 
t he interrelation so that he may have an oppor
tunity to draw wrong conclusions, to suit his 
tlheory, as subsequent paras show.

This is how I combined the three incidents 
and explained how we summed up their exper
iences and provided the correct direction to 
the new and higher stage of the movement, by 
formulating the above demands. It is true that 
I have mentioned the three incidents separately, 
one after the other, and divided them into two 
parts, Akunooru, Machireddypalli incidents 
being of one category — spontaneous armed 
resistance to forcible collection of the grain; 
the other category was organised resistance 
leading to land distribution. And then, I went 
on to sum up all the three. Therefore his 
contention that what I wrote in this respect 
supports his theory of 'armed struggle without 
land distribution etc.' has no basis whatsoever. 
On the contrary it goes against it. One can 
further see how he confuses and misleads the 
readers in general and the revolutionaries in 
particular. After conceding what I said in the 
above mentioned extract, he says :

Here he comes out more openly, to deny 
the role of land distribution. We have shown 
earlier that except in Kadjvendi, land distribution 
had taken place before armed resistance had 
begun and the armed resistance was put up to 
defend the gains of the movement in which the 
land issue was the basic one. One can see that 
by distributing about 3000 acres of land, the 
land issue had already become a central issue. 
How can he say that it has not yet become a 
central issue? He can say this only if he could 
suppress stubborn facts. But he cannot.

What had happened was after the Kadiv- 
■etndi incident, in all the villages, the land was 
distributed first and the resistance began

subsequently. Formation of Grama Rajyas, or
ganising the resistance squads and distributio 
of land took place almost simultaneously. I 
there was any delay -- often by a week or tei 
days -- it was due to practical reasons i.e. 
delay in the party organiser reaching the villagi 
to organise land distribution. Therefore to sa\ 
that the land was distributed "in the course o- 
resistance struggle", as CP says, is wrong anc 
misleading in the sense that the resistance 
helped the distribution of land and not the land 
distribution helped the resistance. It is here he 
twists and distorts the course of the struggle 
to substantiate his wrong theory. This is how 
he slides into the mire :

Thus from the anti feudal struggles of the 
peasant armed struggle developed againts the rule of the 
Nizam, and only when the Nawab of Nizam refused to join 
the Indian Union, the question oj land distribution was taken 
"/>. and Armed agrarian Revolution developed on the basis «f

To go back to his blind assertion, which 
is self-contradictory as well. While talking 
about the "Experiences of Telangana Move
ment", which has become a fasion nowadays 
for comrades like CP, he says :
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“The 1951 programme anti tactical line, in spite of 
certain defects, never said anything to justify the 
withdrawal of the movement " (Post Script: P. 44, Empha
sis ours)

It is not out of place to comment on his 
views on the Tactical Line document of 1951, 
as expressed by him in the postscript of his 
book. This is how he writes on the issue.

Thus there is no ground for him to stand 
upon, to prove his theory of 'armed struggle 
without land distribution." But still he sticks to 
this theory, not by the strengtn of his correct 
analysis and conclusions, but by suppressing, 
distorting and twisting the facts.

■ gn erilla warfare, resulting in the distribution of 10 
of landlords' land among the people. Grainraj was 

ished in about 3,000 villages.“ (Post Script ~ P. 51)

\Ne have earlier mentioned that in Nalgonda 
strict, the land distribution was taken up and 
med resistance was organised to defend the 
nd. Therefore it is not a fact that the land 
restion was taken up when the Nizam refused 
join Indian Union. It was there even earlier,

There were areas where there wes no land 
rtribution but an attempt was made to carry 
armed struggle against the Nizam. But it 

uld not withstand the Nizam - Razakar of- 
isive and was fizzled out in no time.

It is a fact that the documents mentioned 
do not justify the withdrawal of armed struggle. 
I have mentioned this in my review of Sundara- 
yya's book and there is nothing new in CP's 
arguments.

He again puts the cart before the horse 
when- he says "Armed agrarian revolution 
developed on the basis of regular guerilla war
fare." It is true that a successful advance of 
guerilla warfare deepens the agrarian revolu
tion, but it is not true to say that agrarian 
revolution is subordinated to the guerilla war
fare, because guerilla warfare cannot survive, 
not to speak of advance, without implementing 
a programme of land distribution in accordance 
with the level of consciousness of the peasantry. 
Though, both of them become interdependent 
at a certain stage of the movement, guerilla 
warfare can not take precedence over land distri
bution. We can provide numerous examples 
from the Telangana people’s armed struggle, 
apart from what is written in his book and my 
pamphlet.

but CP refused to accept it, .because it goes 
against his wrong theory. Now again he subor
dinates the land question ro the anti - Nizam 
struggle. Though there was what was called 
anti - Nizam armed struggle, it's survival de
pended on the land question. Thus the anti
Nizam struggle subordinated itself to the land 
question.

Here also he puts the cart before the horse, 
not a fact that the question of land distrr- 

on was taken up "only when the Nawab 
Nizam refused to join Indian Union." In 
, it was taken up long before this develop- 
it. But it was inturrupted due to severe 
ession. It was again taken up after August 
•7. He had refused to join Indian . Union, 
i before August 1947. The decision of 
ed struggle against Nizam was taken up 
ie time after August 1947. We were of the 
lion that land distribution should again be 
jn up, together with anti - Niazam armed 
iggle, so that the struggle may successfully 
■ance. As the right opportunist trend was 
ninant in the leadership, the proposal was 

acceoted. As a result, it took no- time for 
struggle to get fizzled out. When it was on 
verge of fizzling out, we again insisted on 
programme of land distribution. Then the 

jership conceded to distribute the land of 
active pro - Nizam landlords, with a ceiling 

500 acres for the res! of the landlords. By 
ising this concession -- because the leader- 
p was unwilling for this measure also - we 
anised distribution of land extensively, which 
/e an impetus to the armed struggle. By 
nming up these experiences, we proposed 
it the ceiling should be lowered to 200 acres 
d our proposal was accepted. To the extent 
s programme of land distribution was imple- 
nted, the armed struggle took strong roots 
long the people, and a regular guerilla war 
/eloped more systematically.
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1. There were forest lands occupied by 
girijan and non - girijan peasants even before 
armed struggle in Telangana commenced. The 
government was in no hurry to evict them for 
its own reasons. What is the quantum of such 
types of lands which are included in these 
"lakhs"?

He says something about the achievements 
of the agrarian movement which, in the main, 
is related to the distribution of forest land ru
nning into some lakhs of acres. While we have 
our reservations as to the veracity of theclaims, 
there are no answers to the following questions:

The document advocates partisan warfare 
as a form of struggle for partial demands, which 
more or less coincides with his views. It means 
that the partisan warfare can be organised with
out land distribution. Therefore he is silent 
over the basic question in the document, i.e., 
rejection of Peoples War, and says that it has 
''certain defects." It should be clear that, the 
CPI (M), whether it is imolementing it or not, 
claims that it is their official line. As such, we 
can not accept it not only because it is CPI 
(M)'s official line, but it rejects the path of 
People's War. In fact the central point in the 

■ document is this.

2. There is nothing to show that the land
lords' land was distributed. The landlords in 
"Godavary val.ly" are safe with their modern 
agricultural farms, where they are growing 
commercial crops and mintingtmoney. How is 
that there lands are not touched ?

Though he claims to have accepted the 
path of People's War, he has never rejected 
this document in clearest possible terms on 
this basis. How are we understand him?

But his attitude towards the document.
A Note on the Indian situation in 1951, which 

■_ is popularly known as tactical line and Kishan 
document, is ambiguous combined with dupli
city. He says there are "certain defects." Does 
it mean that it is basically correct ? There are 
certain grounds by which we can say that he 
accepts it with some reservations.

I have commented briefly on this decument 
in my pamphlet while criticising Sundarayya's 
views. . Elsewhere we had explained why we 
reject it, since the document rejects the path of 
Peoples War and advocates a combination of 
armed uprisings of workers in the cities (Insur
rection), and partisan warfare in the rural side. 
(See Fundamental Line and the Question of 
Unity, P. L. 7; Page 5 of Supplement). Further 
we have also commented on CP's views and 
practice in relation to the "Kishan document." 
But CP is silent on the subject. Does rejecting 
the path of Peoples War amount to having 
"certain defects"? Is it not a fundamental 
question on which one has to take up a posi
tion?

All this goes to show that any movement 
cannot be characterised as a revolutionary move
ment. And having some armed squads does 
not mean that they are organising guerilla 
warfare. We speak of armed struggle only in 
relation of seizure of power, and the conscious
ness of the people required for this purpose. 
CP's theory of 'armed struggle without land 
distribution', 'armed struggle for self - defence' 
etc. does not and cannot answer this funda
mental question.

3. Their reports speak of rise in wages of 
forest labourers. Though there is much to be 
said about the artificial nature of these struggles 
for wages, one thing is clear, that their level of 
consciousness is not growing. How is that 
such a situation still continues ?

Our theory answers this fundamental ques
tion, in that it is related to the seizre of power 
and consciousness of the people for this pur
pose. Our summing up the experiences of 
Telangana armed struggle is quite in accordance 
with this and we assert that it is correct. This 
is what we explained in the Telangana armed 
struggle and the Path of Indian Revolution.

9
CP has something to say on my perform

ance at the time of withdrawal of armed strug
gle and split with CPI (M). I will have the 
occasion to comment on my performance at the 
time of the split in a suitable place. For the 
present, I will confine to the former i.e., matters 
related to Telangana struggle.
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I have already explained my position in the 
>amphlet by way of replying Sundarayya, which 
ie did not accept and came forward with so 
nany arguments, which he mentioned in his 
iost-scricpt for his book.

It may look like taking his question to the 
But it is not so. I would like 

to point out that such questions are raised, 
when the leaders of various groups, revolutio
nary or otherwise, perfected the techniques of 
splits, disruption, slander and all that is harm-

• ful to the revolutionary movement and the 
organisation. We have a history of decade and 
more before us which has provided us such 
experiences, and one can speak on their basis. 
CP is no exception to this.

question : Why have you confined yourself to 
submitting a note? Why have you not conti
nued the armed struggle.by reorganising the 
squads ? • If that was done, where is the gua
rantee that he does not come forward with 
another question : Why was it that you could 
not win victory? Such questions are likely to 
follow indefinitely.

the other hand, I have associated my 
name with the documents which defended 
withdrawal of armed struggle etc He also 
says that I claimed false opposition after Chin
ese Communist Party condemned the withdra
wal of Telangana struggle. He further says that 
I had not discussed the subject in the then , absurd limits 
existing Provincial Committee (PC) before 
writing his book on Telangana. And so on and 
so forth.

My contribution is there and it cannot 
be undone by anybody. In the same way, I 
could not do certain things, because of the 
limitations imposed by rny experience and the 
situation existing at that time. I gained expe
rience in building revolutionary movement, 
revolutionary organisation and organising ar
med struggle. But I did not gain the necessary

Let us see his position from a different 
ngle before replying his question straightly. 
opposing I have a written note opposing the 
/ithdrawal of armed struggle and dissociated 
lyself with some of the documents in which 
iy name was included. Where is the guaran- 
?e that CP does not come out with another

Supposing, utilising my differences on the 
question of withdrawal of struggle, which could 
not be kept secret in view of the inner-party 
situation existing at that time, the government 
killed many more comrades, what would have 
been the situation? One may say wha* if, if a 
few more were killed after about 4000 were 
killed in the struggle? Of course it was a matter 
of judgment, right or wrong. I had it on this 
side.

He gives long quotations from my pamp
hlet and comments that there is no ground to 
believe that I opposed withdrawal of armed 
struggle, because there is nothing in writing ; 
on the other hand, I have associated my

Let me take up the question and answer it 
straightly. The period of Telangana people's 
revolutionary movement under discussion is 
ten years (1 941 -51), in which the period of 
armed struggle forms 5 years. During this 
period, I have done so many things by way 
of contributing to the revolutionary movement, 
which have not seen the light of the day.

There is a Telugu raying that 'a tree that 
bears fruit is hit by stones, and not a tree which 
does not bear anything'. We, the communist 
revolutionaries of Telangana who had the oppor- 
(Unity to lead the armed struggle to the last.
ave undergone the same experience. The 
resent-day revisionists slandered those who 
ook a leading part in continuing the struggle 

after Nehru's armies entered Telangana on a 
:ounter-revolutionary mission in a way un
known in the history of the communist move- 
nent (1950-51). In the same way the neo- 
■evisionists had slandered us in a way the 
occasion permitted them. Charu Majumdar's 
jroup did not lag behind in this respect. And 
hen CP had entered the scene. The arguments 
hey put forward are almost one and the same. 
Strangely enough, those who were idling away 
heir time, and those who were sniping at the 
itruggle, were free from any criticism. Some- 
imes they were held in high esteem.
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Therefore I have no regrets to what I have 
written in my pamphlet, which CP had ment
ioned in his post - script.

He brings in the Chinese condemnation of 
the withdrawal of armed struggle to question 
the genuineness of my position. It is true that 
a good number of leaders switched over to the 
revolutionary line, not because they had a con
viction in it, but because it was having an 
upper hand in the organisation. It is better for 
CP to ask himself where he stood at the time 
of Police Action (September, 1948), and what 
was he at the time of withdrawal of armed 
struggle and what was his position after CPC 
had condemned it.

past. I did not bring it for discussion becausi 
thought it was not a controversial question.
remained so as long as we were united. Tl 
controversary had come up only in 1976, vvht 
he was treating us as an enemy.

If one goes through my writings eversince 
the break with CPI (M), one can find that the 
ideas they contain are not borrowed and para- 
pharased from either Chinese writings or some- 
whereelse. Such ideas were there even ear
lier, born and developed out of experiences of 
revolutionary movement in Telangana. The 
only thing that I had done is to further develop 
and elaborate to meet the requirements of the 
situation. The study a d experience of the 
last three decades has its share also in it. 

~ Therefore the ideological debate which took 
place had given me an opportunity to express 
my views, which were more in the form of raw 
material.

We have not left the question of these 
districts at that, we have laid down a basic 
line for these districts in the following way :

As we go into the past, there is littl 
what we have in writing and there is muc. 
which is unwritten. We cannot take everythin' 
to be correct in what is there in writing. In th< 
same way, we cannot ignore or set aside wha 
is unwritten. There is much to be dug out frorr 
what is unwritten to see that our own experience 
of tne past is utilised for the future. The same 
applies to the past decade and more.

experience in inner-party struggle. The con
cepts of democracy, centralism, discipline, were 
all guided by needs of the mass movement 
within the framework of the revolutionary prin
ciples of party organisation. If I thought that 

■ it serves no purpose to raise the question after 
the withdrawal of the armed struggle was a 
fait accompli, jt could at best be my shortcoming, 
born out of inexperience in the concerned field 
of activity. Thj same was the case with my- 
se'f associating with some documents. Perhaps 
CP has different views about the interests of 
the movement and the organisation than what 
I have.

He says that I should have discussed this 
question at the time of writing his book or 
even earlier. There were a number of questions 
to be discussed, but we could not discuss 
either due to pressure of work or some of the 
leaders wanted to evade the discussion of the

The repression by the landlords is very severe in this 
region. Though there are areas of commercial crops and 
fruit gardens in this region, the landlord domination is 

very common. There is serious discontent among the peo
ple against the landlordism Owing to the party's failure 
to shape this discontent into a mass movement, the people 
are falling prey to the village feuds. Murders have become 
a routine affair in this region. We should, therefore.

In this context, I have to say some thing 
about CP. Some writer in the Mainstream 
(11-7-1981) had raised the question that: 
how is that Chandra Pulla Reddy could not 
develop an agrarian revolutionary movement in 
the districts of Rayalaseema (Kurnool, Anantha- 
pur, Cuddapah, Chittoor). It would have been 
better if he chose to reply this question. But he 
did not. It is a fact that he could not undertake 
this task through out his party life in that area. 
In fact, he left the field to the landlords and he 
was whiling away his time. This was the time 
when we took up the struggle against feuda
lism in Nalgonda, which has a unique place in 
the Telangana armed struggle.
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He claims that his CPI (ML) has revived 
"The Great Telangana Movement.’' There were 
positive as well negative features of Telangana 
movement. While defending Telangana armed 
struggle from the attacks of opponents, right 
opportunists in the main, we stressed on posi
tive features, while the negative features were 
not given proper place, in our criticism. The 
sum and substance of CP's "revival of the 
Great Telangana movement" is the revival of 
all its negative features. Actions without peo
ple's movement were common for both right 
and left opportunists. Armed struggle without 
agrarian revolutionary programme was common 
among rightists during ' 'anti-Nizam struggle".

(Lay Foundations for a Struggle-Oriented 
Mass Movement; a party letter dated 1st 
September, 1968; See PL No. 3)

The purpose of my pamphlet was different, 
in that, I criticised the views of Sundarayya as 
expressed in his book Telangana People's 
Struggle and its Lessons which contains a 
lot of material about Telangana armed struggle. 
I was consistent ahhrough in maintaining the 
inseparable link between land distribution and 
armed struggles, in his booK as well as my 
pamphlet, though written in different periods, 
i.e., 1968 and 1973-74 respectively. I main
tained the same even in my earlier writings of 
1970-72 in which I joined issues with CP him
self in the main.

The fact of the matter was: he has no con
victions on the views expressed in his book of 
1958 (Telugu). Therefore he took up the task 
of writing a post-script to his book in which he 
departed from it all along. It is obvious that it 
was meant to criticise my views and to give an 
understanding to the readers that he is taking a 
departure from what he wrote in 1968. His 
criticism of CPI(M) was superflough because my 
criticism was already there in black and white 
and he had advanced no new argument to this 
effect.

not accurate. At the sametime, it is a correct 
narration of the tnuggle. Its main purpose was 
to expose the betrayal of revisionists and neo
revisionists. Even then, not all contro zersies 
on the subject were dealt with.

We can add something more to the situa
tion in the districts. The programme was wor
ked out as long back as 1968. CP was in full 
agreement with it. But he did not implement 
it. Therefore he kept himself away from the 
experiences of building agrarian revolutionary 
movement, even from 'its initial stage not to 
speak of advanced stage. Successive leaders 
of the region fared no better. There was enou
gh opportunity for him to fill up the gap he 
had in this respect. But it was unpalatable for 
him. Instead, he chose Telangana as his field 
of operation.

The book he had written (as published in 
November, 1981) has two parts. The first 
part was written in Telugu, in 1968, when we 
were working in the same organisation. The 
second part is the Post-Scrip’, written in 1976 
when we parted our wavs and could not see 
eye to eye. Therefore the two parts reflect his 
changed positions in accordance with the poli
tics he was pursuing. He had attempted vainly 
to show that my views, as expressed in the 
pamphlet Telangana Armed Struggle and the 
Path of Indian Revolution, are at variance 
from those of his book, which was written un
der my "guidance." I have explained how 
his contention is baseless. The circumstances 
under which he wrote his book and its purpose 
were different from those of mine. His book 
has its own story about which he is silent. The 
book, was written to explain, in brief, what 
was Telangana armed struggle, for a campaign 
organised by the then party. It was just a 
narrative account to inspire the people. It's 
purpose was not at all analytical. In spite of 
my "guidance," everything that was written is

build a powerful anii-feuda! peasant movement in these 
areas. This movement should base itself on poor peasants 
and agricultural labour.

"Today, all our work in this region is confined to the 
legal limitations. . JKr should gradually give it a struggle 
orientation. We should begin to mobilise the rural masses 
on demands, We should unite the people, having conscious
ness, on the class basis. We should, in this way, organise 
a powerful anti-feudal movement."



It is a fact that we have produced some 
literature by way of fighting right and "left" 
opportunism. The opportunist scum, which has 
gathered in the revolutionary movement of our 
country for the last half century and more, is so 
much that any amount of (literature is too small 
in quantity to meet the requirement of the situa
tion. If the small amount of literature which we 
produced is treated as tons of literature, we 
treat it as a tribute to our efforts though it is a 
sarcastic criticism against us.

He speaks often about our legality. In fact, 
his group enjoyed more legality than ours by

This is how the two lines are before the 
people.

We are the representatives of its positive 
features. We had summed up our experiences 
of these positive as well as negative features, 
rejected the negative ones, imbibed the positive 
features, . worked out our general line and are 
practising it. Ours is not a showpiece move
ment, nor it is meant for propaganda purpose. 
It is being built on granite foundations, which 
a revolutionary movement needs.

There are so many such negative features and 
their policies and practices represent them in 
the main. Therefore, a revival means a revival 
of the negative features, not the positive fetau- 
res.

The line advocated by CP is an armed 
struggle without the distribution of the land of 
the landlords. By this, the landlords who are 
major partners of state power are safe till a 
time when a genuinely organised agrarian 
revolutionary movement develops under the 
leadership of communist revolutionaries. There
fore, the landlords as a class have nothing to 
lose by CP's armed struggle. It has its negative 
impact on the course of the revolution.

c sowning the Immediate Programme from 
1S70 onwards. No useful purpose will be 
served to bring in such arguments from his 
side. To conclude : Ours is a mass revolution- 
3*y line, in which mass revolutionary movement 
dec des everything. Armed struggle is insepara
ble from distribution of the land of the landlords 
which is a higher stage of the agraian revolu- 
•:o-ary movement. It is a correct line though 
re path is full of thorns. It has its own impli
cation in relation to the course of revolution. 
Communist revolutionaries as we are, we can- 
remove those thorns and go ahead. We are 
coing the same.
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jana armed struggle
FUNDAMENTAL

** The erstwhile slate of Hyderabad was composed of 

Telangana. Marathwada and Karnataka. They are now 

pans of Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra and Karnataka 
stales respectively. Present circar and Rayala- 
sccma districts were together named as Andhra, which was 

part of erstwhile Madras province consisting of Tamil 
Nadu, a part of Kerala aad a part of Karnataka in addi-

Telangana Armed Struggle and the Path of 
Indian Revolution*

tion to Andhra. There was Andhra Provincial Committee 
(PC) of the CPI. which was in charge of Hyderabad state 
to build and guide the parly. There was a committee foi 
Hyderabad state as a whole and the entire organisation wa> 
named, at the time, as Communist Party of Hyderabad foi 
legal purposes, because the state did not permit any poltti 
cal organisation which was a branch of any a'l-lndi. 
organisation.

• This is a review of th? book TELANGANA PEO

PLE'S STRUGGLE and its LESSONS written by 
P. Sundarayya. leader of the CPI (M). The book deals 
with armed struggle in Telangana and his views. The book 

contains a number of incidents narrating the heroism of the 
people and the cadres exhibited while fighting the land

lords. their mercenaries, the police and the military which 
belong to the erstwhile Niz tin's govt, and subsequently the 
congress govt. The review article was written in October 
1973 and published in two issues (Nov.1973 and Jan. 1974) 
of PROLETARIAN PATH, • journal published from

Telangana peasantry, after exhausting all 
legal forms of struggle, took to arms in 1946 
and continued the armed struggle upto 1951 
ti'l its withdrawal. As it was the first of its 
kind led by the then CPI, there arose contro- 
veistes on a number of questions facing Indian 
revolution strategic as well as tactical. There 
were controversies even in earlier phases of 
the movement. But they were not so clear

It is more than thirty years that the commu
nis’s started their- work among the people of 
former princely State of Hyderabad and particu
larly in Telangana.Working class, peasantry and 
the students were their main centres of activities 
and they could build militant movements in the 
respective mass fronts. Andhra Provincial 
Communist Committee helped and guided the 
party in Telangana from the very beginning. 
Even the first party units were formed by the 
Andhra P.C. * ♦

Telangana armed struggle, and the peasant 
movement preceding it, put to test the policies 
and practices followed by the then leadership 
of the CPI. Telangana was not only a part of 
former princely Hyderabad State, but was part 
and parcel of British imperialist state also. 
Therefore the programme and the path worked 
out for Indian revolution was aoplicable to 
Telangana also. It is obvious that the commu- 
n’sts take the specific conditions in a giver, 
area into consideration while applying the pro
gramme and path.

Calcutta. A brief outline of the Telang: 
can be seen in the document THE . --  
LINE and QUESTION of UNITY published as a supple
ment in PL No. 7. The development of the movement in 
Nalgonda district from the beginning upto 1945 can be. seen 
in an article THE MARTYRDOM of KOMARAYYA : 
A TURNING POINT IN TELANGANA PEOPLE'* 
REVOLUTIONARY MOVEMENT published in PL No. 3 

A comment on the characterisation of the congress govern
ment's 'Police action' can be seen as an editorial article 
A MILITARY ACTION AGAINST ARMED AGRA
RIAN REVOLUTION IN TELANGANA, in PL No. 15

and open. The very fact that it took more 
than 20 years (after the withdrawal of the 
armed struggle) for the leaders of CPI and 
CPM to write something on the struggle, and 
to issue some of the documents which they 
think are relevant to the points they dealt with, 
is a comment on the state of affairs existing in 
the party on this subject.
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attacked by Nazi Germany, it was an iripcrinlist war. From 
then onwards n was characterised as a peoples war.

’During the second world war. the CPI t.>ok the 
stand that upto June 1941 ic. when the Sosicl Union was

In view of this, the revolutionary mass 
movement in Telangana, which took the form 
of prolonged armed struggle from 1946 to 
1951, which was the embodiment of mass 
revolutionary heroism of- people, militants and 
cadres-which is always the case with every 
mass revolutionary struggle-had its own short
comings born out of the wrong policies and 
practices of the leadership including its inex
perience. The rich and varied experiences of 
Telangana revolutionary movement in general, 
and of armed struggle in particular, provide us 
abundant material to analyse the party's pro
gramme and path, to correct the wrong line 

■ pursued all through, and to work out a correct 
line for the future.

The communist leadership failed to do this 
for the last 20 years. Now that the party is 
split into so- many groups and factions-CPI, 
CPM, Communist Revolutionaries and CPI 
(ML) with its various sub-groups-every one 
of them is coming out with its own version of 
the armed struggle. While we are drawing 
lessons from the armed struggle to work out 
a programme and path for Indian revolution, 
the CPI and CPM are trying to give it a liberal 
reformist colour to suit their thinking of their 
past and present, regarding the programme and 
path. Though we can not rule out some varia
tions between their thinking of the past and 
present, due to so many reasons, tneir funda
mental line of thinking and practice remains 
the same. Therefore, while commenting on 
"Telangana People's Si niggle and its Lessons' (by 
P. Sundarayya), we have to refer to some of 
the important formulations made by CPI leader
ship, to show how far they are similar in ther 
fundamentals, and if they differ, the ■ atura 
and extent of the differences that are existing.

withdrawn and the youth had no programme 
of action before them. There were young inte
llectuals, formed into a Comrades Association, 
confined mainly to the Hyderabad city. They 
had vague ideas of socialism of l^ehru-brand 
with strong nationalist bent. The third trend 
consisted of student youths, who had partici
pated in a general strike of the students, which 
is known as Vandemataram Strike. They left 
the colleges and went outside the state, where 
congress ministries were functioning, and 

jinlfuenced by left and socialist movement, 

which was strong enough in these parts. There 
were party units in Maratwada and Karnatak 
areas belonging to one or the other trend 
(These were Marathi and ^Kannada speaking 
parts of former Hyderabad State). ’

It was in the early stages of second world 
war, * which was characterised as an imperia- 
lis1 war, that we began to funtion. The progra
mme andjhe tactical line we were provided by 
the party (P C. leadership) was based on the 
Proletarian Path(a document which contains the 
CPI's line for that period). While it is nece
ssary to go into a detailed analysis of this 
document, suffice it to say at' present that it 
advocated armed insurrection of working class 
to overthrow British imperialism. It had not 
provided the understanding to the party that 
an agrarian revolution combined with prolon
ged armed struggle alone can overthrow British 
imperia.ism and feudalism completely. Based 
on this understanding, taking into considera
tion the feudal autocratic nature of the state 
where there was no Pace of even a formal 
democracy, the party units were provided with 
a programme and tactical fine, whose essence 
was to mobilise the people to implement the 
existing laws, whatever it may mean.

The trends, with which the party in Telan
gana was compos-ad of, reflected in implemen
ting the p’.tv li-itf. The comrades represent
ing tne revolu tonary trend in Nalgond-J dis
trict had gena to the peasant masses, took up 
not only issues like forced labour (Bagari) and 
illegal exactions, but also baldly championed 
the cause of tenants, who were faced with the

Early communist units were formed in 
almost all Telangana districts simultaneously, 
during 1940-41 period. The trends which 
joined the party were : The disillusioned State 
Congress Youth offered Satyagraha under 
Gandhian leadership. It was subsequently
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various lyres ol zamindars used i<» have powers io colic,, 
land revenue lOfciher with powers to inainiain |m>Iivc an 
judiciary in «vme special cases. The equivalents in Telar 
ganri were called as jagiidars clc.

Of course, by this time, party policy ha 
changed from one of Imperialist War to Pec 
pie's War.afterthe Nazi attack on Soviet Unio 
in June 1941. Once we analyse the exper: 
ences of peasent struggles led by the part 
either during imperialist war or earlier perioc 
it clearly shows that it never touched the Ian 
question. The struggles were mainly confine 
to what are known as Zamindari areas, and th 
demands were for providing legal facilitie 
existing in socalled Rayatwari areas,* when 
landlordism, big and small, existed. The sam. 
was the case with peasant struggles in Jagi 
areas (another name for Zamindari) whicl 
were generally led, not by communists but b' 
liberal landlord elements, who subsequent!', 
became the base for Congress, barring a fev 
who became ’‘Sympathisers" of communis 
party.

*R;i>iitwar! areas arc those where land was directly 
administered by the governments, though there were land

lords who tiwd to lease their lands to the peasants. Whereas

The book under rev’ew does not take note 
of this imcortant aspect of the peasant move
ment which has developed into the armed 
struggle it a later staqe. In fact this was the 
basis of our struggle with the libe'a! leader
ship of Andhra Mahas»hha. which was defea
ted and rou!°d from it in 1944, when the co
mmunists and other left elements manned and 
led it. This development, together with the 
experience they already had in the past strugg
les, had h ;!ped the communists to provide 
leadership for the fighting peasantry against 
big and oppressive landlords with -nore confi
dence.

Therefore the land question was not on tht 
agenda of the CPI even towards the end of th* 
imperialist war (1941). Du ing this period 
Communists along with leftist forces led < 
number of peasant struggles, in wh'Ch peasant* 
put forward the demand for land seizure, bu 
the Communist leadership did not learn any 
thjno from revolutionary peasantry, and l:nrte< 
the demands to liberal reformism, which coul 
not take the peasant movement to higher leva 
Is. On the other hand, these ma/ements wen 
stopped halfway or fizzled out due to reore 
ssicn. The main reasons for this state of af air 
are : (i) The leadership had not re-ihsed th- 
decisive role of agrarian revolution in advancin: 
the Indian revolution to make it a success 
(u) Their conception of united front with libe 
ral reformist national leadership including th* 
left, has not allowed them to taka the revolu 
ttonary pea-ant movement to the level of Lan< 
seizure. With this left-oriented liberal refo: 
mist outlook and practice, the communist 
could'or.vard as left forces on the nations 
scene but could not fight for hegemony of th* 
working class on the national movement it 
general and peasant movement in particular.

threats of evictions and were victims of exor
bitant rents. Besides this, they took up the 
issue of forcible grain collection from the pea
sants by the government officials. The revolu
tionaries relied on mobilising and organising 
masses for which they had to face intense 
repression in the form of arrests and sentences 
of imorisonment. Whereas in other districts, 
party units relied on representing the grievan
ces to the authorities, which did neither help 
to build a militant peasant movement nor to 
mobilise them for further struggles. In this 
connection an important thing to be noted is 
that some important preliminary work was 
done by the uni’s of Warangal and the Hydera
bad city for laying foundation for trade union 
movement. The student movement was orga
nised on sound lines. The enormous influence 
that the Aryasamaj had on the students was 
fought to the finish in Nalgonda district, and 
subsequently they joined the party ranks in 
large numbe’s.

There was an element c-f repression in 
Warangal (in which the present Khammam 
district is included) and Karirnnagar districts. 
Excepting this, there were no significant deve
lopments in other parts of Telangana. On the 
other hand, the comrades in Nalgonda district 
were often criticised as being adventurist in 
tackling mass problems and hence they were 
inviting repression.
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Janagaon laluq (iclisil) where lhe CPI led lhe peasant 
movement.

It is true that the communists, while per
forming social reformist tasks, were recognised 
as selfless workers by the people as wed <>s 
nationalist elements, but it is wrong to think 
that this sort of selfless work alone, including 
idealist way of life, establishes the leadership 
of the Communist Party over the national move
ment without a correct political programme and 

tactical line.

the rural conditions existing in some of the 
villages of Jangaon taluka (a part of Nalgonda 
district, where the struggle was going on) 
and found that the peasant was land-thristy, 
and that we cannot go forward an inch without 
taking up the land issue, wh'ch was incompa
tible with the then so-called People war policy 
which calls for co-operation with the govern
ment as well as landlords. The book called 
JANAGAON PRAJALA VEEROCHITA PORA- 
TALU (Heroic Struggles of Jangaon people) * 
containing the findings of the survey.

•Il was a small booklet by D. V. Rao. h deals with 
. feudal exploitation then existing in certain pails of

There were two important events, which 
the Dismet Committee assessed co redly and 
gave a Ipso to take the peasant movement to a 
higher level leading to armed struggle. These 
events took place towards the end of second 
World War. The first event was by abandoning 
legal battles, the district leadership had taken a 
decision to ra-se a local volunteer corps consis
ting of Youth coming from anti-feudal classes, 
primarily agricultural labour, poor and middle 
peasant, to fight private armed forces uf the 
landlords Th:s decision was implemented in its 
proper spirit and the volunteers successfully 
beat back the armed gangs of the land lords. 
Basing on this experence, the district commues 
extended the volunteer organisation to other 
villages where there was landlord terror.

We in Nalgonda district had altogether a 
•iffeient experience which the book under 
jview ignores altogether. While in othei dis- 
icts. Comrades were getting things done (cs 

..•r as pess'b.e) through representations to 
government offices by way ot co-operation, 

■ng to the extent of digging canals, and re
eving silt for growing more food in Krishna 
strict, we in Nalgonda had gone to the peas- 
.hy and mobilised them against the atrocities 

. . Pig lanulurds. against wnom a sustained 
ruggle was unthii.kaole previously because 
the r cruehty and their direct connection with 

e government. It is ouring tins struggle, the 
.strict Commiit&e of Nalgonda has surveyed

In this connection, it should be noted that 
the centre of peasant movement was Nalgonda 
district, whereas oth-.r districts in Telangana 
were not on the move. This phenomenon was 
discussed in the concerned committees more 
than once, and it was explained away that the 
conditions in Nalgonda district were horrible, 
whereas in other districts they were not so. 
The'e were comrades who opined that the com
rades in Nalgonda district were adopting an 
adventuristic line, resulting in repression, 
whereas they were adopting tactics which did 
not invite repression. It is obvi< us that sucn 
tactics can only be liberal reformist.

This was lhe situation when they adopted 
what is known as a policy of Peoples War, 
which meant that party had to co-operate with 
British-imperialism and native feudalism-inclu
ding landlordism - to make the war against 
Nazism and Fascism a success by defending 
Soviet Union and imperialist allies in which 
British imperialism was an important one. 
The book under review gives a long-winded 
explanation (pages 22-27) how the party had 
underestimated^the danger, of Soviet defeat 
etc., for adopting such a policy. In the same 
paras, it is admitted that we became isolated 
from national movement due to this policy. 
This is neither drawing correct lessons from the 
experispees nor an honest self-criticism. The 
policy was an out and out class collaboratio
nist policy, which emasculated the party of its 
revolutionary content and reduced it into a 
liberal reformist party, incapable of leading 
post-war struggles.
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distribution of the 200 acres and advanced the 
slogan of seizing all illegally seized lands from 
land lords. (Here the word •'illegal*' does not 
provide a literal meaning. The land lords could 
manipulate the legal provisions so as to provide 
them legal ownership).

Immediately after a few days, peasants of an 
adjacent village have come forward to distri
bute 200 acres of land, which belonged to 
them once and which was under the possession 
of local landlord. This distribution also took 
place under the guidance of local party. As the 
District Committee studied the Land question 
on a previous occasion, and found that this 
could not be solved through legal means, it has 
further analysed the experiences of the land

The Movement spread like wild fire, with the 
slogans mentioned above, to 120-150 villages 
in four taluks (Tahasils) of the district. When 
the ordinary police failed to suppress the move
ment, the military came down, raided the villa
ges, killed about 20 persons including women. 
The District Committee had failed to realise the 
importance of organising a guerilla warfare 
against the armed police and military. Though 
the land was distributed to the extent of 
3000 acres, and armed resistance was put up 
in about 120-150 villages, the movement was 
suppressed temporarily.

Another important event was incidents of 
Akunoor and Machi Reddy Palli, which were 
villages outside the purview of our organised 
movement. People in these villages faced en- 
masse, the Police and revenue officials, who 
came to the village to forcibly collect grain from 
the peasants who, including women folk, resis
ted them with lathis and other weapons which 
were available at the time. The police in retalia
tion looted the villages, raped a number of 
women, and committed inhuman atrocities 
against the people. The District Committee 
adooted all possible secret methods to extract 
information about the form and extent of the 
resistance put up by the people. It discussed 
the report thoroughly and came to the conclu
sion that the time has come, wherein we should 
ask the people to put up armed resistance not 
only against the land lords but the police as 
well.

This was the background when Doddi Koma- 
rayya, a poor peasant and local volunteer, was 
■fired at when he was taking part in a procession 
organised in ptotest against atrocities of the 
landlords by the armed henchmen of the land
lord in the village of Kadivendi of Jangaon 
Taluka (Nalgonda district). Enraged with this 
incident, people from surrounding villages 
gathered in thousands in that village and set up 
an elected people's court to try the criminals. 
The trial took place, some were punished and 
others, after due warning, were set free. Thus 
the first People's Court came into existence, 
with the initiative of the people under the 
guidance of local party leadership.

People took up all available arms including 
those snatched from land lords, henchmen, put 
up resistance and drove them out after giving 

• sufficient beating.

Learning from the experience of revolutionary 
mass activities during these three incidents, the 
District leadership took the decision to put up 
armed resistance against the armed hordes of 
landlords a>d the police. It has decided to set 
up village committees, which functioned as 
village soviets, and an armed volunteer corps 
was organised under its leadership. The de
mands of the people, (i) Return all lands 
illegally seized by land lords, (ii) Return all 
illegal exactions, either in the form of money or 
grain, by the land lords, (iii) Free justice to all 
by the village committees. (iv) Special 
peoples courts to be setup to try oppressive 
and cruel landlords etc.

While the people in Nalgonda district were 
rising in armed revolt, the party units in other 
disitricts were almost silent, contenting them
selves with some sort of solidarity compaign. 
Neither the P. C. leadership, nor the District 
leadership, took lessons from this revolutionary 
experience, and failed to advance an agrarian 
revolutionary programme to build an agrarian 
revolutionary movement and armed resistance. 
How did it happen? In the name of People's 
War policy, the party in other districts of 
Telangana and for that matter, in all the districts 
of Circars and Rayalaseema, became tight 
opportunist, eschewed anti-land lord mass
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armed struggle in 1946, was in oppossition to 
the People's War policy of class collaboration. 
It was the local leadership which learning from 
the experience of their work among the people, 
developed this movement.

The author admits in these paras that the 
party had nounderstanding of the depth of post 
war upsurge and hence it was not organisatio
nally and militarily rejdy to meet the situation.

This is not t'ue in the sense that there was huge 
mass upsurg > even during the wart me as wit
nessed in peasant st uggle of Janagaon taluk 
(Tahsil) of Nalgonda District, which the author 
himself had mentioned in the same book. An 
important section of the party was trained for 
guerilla warfare, so that the party may go into 
battle in case Japan attacked lnd«a in 1 941 -42 
period. In fact the post war upsurge was a con
tinuation ut anti- impearialist. antifeudal upsurge 
that was there through out the war period (Au
gust 1942 movement and anti-feudal struggles 
•n Telangana). Of course the post war upsurge 
was qualitatively of a higher level, in which

The book under review draws some lessons 
from this phase of the movement,which have a 
semblance of self-critical note,at the same time 
refuses to go into the fundamental question of 
role of agrarian revolution. This is what all it 
has to say on the subject:

struggles and failed to build an- agrarian 
revolutionary movement, whereas the party in 
Nalgonda District, did the opposite by learning 
from experience. Here it should be noted that 
our party comrades elsewhere felt isolated from 
national movement and often fell victims to the 
attacks of the liberal reformist leadership of the 
Congress but the party in Nalgonda District was 
the unchallenged leader of the people and was 
held in high esteem even by national elements. 
It had a favourable impact on other pads of 
Telangana, Circars and Rayalaseerrc Dis'Hets, 
as far as the party was concerned. This gives 
us the most important lesson to be learnt by 
the party, which the book under review ignores 
completely. The lesson is ; Had the party 
taken up agrarian question, built up agrarian 
revolutionary movement basing on anti-zamin- 
dari, anti-landlord programme during -anti- fas
cist war period, party would have baen strong 
and experienced enough to lead post-war agra
rian struggles and develop peasant armed 
struggle in various parts of India. By taking up 
a class collaborationist and right opportunist 
line in the name of supporting war efforts, the 
party has failed to perform its revolut onary 
tasks. Herein lies the real reason why wo.king 
class could not achieve hegemony on the 
na’ior.al movement.

This is not the proper place where we can- 
assess the role of individual leaders in organi
sing and leading the movement. The P. C. 
le ership as a whole was helping the move
ment in all possible ways. It had never opposed 
the movement as such, but it had never tried to 
organise such movements in other Telangana 
districts. There was intense feudal oppression 
in the districts of Rayalaseema and parts of 
Gircar districts. The Party h?d not provided 
any anti-feudal and anti land led programme, 
to develop an agrarian revolutionary movement. 
The party in these districts was stronger and 
more developed than that of Nalgonda. It would 
have developed a stronger agrarian revolutio
nary movement if it had a correct programme 
and tactical line.

"If we hada corrcct^grasp of the things that were 
shaping up and"tfeveloped our party on correct Marxist- 

Leninist principles, taking Telangana itself, we should hove 
trained our cadre and the people fur launching vigorous 
attacks on the whole feudal system, seized the illegally be- 
got tun lundfrimi the landlords a\ well as surplus land from 
them, as ire hrne to do later groping hesitantly, step by 
step. We would have trained our cadre and militants not 
only with laihi defence but even for armed defence. We 
wotdd •lotfjicsilale^for such a long time in allowing our 
cadre to seize and use even the country guns, which resulted 
in total dislocation and disruption of the first upsurge." 
U‘ 54.)

This fact is a conclusive proof that the origin 
and development of the mass revolutionary 
peasant movement which took Hie form of

"One patent fact that emerges from the events of 
1945 and 1946 is that, our party had not understood the 
depth of the revolutionary upsurge of the masses in the 
immediate postwar situation. Its reformist understanding 
and functioning during the war period made it/to for see 
these developments and prepare itself and the people's 
organisation for them". (P. 52-53.) (J) jpJ-t
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people took up, arms against/ imperial isny and. 
feudalism enmasse. •• .... ‘-i: . ;

But the armed struggle in Telangana from 
1947-48 had a different accent as far as the 
leadership was concerned. P. Sundarayya men
tions this in the following sentence :

SUPPLEMENT

The fact of the matter was, the revolutio
naries in Nalgonda were regrouping themselves 
after the set back which the movement had re
ceived towards the end of 1946 and beginning 
of 1947. It should be again noted here, that 
though the P.C. leadership was giving all po
ssible help to the revolutionary movement in 
the district, the movement was of a local origin 
led by the District Committee. There was no 
attempt either by the P.C. leadership or the 
district leaderships in other parts of Telangana 
and feudal landlord ridden districts of Circars 
and Rayalaseema to spread it to these areas.

It is a fact that the Nizam of Hyderabad 
had not jo!ned Indian Union along with other, 
princes, and raised the slogan of Independence, 
while negotiating for favourable terms with 
the Union govt, headed by the Congress lea- 
dersh'p. It is also a fact that the Union govt, 
was trying to meet the Nizam half way in 
agreeing to the ’erms put forward by the Nizam, 
in the name of the state joining Indian Union. 
Both the Union govt, and the Nizam had the 
blessings of the British imperialism in these 
protracted negotiations. The Congress leader
ship, in order to force the Nizam to join Indian 
Union in some form or other, had taken up an

.The political line that was adopted and prac
tised by the party leadership was1 not only one 
of collaboration with British imperialism and 
feudalism in the name of People's War: it was 
also one of kowtowing the liberal national lea
dership that'was out for a compromise with 

imperialism and feudalism. The servility that the 
party leadership adopted towards Congress 

leadership was impermissible for a proletarian 
party (Gandhi-Joshi correspondence). The 
same attitude continued . towards this leader
ship, which betrayed the national movement 
and compromised with imperialism and feuda
lism, basically on the terms dictated by the 
latter. All these counter-revolutionary forces 
were for a compromise in the face of the post 
war revolutionary upsurge, which had reached 
beyond the limits, so much that imperialism 
could not suppress it. While this was the basic 
reason behind the compromise, the internatio
nal situation emerging out of defeat of Fascism 
had its own role to play in these develop
ments.

While the revolutionaries were carrying 
on experiments in land distribution and armed 
resistance in Nalgonda district, peasant strugg
les burst up in other parts of India. Struggle 
for land in Chalhpalli zamindari area in Krishna 
District (Andhra), Tebhaga movement in 
Bengal, Worli G'rijan struggle in Maharastra 
and Punnapra Vayalar struggles in Kerala are 
some of the notable among them. The party 
leadership has named them partial struggles so 
as to suit their policy of stopping them half
way to arrive at a compromise with counter
revolutionary congress leadership which had 
assumed power by them.

*7/ was only in the Hyderabad and Travancore States, 
which refused to join the Indian Union, that the people's dis
content and struggles were further developed, to a certain ex
tent gncouragedandsu£ported_by the Indian government.,:., 
it was the Telangana struggle in Hyderabad State, itgain ■ led 
by our party that gave vent to the post war discontent and 
orientation to an agrarian revolt." (Pages 53-54.)

Thus, according to Sundarayya, the agra
rian revolt that developed in Telangana, during- 
1947-48. period had some thing to do with the 
Nizam's refusal to join Indian union. If it were: 
so, the agrarian revolt had not developed throu
ghout the length and breadth of Hyderabad' 
State, in which Telangana was only a part, of: 
course, a major part. Even in Telangana,' Nal
gonda district was the main centre of the revolt 
while Warangal district had playeti ah impor
tant role. It is only the border areas in other 
districts, which were contiguous, which had a 
touch of this agrarian revolt. The incidents 
which Sundarayya mentions are a Proof of this 
situation.
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This was the period, before and immedia
tely after the Second Party Congress, when 
the right opportunist leadership was replaced 
by a left opportunist leadership at the centre 
of the party. It was during this period, the 
majority of the Andhra P. C. secretariat, put 
forward the thesis that the character of Indian 
Revolution is Peoples Democratic; and it has 
to traverse the Chinese path, and India being 
semi-colonial, semi feudal, the strategy is si
milar to that of China. This thesis was based 
on the experience of armed struggle in Teian- 
gana which confirmed that the Chinese experi
ence is applicable to Ind'a in all its fundamen
tals.

Neither the Congress Satyagraha move
ment nor our mass mobilisation could with
stand the repressive measures taken by the 
Nizam's govt, and failed to give any favourable 
results for the Union govt. This was the si
tuation when the Union Government decided 
to take to armed actions against the Nizam's 
Govt, to force it to a compromise which was 
acceptable to either of them. CPI decided to 
join this "armed struggle," and the P.C. leader
ship came forward to make neccessary prepa
rations for this purpose throughout Telangana. 
Armed Squads of CPI went into action, as soon 
as they were ready.

agitational programme, nonviolent as ususal, 
under the formal leadership of the State Con
gress. Our party had decided to join this agi
tation with a tinge of mass mobilisation, in the 
name of demacrating itself from the Satyagraha 
movement.

convince the P. C. leadership to decide on this 
step, due to the stubborn opposition - of liberal 
reformist section. At last a compromise deci
sion was taken in the form of distributing lands 
of only the landlords collaborating with the 
Nizam. Here it should be made clear that, as 
the resistance was advancing, a few landlords 
were openly taking sides with the Nizam while 
majority of them were playing a double game, 
showing their loyalty to the Nizam as well as 
the Congress.

•Perhaps the idea of ceiling was first introduced by 
the communist revolutionaries in Telaagana in 1947. when 
the distribution of the land of the landlords appeared on the 
agenda. Earlier, only the lands of the peasants occupied by 
the landlords were seized and restored to the peasants. This 
measure did not involve fixing a ceiling on the lands of the 
landlords. But when this was realised, the question of fur
ther distribution of the landlords lands came up and a

It was in this situation that the Nalgonda 
District Committee took initiative in demand
ing land distribution to the peasants combined 
With setting up gram-rajyas (village soviets) to 
sustain and strengthen the armed resistance to 
the Nizam's armed hordes. It was difficult to

Neither the Congress which went into 
action from border points of Congress adminis
tered provinces, nor party squads operating in 
the interior parts of Telangana could withstand 
the armed might of the Nizam in which the 
Razakars-a para military organisation - were 
also included. Our armed resistance virtually 
came to an end in entire Telangana, except in 
Nalgonda and Warangal Districts, in which our 
armed squads had the support of revolutionary 
peasant movement in contrast to the socalled 
"anti Nizam movement" that burst out through 
out the length and breadth of the State.

ceiling was fixed for 200 acres, both wet and dry, so that 
small landlords may be neutralised in the struggle against 
the Nizam. In most parts of Telangana lands are not fertile 
and landlords having upto 200 acres were not well off in 
many cases. When compared to them, there were landlords 
possessing thousands of acres all over Telangana. Therefore 
the ceiling of 200 acres was considered to be reasonable io 
this context.

The Nalgonda district leadership, instead 
of getting involved in a fruitless discussion 
whether a certain landlord was pro-Nizam or 
pro-Congress, had decided to distribute the 
land of the landlords, with a ceiling of 
200 acres,* which was accepted by the P. C. 
Thus it became the slogan for the entire resis
tance area. Here it should also be noted that 
the major part of the land distribution took 
place in Nalgonda district, while the rest was 
done in Warangal district and in the adjoining 
areas of Nalgonda district. The armed resis
tance was sustained and developed to a higher 
level, primarily in these two districts, giving 
crushing blows to the Nizam's armed hordes.
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P. Sundarayya does not hold this view. 
He is one with the revisionists, in characteri
sing Telangana armed snuggle into two stages. 
The following para makes clear this attitude in 
unmistakable terms :

The opinion expressed in this para needs 
thorough analysis, because this is the them 
running through his entire book. Therefore k 
us deal with the questions arising out of thi 
para.

leadership was accepted by the Central Committee. It to< 
no lime that another section belonging to the right \vi 
staged a revolt leading to abandoning the policy. ami aft 
prolonged discussions a piograminc was announced in Ap 
1951. Asa result. th** p.otv took Parliamentary Path.

In the first sentence, Sundarayya confuse 
demands with the forms of struggle. Telanga 
na people, particularly the peasants fought fc 
their partial demands in the intial stages an 
came forward with the basic demand of seizur 
of land at an advanced stage. It did not tak 
years for them to reach this stage. While th 
agitation and struggle for initial demands stai 
ted in 1942 the demand for seizure of Ian 
came forth towards the end of 1944, and th 
actual seizure took place in the middle of 1941 
During this period, the peasants exhausted a 
forms of struggle and then took up arms i
1946. Peasant revolutionary committees erne: 
ged in the villages under whose leadershi 
land distribution was carried and armed resis 
tance developed, which received a setback tc 
wards the end of 1946 and in the beginning ■
1947. This is not only an agrarian revolutioi 
but an armed struggle to overthrow the Nizan 
though the Party's and Andhra Mahasabha 
slogan was to put up armed resistance, ar 
not to overthrow the Nizam's rule. These si' 
gans had emerged not out of people's con: 
ciousness but out ol the reformist understant 
ing of national and international situation of tl

Agrarian revolution had reached the stage 
of land distribution and took the form of armed 
strugggle, in Telangana, in 1946, when the big 
bourgeois land-lord leadership ol the Congress 
hatched a compromise with the British imperia
lism and native feudalism, on the basis of 
serving the latter's interests and suppressing 

"the Indian revolution entered the stage of agra
rian revolution, with all its implications. Re
volutionary Communists are expected to dis
tribute the land of feudal and semi-feudal land
lords to the peasants so as to carry forward 
the agrarian revolution to qualitatively higher 
level, taking the fofm of armed struggle. Bas
ing on this exparience, the Kisan movement 
under the leadrship of Communists should have 
been transformed from a reformist movement 
to a revolutionary movement, which alone 
could have advanced agrarian revolution with 
protracted armed struggle throughout India, 
which alone was a correct line.

It was P. Sundarayya who opposed this 
line, and advocated that the stage of Indian 
revolution was similar to that of February re
volution of Russia (1917) and characterised 
the Andhra thesis as right opportunist, while 
conceding that the path of Indian revolution 
was similar to that of China i.e. protracted ar
med struggle. Subsequently the left opportu
nist leadership * at the centre rejected the 
Andhra thesis, which was fundamentally co
rrect even to this day, and characterised it as 
right opportunist. It once again derailed the 
party from right .opportunism to left adventu
rism. Herein lies the betrayal of the leader
ship, in refusiug to learn from the experiences 
of armed struggle in Telangana, whose content 
is agrarian revolution and, which has been a 
protracted one in a limited sense. (1945-51).

‘It refers to the leadership led by B. T. Ranadive. It 
advocated insurrection to seize power, characterised the 
entire bourgeoisie to have gone over to imperialism and the 
rich peasantry as aa ctumy of the 'revolution. This policy 
was rejected in 1950 and a policy advocated by the Andhra
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'Dm the Telangana movement developed from smc. 
partial demands to part isan armed struggle to enforce the: 
demands and later it also developed into an armed str ugg 
to overthrow Nizam's rule itself. The gram-raj committee 
were in fact organs of struggle and at the same time orga> 
of power. But with the Indian armies entry and mergt 
of Hyderabad State into Indian Union, a different stat 
with an entirely different correlation of class forces can 
into existence. So the liberation struggle against the Niza- 
could not become automatically transformed into a libert 
tion struggle against the Nehru Government of the India 
state.' (P. 119-10 .



SUPPLEMENT10

agrarian revolutionary programme, especially 
that of land distribution. By this characterisa
tion he again identifies himself with the revi
sionists (CPI), who are of opinion that this 
phase of struggle alone can be characterised 
as that of overthrowing the Nizam. But the 
fact of the matter is that, when the peasantry 
comes forward to seize land and takes up arms 
to defend it under the leadership of a revolu
tionary peasant committee, the latter becomes 
the embryonic organ of power. This becomes 
more effective and powerful in form and con
tent, with the Indian Revolution entering the 
stage of agrarian revolution, i.e. with the trans
fer of power, to Congress leadersnip in 1947.

Party leadership. Therefore, to characterise 
this stage as one of partial struggles and par
tisan warfare is reformism pure and simple. 
Revisionists have no dispute with Sundarayya 
in characterising the struggle of 1945-46 as 
partial. They only dispute that the armed re
sistance that was put up by the peasantry was 
not even a partisan warfare for partial demands. 
Therefore the "partisan armed struggle to en
force" the demand for seizure of land and not 
"these demands" in general, was itself an ar
med struggle to overthrow the Nizam's rule. 
The agrarian revolution that took place during 
the so-called "anti-Nizam" period, 1947-48 
(Sept), was a continuation of 1945-46, in a 
more intensive and extensive form and content. 
Sundarayya has no such clear cut understand
ing of the Telangana armed struggle of pre
police action period (Sept. 1918). When he 
says that "the Telangana movement developed 
from small partial demands to partisan armed 
struggle to enforce these demands," he means 
to say that Telangana peasantry had adopted 
partisan warfare to enforce partial demands, 
which is not correct nor based on facts. Sun
darayya does not make it clear in this para, as 
to the nature of armed resistance put up during 
1945-46 period, whether it was meant for 
overthrowing the Nizam's rule or "to enforce 
these demands." But it clearly implies that tha 
armed resistance put up during this period was 
for partial demands alone.

4gain he says: "But with the Indian army's 
entry and merger of Hyderabad State into the 
Indian Union, a different state, with an entirely 
different correlation of class forces came into 
existence." Here he reduces himself to a pro
imperialist constitutionalist, who treats Indian 
Union and Hyderabad State as two separate 
states. Marxism Leninism teaches us that 
India was ruled by British imperialism, and 
Hyderabad State and other Princely States 
were part and parcel of it. Overthrow of 
Nizam without overthrowing the British impe
rialism was unthinkable, before the "Transfer 
of Power." |n the same way, the overthrow of 
Nizam, without the overthrow of the new regi
me that had come into existence as a result of 
"transfer of power" was unthinkable, without 
the Communist Party developing and leading 
the agrarian revolution directed not only again
st Nizam but against the new regime at the 
Centre as well. The conflicts that arose bet
ween the Nizam and the union government 
were secondary and minor in nature, which 
were intensified for the time being under the 
impact of the agrarian revolution that had 
developed into a serious proportion along with 
the armed struggle, giving crushing blows to 
the Nizam's armed hordes. Union armies en
tered the Hyderabad State through Nalgonda 
district. Via Kodad and Suryapet, where the 
peasants' guerilla resistance movement was 
strongest, on the first day of "police action" 
(Sep. 13, 1948). This action jof the Union 
government is a conc’usive evidence to show 
th it the Union Government stepped into the

Then he goes on to say that "later it deve
loped into an armed struggle to overthrow the 
Nizam's rule itself. The gram Raj Committees 
were in fact organs of struggle, and at the 
same time organs of power." Obviously, he 
means the armed struggle mentioned here is 
that of the period of 1947-48 (Sept). It is 
true that there was armed resistance and there 
were gram Raj Committees, that came into exis
tence without any agrarian revolutionary pro
gram ne, in some parts of Hyderabad State 
including Telangana, Our point under discu
ssion does not include these parts for the pre
sent. The point under discussion is the 
armed resistance and Cram Raj Committees 
CommtHes of Nalgonda and Warangal districts 
along with their adjacent parts, where these 
were combined with implementation of an
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second stage, in which the axis ot lhc revolution is agrariu: 
revolution. Though CPI (M) also claims that it is for thi 
understanding, they have no revolutionary programme fo 
it and they arc limiting themselves to the parliamcntar;
activities.

they fail to do the job CRP comes into t. 
picture. And the army takes over the contr 
of the areas where the struggle is going on 
the final stage. The only difference betwet 
then and now is that the Hyderabad State w 
not a part of Indian Union for constitution: 
purposes.

Inview of this situation, the revision! 
leadership (CPI) thinks that the armed strugg 
should have been withdrawn immediately aft< 
the "Police Action*, itself, while Sundaray^ 
thinks that the continuation of armed strugg 
was correct, but it should have been in th 
nature of partial struggle, defending the revc 
lutionary gains i.e. land etc, but not for seizin 
power i.e. not to overthrow the Nehru Goverr 
ment. Subsequently he deals about the ch 
cumstances which led to withdrawal of th 
struggle.

It is a fact that the "Police Action," and 
the Hyderabad State joining Indian Union, had 
brought in their train, a change in the correla
tion of forces, but not of fundamental nature. 
The character of the struggle had undergone 
from "anti-Nizam" to one of agrarian revolu
tion, pure and simple. The sections of rural 
population who we<e not allowad to implement 
agrarian revolutionary programme by the refor
mist leadership and the town population who 
were away from the struggle felt relieved from 
Nizam's yoke. A section of pro-Congress 
landlords, who were characterised as rich pea
sants, had gone over to the Congress. Thus 
the peasantry had to confront the landlords as 
a class, in the areas where agrarian revolutio
nary programme was implemented in various 
degress. The "anti-Nizam" united front with 
all its limitations was split. This does not 
mean that all the landlords had come face to 
face against the peasantry and the party. Many 
of them especially the small landlords kept 
themselves neutral.

•We visualise that before transfer of power, the revo
lution was directed against British imperialism, in spite of 
peasant participation in it with an agrarian revolutionary 
programme. With the transfer of power we arc in the
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The most important feature of the change 
was the presence of 50,000 Union armies, 
better trained and equipped than those of the 
Nizam, who received crushing blows at the 
hands of peasant guerillas. This was a new 
experience for us then, but it is no more in 
these days. The present government attempts 
to crush the militant mass struggles, first with 
the help of local special armed forces. When

shoe of the Nizam when , the latter failed to 
crush the agrarian revolution and the. peasants 
guerilla warfare. Thus Sundarayya's two State 
theory is not only constitutionalism in outlook, 
but a departure from fundamentals of Marxism- 
Leninism and embracing revisionism. His 
concluding sentence "So the liberation stru
ggle against the Nizam could not become 
automatically transformed into a liberation 
struggle against the Nehru Government of the 
Indian State" is a corollary of the same under
standing.

In view of the above, the leadership o 
CPI and CPM as they stand today, have n< 
fundamental difference in rejecting charade 
of Telangana armed struggle as starting poin 
of agrarian revolution, a stage in which Indiai 
people's democratic revolution entered. * Whil- 
the CPI leadership says that it was an anti 
Nizam armed struggle, to which its agrariai 
character had provided the strength, the CPh 
leadership says that it was an agrarian struggl- 
for partial demands, which due to Nizam's re 
fusal to join Indian Umon, had reached 
higher level of overthrowing the Nizam, ant 
then dwindled into Partial Struggle after th< 
"Police Action."

While holding identical v:ews on thi' 
fundamental question, they differ on the forn 
of struggle that was adopted after the polic* 
action. CPI says that the forms of struggh 
to defend the gains of the armed struggle i.e 
land etc., should have been legal and consti 
tutional, while the CPM leadership holds tha 
it was correct to adopt the form of armed stru 
ggle. Our position is clear : Telangana armec 
struggle was the beginning of agrarian revolu
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tion as part of Peoples Democratic Revolution 
in India, which was directed not only against 
the Nizam, but against the British imperialism 
before the "Transfer of Power." and against 
the new set of ruling classes who were insta
lled on the Gaddi. after the "Transfer of Power". 
Therefore the Nizam's entry and exit on the 
political scene does not change its fundamen
tal character. The other aspects of this problem 
will be discussed later.

Neither the Polit Bureau took a decision 
as to what to do and what not to do, either be
fore or immediately after "Police Action."

P. Sundarayya, in his book, admits that 
almost the entire leadership demanded with
drawal of armed struggle, except that of Surya- 
pet-Khammam-Manukota Area Committee (whi
ch later became Manukota Area Committee). 
The main reason they advanced was the chan
ged correlation of forces in which the might 
of Union armies was an important one. 
The Huzur Nagar area committee built up a 
theory that, the anti-Nizam armed struggle 
was spontaneous, which had died down like 
a bubble after the "Police Action," and there
fore nothing remained to defend or to struggle 
for. While a section of leadership disbanded 
the armed squads and dumped arms, some 
others had gone to the extent of surrendering 
arms to the Union military. With the inter
vention of the P. C. leadership, some of these 
squads were reorganised. A major part of the 
armed squads were asked to leave the plains, 
which was the hot-bed of land distribution 
and armed struggle, and go to the near-by for
ests and mountainous areas to continue the 
resistance.

The majority draft was in fundamental 
opposition to the Political line adopted in the 
Second Congress, which was upheld by the 
minority draft. Before we could get the appro
val of the PB or CC for this line (majority), 
P.C. could not go to the ranks and educate 
them; nor work out its implications and take 
practical steps, organisational as well as mili
tary, to implement it. Nobody in the leadership
area committees and others knew about this 
line except from what they read and under
stood the Chinese Party literature, especially 
the works of Mao on "New Democracy" and 
"Some Aspects of Anti-Japonese Guerilla war
fare." Therefore their understanding of the 
New Democracy was rather abstract, and justi
fiably so. The P. C. leadership tried its best 
to develop the armed struggle on the basis of 
principles of guerilla warfare, but it success 
was meagre. Failure to develop forest end 
mountainous areas into resistance areas, which 
can sustain guerilla fo;ces in the face of^sG+^e 
offensive of Union armies, and lack of a plan 
for timely retreat into tuch regions is one clear 
example of this failure. Therefore the entire 
f eld leadership was not orientated for a long 
drawn-out armed struggle. Their understanding 
was kept limited to the "anti-Nizam" armed 
struggle.

It should be made clear, that the P.C. sec
retariat had submitted its documents to the 
Central Committee, immediately after Second 
Party Congress (Feb. 1948 ), long before 
"Police Action" (Sep. 1948) took place. The 
majority document, held that the character of 
Indian revolution is People's Democratic Revo
lution, which takes the Chinese Path, -since 
India is similar to China in many respects as a 
semi-colonial and semi-feudal country. The 
minority draft, whose author was Sundarayya 
himself, opposed this and characterised the 
state of Indian Revolution to be some what 
that of February revolution of Russia in 1917,’ 
though he agreed that the Chinese path of 
long drawn out armed struggle is applicable 
to India.

In spite of the leadership's directions of a 
nature of do's and donts, there were huge 
losses of our cadre and leadership, political as 
well military, including arms. Sundsr yya 
tries to explain away these losses as due to 
organisational and techmeal defects bes.oes 
the change in the correlation of forces. We 
think that the fundamental reason behind such 
losses, is the lack of understanding of agrarian 
revolution which passes into various phases, 
which need a change in political as. well as 
military tactics.
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lion" that the Nehru armies conducted 
throughout the struggle period. With the 
left adventuristic line given by the P.B. leader
ship, which treats rich peasant as an enemy, 
which relies on insurrection for seizure of 
power, it became all the more difficult to move 
in the proper direction. Therefore, inspite of 
some achievements in this direction, weakness 
had crept in the mass revolutionary movement, 
in the forest as well as plain areas, while in 
other parts of India no attempt was made to 
build up an agrarian revolutionary movement, 
reaching the stage of seizure of land. Instead 
of going into the left adventurist line pushed 
by the P.B. and analysing the weakness of the 
movement in relation to it, Sundarayya takes a 
defeatist and right opportunist line, in enume
rating them. Experience has clearly shown that 
land distribution could not take place and armed 
resistance couldnot develop in other districts 
of Telangana than Nalgonda and Warangal, 
prior to "Police action", not because there 
was no people's upsurge etc. but because 
the leadership had followed a right opportunist 
line in refusing to develop an agrarian revolu
tionary movement. A leadership that refuses 
to learn this lesson from earlier phase of 
Telangana movement can never understand the 
root causes of the weaknesses in the move
ment after the "Police Action."

(To be continued)

The opposition had reconciled itself to the 
policy of armed struggle and carried it with a 
fundamentally wrong understanding that the 
P.B. line provided. Even the rest of the leader
ship had to act according to this line, though 
military aspect of the armed struggle was di
rected according to the principles of guerilla war
fare. How far this line was carried out can be 
understood by the incidents, which Sunda
rayya mentioned in his book.

Building of an agrarian revolutionary 
movement to the level of seizure of landlords' 
lands is not a simple task. It was so in the past 
and it is the same in the present period. It was 
all the more difficult to perform this task for 
our comrades, party as we!-! as military leader
ship, who had retreated into the forests, and 
extended into new areas, in the face of mili
tary operations of "encirclement and annihila-

When it rejected the majority line of the p.C 
secretariat, it had indicated that the armed 
struggle in Telangana could continue as long 
as it could. Therefore the entire responsibility 
of conducting the armed struggle rested on the 
shoulders of the P.C. leadership, in the face of 
overwhelming opposition from a section of the 
senior leadership as well as area leadership, 
which Sundarayya mentioned in the book.
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Telangana Armed Struggle and The Path of 
Indian Revolution

■ (Continued from the last issue)

IX

Sundarayya links the question of with
drawal of armed struggle in Telangana with the 
Programme and tactical line adopted by the 
Party with the help of international leadersnip 
and the split in the Communist Party. This is a 
self-contradictory position he takes up. If the 
withdrawal of the armed struggle is correct 
according to the new programme and tactical 
line, his advancing the split as the main reason 
is then wrong and the position taken by the C.P.l 
leadership becomes more or less identical with 
that taken by Sundarayya himself. If withdra
wal of the struggle is wrong according to tho 
new line and the decision of withdrawal was 
taken due to the split only, it becomes wrong 
and capitulationist.

Sundarayya, in order to defend his self
contradictory position, does neither reproduce 
the relevant paras from tho "Note on Indian situa
tion (1951)", nor provides an objective and truth
ful report of the discussions held between 
Indian delegation of CPI and that of CPSU led 
by Comrade Stalin.

Sundarayya produced extensive quotations 
from "The Statement of policy" which is said to havO 
been adopted by the All India Conference of 
1951 (from pp 401 to 403) and then quotes 
soma paras, which, according to him are "the 
omitted parts dealt with tne elaboration of 
some theoretical issues and principles, which 
po more to exolain the theorot'cal-idoological 
basis" for the said 'Statement of policy*. He does 
not make it dear why "The Statement of Polity” 
was adopted by tho conference instead of 
‘•/t Note on the Indian situation in 1951" which was 
the outcome of the discussions between CPI 
and CPSU delegation.

He simply omi s first two paras of "A Note 
on tho Indian situation in 1951" and states 

simply that "tho replacement of the present 
bourgeois-landlord state by a people's demo
cratic state is possible only through revolu
tion." And he goes on Io explain this point 
from quotation of "Tho Statement of policy."

clear cut suggestion to withdraw the armed 
struggle in Telangana. Yet Sundarayya takes 
shelter under the cover of the document and 
conversation with Comrade Stalin, to defend 
his position that withdrawal of armed struggle 
in Telangana was Correct. It has been the prac
tice of tho former leaderships of the CPI to 
misuse the help and advice given by the Inter
national leadership, for its group and factional 
purposes, to enforce the wrong line of thinking, 
which was either right or left opportunist. The 
leadership of 1951 was no exception to this. 
Sundarayya also followed their foot steps in 
his book, in connection with the help and 
advice given by Comrade Stalin,

Lot me state at the very outset, that there 
.is not a word, sentence or a para which deno
tes withdrawal of armed struggle as tactics 
permissible under any circumstances in the 
above document. On the other hand sumo 
alternative tactics were suggested, which are 
revolutionary in natu e and which help to come 
out of difficult situation faced by the peasant 
guerilla forces. In the same way, the talks or 
discussions hold between CPI delegation and 
Comrade Stalin, as reported orally and not in 
the form of a document, does not contain any
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The two relevant paras in the document are 
given under the caption "Not peaceful but 
revolutionary Path." They are as follows:

sants for the partisan warfare. The omitted para 
runs thus:

He again introduces his own (or rather 
CPM's) conception of partisan warfare as being 
'partial partisan struggle' in the heading given 
to the paras relating to the subject of part.san 
warfare as PARTISAN STRUGGLE - A MAR
XIST-LENINIST UNDERSTAN DI NG-PARTIAL 
PARTISAN STRUGGLE' replacing the 'Partisan 
warfare nf peasants' which can be found in the 
original document. In addition to this he omits 
an important para which provides an under
standing towards the preparation of the pea-

Compare the two paras either with his first 
sentence (p 401) or subsequent paras he quo
tes from 'The Statement of policy'. The omission of 
these paras obviously means that CPM does 
not accept the understanding given in these 
paras as the ideological-theoretical basis for its 
statement of policy. It is more correct to say 
that its statement of policy rejects it.

" (l> The immediate main objective set forth in the 
Draft Programme of the Communist Party of India are the 
complete liquidation of feudalism, the distribution of al! land 

held by feudal owners among the peasants and agricultural 
workers, and achievement of full national independence and 
freedom. These objectives cannot be realised by a peaceful, 
parliamentary way. These objectives can be realised only 
through a revolution, through the overthrow of the present 
Indian state and its replacement by a People's Democratic 
State. For this the Communist Party shall strive to rouse 
the entire peasantry and the working class against toq feudal 
exploiters, strengthen the alliance between the working class 
and the peasantry, a broad nationwide United Front of all 
anti-imperialist classes (including the national bourgeoisie), 
sections, parties and elements willing to fight for democracy 
and for freedom and independence of India.

It is clear that the whole para provides 
one understanding as to how to prepare the 
peasants for partisan warfare. The last senten
ce of the para is relevant and important. It 
gives an understanding that the seizure of land 

. and partisan warfare is interlinked. Seizure of 
land of landlords can never be a partial demand. 
Once peasantry goes into action on this dema
nd. the very foundation of landlordism is sha
ttered and the armed forces of the state come 
into full scale action against the peasantry and 
the only course left to the peasantry is to resort 
to guerilla warfare.

“(2) While resorting to all forms of struggle, inclu
ding the most elementary forms, and while utilising all legal 
possibilities for mobilising the masses and taking them for- 
vard in the struggle for freedom and democracy, the 
tmmunist Party has always held that in the present colo-

1 set-up in India and in view of the absence of genuine 
•locratic liberties, legal and parliamentary possibilities 
• restricted and that therefore the replacement of the pre

mt state upholding the imperialist - feudal order by a 
People's Democratic State is possible through an armed 
revolution of the people. The concrete experience oj the 
last three years in India, after the so-called transfer of 

power, has only confirmed this thesis.”

"In the rural areas the party has to rouse all sections 
of the peasants, including the rich peasants against feudal 
exploitation and build their unity basing itself firmly or. the 
agricultural workers and poor peasantry who together form 

' the overwhelming majority of the population. While the 
liquidation of feudalism and the distribution of land to the 
peasants must remain the key slogans of the agrarian revo
lution for the entire period, it is necessary to formulate 
immediate specific demands for each province and each 
area, like reduction of rent, fair prices for agricultural 
products, abolition of feudal levies and forced labour, living 
wage for agricultural workers, etc., and lead actions for the 
realisation of these demands. The agrarian crisis is matu
ring rapidly and the peasant masses are seething with dis
content against the present Government which rose to power 
on the basis of their support and afterwards betrayed them. 
Despite, however, this widespread discontent and despite the 
numerous peasant actions that have taken place in many 
parts of the country, the peasant movement in the country 
as a whole remains weak and large sections of peasants 
have not yet been drawn in active struggles because of 
absence of organisation and firm leadership. It is our task 
to overcome this weakness by intensive popularisation of 
our agrarian programme, by formulation of such concrete 
and easily understood demands as can become the basis of 
the broadest mass action, by patient day to day work and 
correct leadership of struggles to realise these demands, and 
by building in the course of these snuggles a network of 
peasant and agricultural workers organisation with under
ground units in villages as their leading and guiding centres. 
Volunteer squads of the most militant and conscious sec- 

ti ous of the peasants have to be formed to defend the pea
sant movements against the attack of the enemy squads that 
will form nucleus of the partisan squads as the movement 
will develop and reaches the stage of seizure of land and 
partisan warfare.”

Even the para Sundarayya quoted (P 409) 
gives the same understanding. "For example, in 
a big ami topographically suitable area where the peasant
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Here, 'flexibility' means a revolutionary 
flexibility and not a right opportunistic and

In view of this, to say that the 'Note on Indian 
sitnation (I95iy advocates the struggle for land sei
zure and armed struggle for its defence as partial 
partisan struggle is baseless. It is the distor
tion and misrepresentation, in which Sundarayya 
has indulged, to suit his right opportunist 
line.

Here are the relevant portions of the docu
ment, which, even if attempted to interpret to 
mean so, do not provide such understanding :

The gist of the discussions which Sur.c 
rayya gives here is from oral reports of

'Question : Can partisan warfare even of the moi 
elementary type be developed in areas where communication 

are well developed ?

'Answer ; Yes, when encirclement occurs, transfe 
the best forces to another area. Lead out the armed force 

so as to join it with the armed forces in another area, so a 
to create a liberation army of your own.’

Therefore to say that the document givr 
the indication of permissibility of withdraw 
of armed struggle even by implication, is wror 
and baseless. There is nothing in the doc: 
ment which confirms the contention of Sund 
rayya, that the withdrawal of armed s'rugg 
was done in accordance with the document.

Now, let us deal with the part he det 
with i.e. the discussion that was said to ha- 
taken place between the CPI delegation ai 
Stalin, on the question of Telangana arm 
struggle itself. If one goes through t 
’Note on the Indian situation (1951)’, one can undt 
stand that it was the summing up of tha e 

lana armed struggle in t
■ by t 

Insp 
to ha

That Stalin did not think the seizure of 
land to be a partial demand is clearly shown 
in one of the answers he was reported to have 
given to a question mentioned in the same 
book (PP. 412-13). Here he differentiates 
between a partisan struggle at the 'stage of 
land distribution and establishing of village 
peasant committees' and the partisan struggle 
for 'smaller demands—let us say—reduction of 
rent' under certain conditions i.e., 'if the ma
sses are ready and eager'.

movement has risen to the level of seizure of land and food

grains, the question as to how to effect that seizure, and the 
question how to defend the land so seized will become a bur
ning question. The party is of opinion that the partisan 
warfare in such a situation undertaken on the basis of a 

genuine mass peasant movement and the firm unity, under 
the leadership of the party, of the peasant masses, especially 
the most oppressed and exploited strata, combined with 
Other forms of struggle, agricultural workers strike, can if 
correctly organised and led, have a rousing and galvanising 
effect on the peasant masses in many other areas and raise 
their own struggle to a higher level."

Here, the struggle for seizure of land is 
regarded as a higher level of struggle and lin
ked with armed struggle in the form of partisan 
warfare.

’At the same time the party has to act with the utmost 
flexibility, when overwhelming forces of the enemy arc 

concentrated against the partisan areas and the partisan 
forces run into danger of defeat and total annihilations’ 
(P- 410).

This is a very important formulation. Th 
answer does not advocate withdrawal of ar 

- med struggle, even when the partisan warfar 
is in its earlier stages i. e, on partial demand: 
not the seizure of land as Sundarayya conce 
ves. Instead, it advocates to 'transfer the be.* 
forces to another area'. This also provides th 
understanding for the creation of liberatio 
army, in which such partisan forces which ai 
transferred are expected to join and strength: 
them numerically as well as qualitatively.

periences of Telanga." 
form of tactical line as understood 
CPSU delegation and Stalin himself, 
of this, a discussion was reported 
taken place on the specific issue of Telanga 
armed struggle, and Sundarayya gives 
account of it (pp. 414-15).

In the same way, this document never ad
vocated w thdrawal of armed struggle as a 
tactic, permissible in connection with partisan 
warfare.

capitulationist fexibility. When the party act 
with revolutionary flexibility it retreats in fac 
of disadvantageous situation etc. The sam 
idea is clarified in a different context. Th 
answer to one of .the questions is given a 
below :
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"In spite nf the offensive nature of the partisan stru
ggle, it is necessary to emphasise in our agitation and pro-

Here Sundarayya confuses the character 
of the basic nature of armed struggle with the 
tactical slogan advanced by the Party i.e. over
throw of the Nehru Government. He seims to 
take shelter under a para from the document, 
which runs thus : The document provides clear understanding 

of 'coming into ex stence of liberated territories 
with their own armed forces in several parts of 
the country'(p 410), and says that they can

What are the slogans that the party should 
have advanced ? Time and again the party had 
advanced the slogan of defending the gains of 
Telangana armed struggle and explained why 
the party hid to fight for them in the form of 
armed strugg e, while characterising the na
ture of this struggle to be offensive for the 
purpose of overthrowing the Government.

The revolutionary gains being of a basic 
character, can and must be defended by over
throwing the Nehru Government or whatever 
Government that exists. Struggle for partial 
demands and settlement basing on them can 
take place within the frame work of the exis
ting regime. But the nature of the basic de-

• mands, which the Telangana armed struggle 
had thrown up, is such that no negotiated 
settlement was possible with the then existing 
regime. [The same is the case with the present 
regime.] Therefore, even according to the above 
document, the offensive character of the armed 
struggle continued even after 'Police Action'. 
It is wrong and misrepresentation of the docu
ment when Sundarayya says that the character 
of the struggle has changed after the 'Police 
Action', either according to the document or 
according to the opinion of Comrade Staiin, 
who is said to have approved it.

Here the document clearly states that the 
nature of partisan struggle is offensive, and 
not defensive. The term 'offensive' is used in 
the military as well as political sense. There
fore, the defence of revolutionary gains through 
armed struggle in the form of partisan warfare 
is an offensive struggle, but not a defensive 
struggle.

paganda in the initial period the defensive nature of partisen 
struggle, saying that the objective of partisan struggle is 
above all to defend the peasants from the attack of the 
government and its punitive organs. In doing so, special 
attention should be paid to the demands for which the pea
sants are fighting and the atrocities of the government 
which force the peasants to take arms. It is necessary at 
the same time, to point out that it is the government that 
is responsible for violence and bloodshed."

delegation from CPI. No authentic verbatim 
report was made available to the central co
mmittee, let alone to lower committees. There
fore the 'gist' Sundarayya gives is neither 
authoritative nor reliable.

The points he makes out of the 'gist' are :
J) 'll was sectarian and incorrect to continue it as a 

liberation struggle, against the regime of the Indian Union 
for establishing people's democracy ..."

‘But it was absolutely correct to defend the gains of 
the Telangana peasantry through armed partisan struggle 
when those gains of peasantry i.e., land and other democra
tic liberties were under attack by the Union Government 
and its armed forces ... • Then he harps on the 
theme of conducting partisan warfare as partial 
struggle with the aim of arriving at a negotia
ted settlement.

I have already explained that there is not • 
a single word or sentence in the original docu
ment — 'A Note on Indian situation (J951Y that the 
struggle for seizure of land and its defence is 
a partial struggle. Nor there is any scope for 
interpreting the concerned para to mean as 
such; on the other hand one of the questions 
and the answer given to it makes it amply clear 
about partisan warfare as a form of struggle 
or partial demands like reduction of rent etc. 
he gains which the Telangana people had 
uring 'anti-Nizam' armed struggle were of a 

/asic nature. The land seized from landlords, 
the gram Rajyas, (village soviets) set up by the 
people, and the armed guerilla forces and the 
militia the people built up are not partial in 
character, nor can they be changed into partial 
under any circumstances. Therefore the armed 
struggle to defend their basic gains can never 
be equated to the partisan warfare for partial 
demands which the above mentioned answer 
suggests. Therefore the armed struggle for 
defence of those revolutionary gams is for 
basic demands and hence its character is basic 
even though it is carried out against Nehru 
Government.
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the party. This much was the report we had 
from Andhra delegates, and nothing more.

of its deteriorate 
{pp. 415-16).

be defended and retained only when the wor
king class comes into action. If Sundarayya's 
understanding of trimming higher • level of ar
med struggle into partial,struggles which can 
be withdrawn with or without a negotiated 
settlement is correct, how can then-such 'libe
rated territories' come into existence? There
fore, the point he mentions and elaborates on 

this subject, as a part of the 'gist' of the dis
cussions with Stalin, is neither in accordance 
with the original-document, nor tallies with the 
concerned questions and answers.

Thera was no Comintern existing a: the. 
time. Every party was sovere'gn, with power? 
to take their own decis ons on matters relating 
to questions of revolutions of their own coun
tries. The advice Comrade Stalin and the 
CPSU deieyation gave to the Ind.an delenutior 
was a help coming out of their responsibi ity 
because the leadership of the CPSU had basec 
its policies on proletarian internationalism as 
long as Comrade Sta’in was alive and hoadec 
that party. It was left to the leadership ol thf 
party who represented, to accept it, amend i’ 
or reject it. Experience has proved that the 
leadership, instead of using it to advance the

Sundarayya adds another para, in which 
he says, Stalin suggested withdrawal of Telan
gana armed struggle. It runs thus :

Here Sundarayya puts the suggestion of 
withdrawal of Telangana armed struggle in the 
mouth of Comrade Stalin. What we were 
reported does not tally with the 'gist' he gives 
in this para. It was reported to us (of course, 
orally) that after studying various aspects of 
the armed struggle in detail. Comrade Stalin 
suggested to the Indian delegation to 'send 
more arms, more cadres, and whatever the 
partisans need in fighting areas to continue the 
armed struggle'. This was the first suggest! n 
that he made in one of the earlier meetings 
which the delegation had with him. Later on, 
when the delegation pressed him again to 
advice what to do with the armed struggle, he 
was reported to have said it is a pity that you 
cannot defend the struggle' and nothing more. 
When we asked the delegates, who had reported 
this matter to us, the reason for contradictory 
nature of the two statements Comrade Stalin 
had made, it was reported to us that, perhaps, 
he might have come to the latter conclusion 
after understanding the depth of the split in

In view of the report we had from the 
Andhra delegates, Sundarayya's omission of 
Comrade Stalin's first suggestion, which was 
most important, principled and in accordance 
with the original document, which he was said 
to have approved is deliberate and not acciden
tal. He does not mention the split in the 
party and its effects on the armed struggle as 
understood by Comrade.Stalin any where in the 
'gist' he gives. Nor he mentions any reason 
which Stalin might have given for this sugges
tion. if it was really so, excepting that there 
was "the absence of mass peasant upsurge, in 
support of the partisan struggle....... ' Any per
son who knows ABC of guerilla warfare, also 
knows that its tactical principles are meant to 
meet all situations. The people's upsurge will 
not be the same, either in quantity or in quality 
when armed struggle goes on for a fairly long 
time, when people have to fight a protracted 
civil war or national war. Assuming that there 
was a temporary lull in the situation, it does 
not mean that party should withdraw armed 
struggle and lay down arms. It could have 
adopted such tactics which were necessary for 
survival and become active again when situa
tion permitted for such a step. No Internatio
nal authority, much less Comrade Stalm, visua
lised a long period of post second world wai 
lull. On the contrary, those parties who have 
continued armed struggle could carry on for 
long, some being succassful, others still con
tinuing and the rest facing set backs tempo
rarily.

7r was also observed that in the then prevailing situa
tion, it was unfortunate that the Telangana armed partisan 
resistance could not be defended and continued. The time 
had come to withdraw the armed partisan struggle, and it 
was for the leadership of the Indian Communist Parly, to 
decide on what terms to withdraw it and negotiate, and how 
long it had to be continued to secure suitable terms, and 
when exactly to withdraw the armed resistance etc. Undue 
prolongation of the Telangana armed partisan struggle in 
the absence of mass peasant upsurge in support of the 
partisan struggle, might raise the danger 
ing into squad or individual terrorism." (p/
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not possess the necessary revolutionary cha- 
racterstics that are necessary to lead the armed 
struggle in the most difficult circumstance in 
which it was going on.

At the same time we can understand the 
imolications of the words which Comrade Sta
lin was reported to have used that 'It is a pity 
that you cannot defend the struggle' (meaning 
Telangana armed struggle). If those words 
mean anything, it is that, he had come to 
the Conclusion, by that time, that the leader
ship was unfit to lead the struggle as it did

In view of the above, the "gist" of the discu
ssions that Sundarayya attempted to reproduce 
in his book (pp. 414-16), cannot be treated 
as an honest presentation of the subject dis
cussed. Neither it has any documentary evidence 
in support of this, nor it is based on understand
ing contained in the document - "A note on 
Indian situation ( 1951 )”. Hence it has to be 
rejected as baseless.

In view of this, it is strange and monstrous 
to say that Comrade Stalin asked the leadership 
of the party to take e decision for withdrawal 
of an armed struggle which has lasted lor 
about five years with which the central leader
ship was not positively connected in any way 
and which has no experience of armed struggle 
itself.

Every one knows that the central leader
ship of the party had no contribution in deve
loping the armed struggle in Telangana since 
its earlier stages. In fact, it was the victim of 
the wrong policies adopted by the leadership 
from the very beginning. The Telangana ar
med struggle had developed and survived in
spile of the right opportunist and left adven
turist policies of the central leadership without 
any concrete guidance and help. This is the 
positive aspect of the armed struggle which 
provides us with the necessary experience 
which can and must be used for the advance 
of Indian revolution. At the same time it had 
its own short-comings born out of the wrong 
policies that the central leadership had adop
ted althrough except for a brief period during 
1950.

cause of revolution, misused it to sabotage 
and disrupt the revolution. On the contrary, 
the successful outcome of Chinese revolu
tion proves the correctness of the attitude the 
CPC under the leadership of Comrade Mao, 
who, while being loyal to Comintern and 
receptive to the guidance Comrade Stalin 
provided, has used the fraternal help and 
guidance to advance the cause of revolution. 
Thus, they could come out successfully. 
Indian leadership could do neither, inspite of 
genuine attempts of the International leader
ship to help, during various phases of Indian 
revolution.

The draft programme was released and it was 
given wide publicity in the national as well as 
international press. But "A note on Indian situation 
U95iy was kept under lock and key and even 
the provincial committees were not allowed to 
know and discuss it. In the Central Committee 

meeting that was held, these two documents 
were given to the members present, but "A note 

on Indian situation (1951) "was taken back by the 
central leadership, so that it may be kept in 
their safe custody. There were self-contradictory 
statements when both the dccumehts a»e taken 
and read together. After formal acceptance of 
the documents, the P B. and the Central Commi

ttee were reconstituted. The "Policy statement" 
that was prepared, emasculating whatever 
revolutionary element the original document 
possessed, was issued as a legal ve’sion of the 
document, which was said to have been adop

ted in a party conference held subsequently. On 
the question of Telangana, neither the ''gist"of 
the discussion was reported, nor a thorough 
discussion took place, in the light of the docu
ment "Anoteon Inditn situutionl 1951}". The ques
tion Of withdrawal of the struggle was neither tou
ched, nor discussed. A resolution on Telangana 
was adopted for ostensible purpose of mobilis
ing Indian democratic public opinion behind the 
armed struggle, together with a set of demands 
to solve the Telangana problem, to expose the 
hollowness of Nehru Government. That the 
party never intended to overthrow the Nehru 
Government was stated in the resolution, but



The demands put forward were as follows:

The other demands were :

SUPI'LLMl7

These are the demands whose content is to 

undo what Union military had done from 1948 
September to 1951 May. It was obvious that 
the Government will not accept these demands 
and a negotiated settlement was not possible 

on this basis.

the demands put forward were of basic nature, 
which the Government could never accept, and 
defence of the gains at all costs meant conti
nuation of armed struggle to overthrow the 
Government.

—All village affairs should be conducted by the panchayats 
elected by men and women.”

—people living in the forest areas must be free to utilise 
the forest produce, freely for their own personal use and for 
sale. They must be allowed to freely cultivate the lands in the 
orests under the supervision of their elected panchayats.

The last demand was "the question of 
abolishing the Nizam dynasty's rule as well as 
the Hyderabad state, and its merger into United 
Andhra, Maharastra and Karnatak States, to be 
left to be decided by a Constituent Assembly 
elected by adult franchise of the people of 
Hyderabad State.” (for all these demands see 
pp. 419.20).

to the armed struggle than that one conducted 
by the ruling classes and their agents.

Withdrawal of all the armed personnel and disbanding 
of the Home Guards.

isant 
evic-

Whatever the little discussion that took 
place on this resolution, the question of with
drawal of armed struggle did not come up a- 
any stage, since the demands were of a basic 
nature, which were not expected to be acceptec 
by the Government, though it was preparec 
for negotiations.

" All the lands that are being cultivated by the agricultural 
labourers and peasants must be distributed and the\possession 
by ownership (patta ) rights must be confirmed. No peas 
and agricultural labourer cultivating the land should be < 
ted from the land he has been cultivating. The land forcibly 
seized from the peasants should be restored to them {empha
sis ours r

— Release of convicted and detained political prisoners, 
all those connected with Telangana movement. Withdrawal 
of all pending cases and warrants. Cancellation of collective 
fines.

— Withdrawal of the ban on "Andhra Mahascbha" and 
Communist party. Restoration of civil liberties."

The first part of the last demand was for 
the formation of linguistic provinces within the 
framework of Indian constitution, which the 
Government accepted in a different set of cir
cumstances (Potti Sree Ramulu's martyrdom 
and the consequent uphaaval in Andhra). Yet 
the nature of the demand was liberal reformist. 
The last part of the demand for the Constituent 
Assembly etc. could serve at best a propaganda 
purpose as the Constituent Assembly which 
framed the constitution itself could not see the 
light of adult franchise. On the contrary, it 
was composed of indirectly elected represen
tatives with a limited franchise, combined with 
loyalists of British imperialists and native feu
dal princes. Therefore this demand, if treated 
as a demand of action, needed continuation oi 
armed struggle, or else it became merely a 
propaganda slogan.

The very fact that C. Rajeswara Rao hat 
put forward a note (See appendix No. 2) in th< 
meeting of Andhra Comrades, who attendee 
the May 1951 C. C. meeting, in which specify 
proposals were contained to continue th« 
armed struggle, even after the above C.C. mee 
ting, is a conclusive proof that the Mav 195’ 
C. C. masting did not discuss the question o 
withdrawal of armed struggle at all. Hence nr 
acceptance does not arise as Sundarayya trie 
to attribute it to me (p. 422). The above men 
tioned note is given in full in a Telugu book 
written by M. Basava Punnaiah. Its title is

These were all democratic demands, which 
the reactionary Government like Nehru's can- 
never accept unless party withdrew the armed 
struggle and surrendered arms. In fact, all those 
who were against continuing of armed struggle 
were released in batches and they were immen
sely helpful to the Government in condemning 
the armed struggle as nothing but individual 
terrorism and in demanding its withdrawal 
unconditionally. Obviously, the campaign let 
loose by these forces was much more harmful
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Sundarayya does not reveal what were . the 
factors, which made them "go unitedly before 
the party ranks and the people.'- In this way, 
he exhibits his duplicity and keeps the readers 
and the oeople uninformed of the important 
developments, that are relevant to the subject 
under discussions i. e. withdrawal of armed 
struggle.

All guerilla actions either on armed forces or 
on individuals should be stopped forthwith.

Telangana Sayudha Poratainu - Vastavalu i. e., "Telan
gana armed struggle and real it ies" (pp. 233-36).

Sundarayya also mentions a fact appro
vingly in his book (p. 41 6) that "it was very 
correct on the part of the Central Committee to 
decide, that on no serious mass struggles and 
especially one like the armed peasant struggle 
of Telangana, should final decisions be taken 
without proper- consultations and discussions 
with the direct participants and leaders of the 
struggle" (p. 416). But the facts show that 
the leadership had done a quite opposite thing. 
In this connection, a circular of the then 
Hyderabad State Committee is reproduced in 
Basavapunnaiah's book (p. 81); it says that 
'out of more than 750 comrades who are in 
guerilla squad organisation three out of four 
were opposed to withdraw guerilla struggle, 
without minimum conditions.' Even this is not 
a fact. Almost all the partisans and the leader
ship of Manukota area committee were oppo
sed to withdraw armed struggle as such.

Sundarayya mentions another incident 
with duplicity and in ambiguous terms, in this 
way :

It is a fact that the members present there 
met separately, in which I was one, but was 
by then removed from the Central Committee. 
Therefore to say that all the members present 
belonged to the Central Committee is not a fact. 
He says that they 'had met separately to assess 
the situation anew before thay were to go to 
the areas in Telangana'....... ; that conclusively
proves that the Central Committee which met 
on previous days did not do it, and the resolu
tion adopted by it was not based on an objec

tive assesment of the situation. On the other 
hand, it was dominated by subjective thinking. 
It should be noted here that a number of CCMs 
who were formerly for armed srruggle, crossed 
the floor and took sides with those who were

"The Central Committee member! from Andhra Had met 
separately to assess, the situation anew before they were to 
go to the areas in Telangana to meet and discuss with local 
partisan leaders. Though there were some differences amongst 
them initially in the matter of further conducting the Telan
gana struggle, they were able to overcome these differences 
and go unitedly before the party ranks and the people" 

(p.p: 416-17).

opposed to it and some of them took a neutral 
attitude, which always pays in such circum
stances. He also accepts the fact'that "though 
there were some • differences amongst them’ 
initially in the matter of further conducting the 
Telangana struggle, they were able to overcome 
these differences and go unitedly before the 
party ranks and the people". Here he does not 
mention about the > nature of the differences. 
He does not categorically say that they were 
resolved after discussions, by convincing each 
other. He only says-that "they were able to 
overcome these differences" so that they can 
speak with one voice before the people and 
the ranks. This means that we came to some 

_ agreed decisions, while holding on to their 
respective views, so as to carry on further dis
cussion. (I have already mentioned about the 
note put forward by C. Rajeshwara Rao in this 
connection).

It was I, along with C. Rajeshwara Rao; who 

insisted on continuance of armed struggle, with 
the correction of the mistakes and shortcomings 
in the light of "A note on Indian situation ( 1951 )." 
For this purpose, I proposed to go deep into the 
movement and study its shortcomings I wanted 
that sufficient time should be given to rectify 
them and put the armed struggle on proper rails. 
While negotiating on the demands we declared- 
we had no illusion that the Government will 
ever accept them - we should carry on the armed 
struggle, without computing the p'evious mis
takes. The others were not confident of the fu
ture and they came to the cone usion that the 
struggle could not be sustained. With our views 
standing on opposite poles, we came to an 
agreement on the following points :
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This was the understanding we arrived at 
which Sundarayya wants to conceal from the 
people. It was decided that I should go to 
Warangal - Karimnagar - Adilabad forest' area, 
while Sundarayya was expected to go to Nalla 
ma Ila forest area. We left to these areas accor- 
dingly.

Since general elections are approaching, 
and the party has decided to take part in 
them, we should utilise this period to reor
ganise ourselves, in spite of the repression 
that is likely to continue.

We were not confident that the central 
leadership will ever deal with the Telan
gana problem honestly. Therefore, we had 
decided to put up a stiff resistance in case 
the central leadership intends to withdraw 
the armed struggle.

The whole line, as incorporated in the 
document note 0,1 ^,e Indian situation ( 1951)" 

has to be explained to the lower level of 
our ranks, and to the people as far as 
possible, and we should find out the opi
nions on the document. We should reorga
nise the movement on the rails the docu
ment provides.

2. The weaknesses that crept in the movement 
should be rectified, giving priority to mass 
mobilisation, mass and party organisation 
by preparing them for land distribution. 
Towards the latter part of this period, this 
aspect was not given due importance, and 
in some places nothing was done in this 
respect. On the contrary, actions on indi
viduals became the main pattern of work, 
which often exceeded the limits, without 

taking the interest of the mass movement 
into consideration and without any relation 
or regard to the political line we were follo
wing.

This does not mean withdrawal of armed 
struggle. All our guerilla squads will remain 
as they are, and they will be strengthened 
by removing weak elements. They will go 

• into action in cases of self-defence, with 
tactics of active defence.

After the elections are over, we should 
meet again, review the situation existmg in 
fighting areas in particular, and the country 
in general. Since the demands are not likely 
to be accepted by the Government, possi
bility of continuing the struggle is also not 
ruled out.

I am in possession of a document of a self 
critical review of the armed struggle in Amara- 
bad region (Nalla malla forest region), in which 
the leadership had pointed out its achieve
ments as well as shortcomings in view of the 
new line, that was explained by Sundarayya 
who had been there as a representative of P.C. 
It contains their decision to continue armed 
struggle with the corrections that were required 
by the new line. There is not even a trace nor 
an indication that the people's upsurge has 
subsided and there was a lull in the movement. 
The comrades expressed full confidence in 
their capacity to carry on the armed struggle, 
and there was no demand for withdrawal of 
armed struggle from any quarter. The regional 
committee, while suggesting some amend
ments to the demands put forward by the Cen
tral Committee, insisted that unless the land 

problem as demanded by the Party was solved, 
there should be no compromise with the 
Government on the question of armed struggle. 
(This document is dated August 14 or 21, 1951, 
which was finalised in the presence of Sunda
rayya. See Appendix No. 1). Sundarayya 
neither gives the full tex! nor a "gist" of this 
document in his book. On the other hand he 
gives the full text of the resolution approving 
the decision of the "PC", for withdrawal of 
armed struggle, which was adopted by the 
same regional committee three months later, 
on November 21, 1951 (pp. 426-30). It is 
clear that the omitted document does not suit 
his policies while the published one goes or 
his favour.

The leadership of the Manukota are; 
Committee, a good number of the cadre anc 
armed guerilla squads functioning under thi 
Committee were for continuing the armed stru 
ggle after‘Police Action'. They never vacillatec 
on this line and carried on the struggle. Th* 
struggle extended into new areas i. e. Karim
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While I was trying to contact someone 
who can be found at the headquarters, I came 
to know that Sundarayya had been to Amara- 
bad region and completed the neceisary arran
gements for the withdrawal of armed struggle 
i. e., disbanding the guerilla squads, dumping 

arms etc. C. Rajeshwara Rao did the same in 
the Warangal - Karimnagar forest area. I have 
reliable information that the local leadership 
had refused to disband guerilla squads and the 
squads refused to lay down arms. In spiteof this 
he succeeded in his attempts by using ell possi
ble methods, including his personal influence 
on the leadership. Thus the armed struggle 

came to an end.

There is no truth in Sundarayya's saying 
that 'D. Venkateswara Rao, after attending the 
Central Committee meeting accepted the new 
understanding and gave his consent for with
drawal*. Sundarayya might have had his own 
understanding of the new line which means 
withdrawal of armed struggle as far as he is 
concerned. My understanding was different 
from what he had and I have never consented 
for withdrawal. The fact that C. Rajeswara Rao 
had to go over to Warangal forest region to 
make arrangements for this purpose and I was 
recalled from those areas without giving any 
reason, is a conclusive proof for this. Even the 
August <1951) document of Amarabad regio
nal committee, which was discussed and fina
lised in the presence of Sundarayya does not 
mention and deal with this problem.

-• Curiously enough, these comrades had 
taken the decision of withdrawal of armed 
struggle in the absence of 8. Narasimha Reddy 
and myself, who were consistent throughout to 
continue armed struggle and who were in 
charge of the fighting areas to guide the stru
ggle. There was no such pressing need to take 
the decision excluding us, in which case it 
could never be a P. C. decision, but a decision 
of individuals, though they might be in majo
rity. To call it a P. C. decision and to hold res
ponsible a member who was neither invited nor 
present, is a practice never heard in communist 
organisation's principles.

It took some time to convince the leader
ship about the line we had adopted. At last 
they accepted the new line. The Government 
continued its military operations and our gue
rilla squads had to put up active defence. I, in 
co-operation with the local leadership, was 
busy in explaining the new line and putting the . 

hole organisational structure and tne revolu- 
' onary movement in order. Though I came to 
how that All India Radio announced the 

party's decision on withdrawal of armed stru
ggle through one of the comrades, I continued 
to implement the decision that was taken by 
the P. C. in May, 1951. Suddenly, I was re
called from the forest areas to party headquar
ters for 'urgent consultations'. When I reached 
the party headquarters, I found none at the 
place, nor any intimation to see the responsible 
comrades. While going to headquarters, I came 
to know that C. Rajeshwara Rao was going to 
the area where I was carrying on my work. He . 
neither met me nor intimated the purpose of 

his visit.

nagar, Adilabad districts and some regions of 
Bastar, across the Godavari river. They have 
faced numerous problems in this process and 
certain mistakes of a serious nature were also 
committed. It was decided that I should go 
over there, explain the new line, set right the 
organisational problems and reorganise the 
entire movement to be able to face the new 
situation.

Sundarayya has narrated a number of 
factors, that were said to be the causes to take 
such a decision. Those factors were present, 
immediately after 'Police Action' and at the 
time of May, 1951 Central Committee meeting. 
The only new element that was introduced in 
the situation was the rejection of our demand 
in toto bv the Government, and release of a 
number of 'comrades' who were for withdrawal 
of armed struggle, who made it their day - to - 
day work to condemn it as individual terrorism. 
These developments were expected in our 
discussions and we were ready to face their 
onslaught. In this connection Sundarayya him
self mentions an incident (p. 421) that "Ajoy
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(pp. 426-30) neither mentions the August 
resolution, which was adopted by the same, 
committee; nor he gives any reason why it had 
changed its attitude within two months. .

Kumar Ghosh threatened that unless Telangana 
struggle was withdrawn immediately, he would 
be forced to issue a statement disowning it. 
Maddukuri Chandra Sekhara Rao, who was 

-then secretary of Andhra Committee, had to 
retort to him that in that case, they, the lea
ders of the Telangana movement would be for
ced to disown him and his leadership - which 
threat kept him in check". Obviously, the 
threat was a temporary one. Ajoy Ghosh and 
his colleagues pursued their line of withdrawal 
of armed struggle and the four leaders from 
Andhra had 'subsequently joined them by 
taking a decision to that effect.

In this connection, I have come across a 
circular 'No 3/51' issued in the name of 
Hyderabad State Committee 'to all party mem
bers', in which the reasons for .withdrawal of 
armed struggle were explained at length. It is 
not dated and there are three names of the 
secretariat, in which my name is included, 
suggesting that it was issued by the secreta
riat of the Hyderabad State Committee. This 
runs into several pages f'om 60 to 87 in 
Basavapunniah's above mentioned Telugu 
Book. Though the circular is undated, the 
author says that it was issued in the month of 
November, 1951, and inclusion of my name 
towards the end (as a signatory) shows that 
I was in full agreement with the withdrawal of 
armed struggle. The fact of the matter was 
that the decision was taken in my absence, 
without inviting me to the meeting, and it was 
announced by the All India Radio towards 
the end of the third week of October, 1951. 
I came to know it through a comrade either by 
the end of October or in tne month of Novem
ber. I was recalled from the forest areas some
time in the later part of November or towards 
the end of the month. It was inconceivable 
that I could reach the party Headquarters by 
the end of November, after trekking a long 
distance through mountainous regions, from the 
interior parts of forests to which I had gone. 
What happened was that the circular mentio
ned here also was circulated by including my 
name, just like the decision for withdrawal of 
armed struggle was taken in my absence and 
it was paraded as P C. decision. I had not dis
sociated with the circular, not because I was in 
agreement with the decision of withdrawal of 
armed struggle, but because, my dissociation 
may lead to further complications in the figh
ting areas, where guerilla squads were disban
ded, arms were dumped and a number of gue
rillas were left defenceless w.thout arms. They 
were, at that time, being chased by the military 
and killed in large numbers. Some of those 
incidents were mentioned in the letter to

What the secretary of the Andhra P. C. 
said in retort to Ajoy Ghosh, was not an empty 
threat. That was the mood of our fighting 
ranks and the leadership in which I was one.

In spite of our losses and shortcommgs, 
. the situation in the fighting areas was not a 
desperate one. Our guerillas could break the 
'encirclement and annihilation' campaigns of 
the military and could spread themselves far 

and wide in mountainous regions of adjacent 
areas. They were more confident than ever to 
confront the union armies in a protracted armed 
struggle. There was not a trace of demoralisa
tion among them, excepting those who advo
cated the politics of surrender and withdrawal 
from the very beginning. Sundarayya mentions 
only opinions of such leaders who were in 
support of their decision of withdrawal, but he 
could not cite a single resolution or statement 
from Manukota Area Committee, endorsing 
their decision of withdrawal. This was the 
committee and the area, on which P. C. relied 
on to carry on the armed struggle. The other 
units who advocated withdrawal, corrected 
themselves, carried on the resistance, only 
when they saw that our guerillas could resist 
Union armies and our party could build mass 
revolutionary movement in Manukota area. 
Those leaders who had taken the decision of 
withdrawal of armed struggle have not only 
bypassed the P. C. but refused to take into 
account the opinions of the guerillas and their 
leaderships. The resolution of Amarabad 
Regional Committee of endorsing the withdra
wal, which Sundarayya mentioned in his book
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and fails to provide a straight forward and bold 
answer. This is the first part of his questions :

There is a tragic part of the book, in which 
Sundarayya puts some questions to himself

The above facts show that Sundarayya is 
ne’ther objective, nor honest in providing the 
people, the relevant parts of the new document 
(A note on Indian Situation, 1951) nor in 
explaining them, nor providing them facts on 
relevant matters. Instead he misused them to 
slander those who were opposing their revisio
nist line including myself.

Thus the leadership, adopting all sorts of 
dubious methods, faced us with a fait accompli, 

nd nothing could be done to save the armed 
iruggle in the situation then existing.

Again, he puts some more questions to 
himself to which he fails to provide correct 
answers. They are ;

This part of his statement provides the 
required answers to his question. It is an open 
admittance that his Party's parliamentary path 
had led the movement to such a situation. How 
can a Party which depends on landlords and 
rich peasants for its votes, understand the 
mood of the poor peasantry and agricultural 
labourers whether they are ready to seize the 
lands of the landlords. CPM is one such Party 
and has no future. Our experience in Naxal- 
bari, Srikakulam, East Godavari, Warangal dis
tricts conclusively proves that the poor pea
sants and agricultural labourers are ready to 
seize >he lands of landlords and defend it with 
arms if given a proper direction.

We met only after the general elections 
were over to discuss the surrender of arms. It 
should be noted that the arms were dumped, 
and the guerilla squads were disbanded. A few 
individual comrades were given arms for self- 
defence because they were likely to be shot in 
case they are caught by the police and military. 
Seeing no immediate prospect of reviving the 
armed struggle, I gave my consent to surren
der of some of the arms which were obsolete 
by then, while retaining the more useful wea
pons, for future use. The dumped arms could 
not be saved due to various reasons, including 
the betrayal of those in charge of them. Whe
ther obsolete or not, the surrender of arms was 
politically wrong and I share the responsibility 
for the decision.

Vellodi, who was the Chief Administrator of the 
State, which was included in the documents 
given by Basavapunnaiah in his above book 
(p. 145). These leaders created a situation in 
which withdrawal of armed struggle was total 
and fan accompli, in the inner party situation 
existing at that time, and the way the docu
ments and statements were issued with the 
names instead of committees, I decided not to 
dissociate my name as it might further endan
ger the lives of comrades who were left defence
less as a result of withdrawal of armed stru
ggle. The discussion on various aspects of 
Telangana armed struggle was postponed inde
finitely for a future date and everyone had his 
views regarding it.

In reply to these questions he gives a dis
mal picture of what happened during the last 
two decades of parliamentary path and further 
states:

. *'... to day even in those 300 villages where our 
movement and Parly hold a major position, a considerable 
section of the rural poor, a large percentage of the middle 

and rich peasantry are with the Congress...

"Why is all this? Is this inevitable or could the 
Party have done anything better ? Or is it that in area after 
area advances lake place in spurts and in isolation and get 
crushed by the ruling classes, not to revive for a long time?

“In fact, the agrarian movement, now-a-days, is not 
in such a strong position to take up as a practical issue the 
question of land seizure or distribution of the lands of the 
landlords over a minimum ceiling which would ensure land 
to the tiller. The movement is just forced to defend the 
possession of and the right to continue cultivation of waste 
lands; or just take up the same old minimum wages demand 
for agricultural labour, which we demanded and enforced 
over two decades ago." (P. 439)

"What is the position of the Communist Party and 
where are the principal participants and leaders of the move
ment now ? Were the tactics adopted after withdrawal of the 
struggle all that they should have b:en, or could there have 
been other alternative measures ? What else could we have 
done atleast to be in a far better position than what we are 
in now, or is it all inevitable ? What are the main lessons to 
be drawn for our future action for the development of the 
revolutionary movement in our country ?" (P. 436).
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As I have said earlier and on some occa
sions, it had been the practice of the CPI leader
ship, who went abroad as representatives, not to 
divulge the details of the discussions, or verba
tim reports, either to CC or down below to PCs. 
They kept the records of the discussions as their 
preserves. They never made them the property of 
the entire party. Therefore they could use them 
according to their needs which often went agai
nst the interests of a healthy inner-party discu
ssion to evolve a correct line.

Therefore the responsibility of withdrawal of 
armed struggle in Telangana, rests with thoes

Sundarayya himself admits that they had no 
serious discussion with Chinese comrades on the 
subject. Instead what they said was 'in a mood 
of self criticism*. Whether it was a mood of 
self-criticism or an attempt to get an endorse
ment from the Chinese comrades for what they 
did, nobody knows. My own assesment is that 
they intended to get the latter, which the Chinese 
comrades did not oblige. Their suggestion 'to 
bring forth the revolutionary significance of the 
fact...in a small part of the country’ indicates 
their line of thinking. If Nehru Government fai
led to suppress armed struggle in a small part of 
a country like Telangana, it would have been 
impossible to crush it if the armed struggle was 
developed in more areas. Or, it might mean, 
when the 'Nehru Government could not suppess 
a peasant partisan struggle' why should the 
question of withdrawal arise. All these meanings 
are implied in four sentences that he mentioned 
by way of commenting ad/erseiy on the Chinese 
Party.

He had enough time to put his Party's 
policies into practice, gain experience, which 
could have provided the required answers. The 

« very fact that he puts these questions with no 
positive and assertive answers to give shows 
conclusively that his talk about revolution and 
revolutionary movement is sham and seeking a 
seat here and a seat there through elections, 
is a reality. There are so many parties and 
individuals, who talk of revolution day in and 
day out. Mrs. Indira Gandhi is one of them. 
Every one knows what they are doing. Expe
rience has shown that he and his Party is one 
among them.

Sundarayya brings the Chinese Party into 
the controversies of withdrawal of armed struggle 
in Telangana. He writes the following senten
ces in this connection :

Chinese leadership knew well that the document 
‘A note on Indian situation (1951)' was a rejection ot 

• Chinese Path as applied to India. What transpi
red between the Chinese leadership and the then 
Soviet leadership in this connection, we do not 
know. Their direct help and guidance to the 
armed struggles in Burma and Malaya stands in 
direct contrast with the attitude the Soviet lea
dership had taken towards armed struggle in 
India. In such a situation they might have 
thought it to be improper to come into contro
versy with the CPI on a question which was a 
fait accompli.

"Let me here itself make it absolutely clear that the 
Chinese Party at no time, during al! the years from 1951 to 
1967 ever said that the withdrawal of the Telangana move
ment was wrong, though they could have conveyed it on 
innumerable occasions when we had the opportunity to meet 

■ them personally. Once when we said in a mood of self- 
criticism that if we had had the correct understanding, we 
could have retreated with much less losses and with greater 
gains, they told us not to stress that aspect, but bring forth 
the revolutionary significance of the fact that the Nehru 
Government could not suppress a peasant partisan struggle 
even in a small part of the country.' (P. 433).

Here Sundarayya criticises Chinese Party's 
attitude during the period from 1951 to '67, the 
Period after the armed struggle has been with
drawn. But his criticism is unfounded. The

Ever since the Soviet leadership in collu
sion with Indian Government, started and 
carried anti-China Policies, anything said and 
done against China gets handsome dividends 
for political parties and personalities in India. 
The leadership of the CPM is ona which takes 
every opportunity to have a dig at China' but 
without a success I

Is there no possibility of the revolutionary democratic 
movement being co-ordinated and defended in the strong 
areas, till enough areas could join them and a mortal blow 
could be struck at the state power of the ruling classes and

■ the People’s De-noeraey led by the working class ushered 
in I" (P. 440).
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The path that we evolved, is based on the 
experience of Telangana armed struggle. The 
content of armed struggles in Naxalbari and 
Srikakulam is the agrarian revolution, just like 
Telangana. Therefore the experiences of these

who have taken the decisions for it and impel 
mented it. Implicating others shows only their 
weakness and guilty conscience, but not correct
ness of the decision.

I hold that the majority of the Andhra 
Secretariat put for ward a fundamentally correct 
line in the middle of 1948 before the Party. If a 
healthy and principled inner-party discussion 
had been carried out on the basis of this docu
ment that we submitted, it would have been 
oossible for the Party to arrive at a correct line 
which could advance Indian Revolution. Once 
the fundamentals of this line was rejected by the 
Party leadership, it could only adopt a parliamen
tary path. The only course open to Marxist-Leni- 
nists was to continue the ideological struggle on 
the basis of Andhra documents, adding to it the 
ricn revolutionary experience that we had gained 
and we were gaining everyday. That we could 
not perform our revolutionary duty in this respect 
for’a long time, is our weakness, which we could 
overcome during and after the great debate that 
took place in the International Communis: move
ment. We are confident that we are on a correct 
path, and it will lead our revolution to a success.

struggles have enriched our path and clarified it 
further. The losses that we suffered were due to 
right opportunist and left adventurist mistakes 
including the inexperience of the leadership con
ducting the armed struggle.

It should be noted that Telangana was not 
the creation of the central leadership of that 
period. Its emergence was in opposition to the 
policies that the central leadership was practising 
excepting for a brief period in 1950. Therefore, 
the losses, the short-comings and the mistakes 
were bound to be in greater number than what 
they would have been in a normal course. Not 
only the CC, but a greater part of the PC, had no 
direct connection with the movement from its 
inception. It was only a wing of co-operative PC, 
that had to carry on this stupendous task. If the 
losses etc. are understood in this context, we can 
move with more confidence. It is only the defea
tists who are afraid of losses etc. and dissuade 
the party from taking a revolutionary path. 
Sundarayya is one amongst them.

I have criticised various formulations of 
Sundarayya regarding Telangana armed struggle 
in accordance with the document '-4 Note on Indian 
situation (1951)', which was otherwise called' Kishan 
Document', not because I uphold it and think it to 
be a correct tactical line for Indian Revolution. 
I have done so because CPM leadership has 
been indulging in a double talk, in presenting 
‘Statement of Policy', as their official tactical line, at 
the same time claiming the other document as its 
'ideological-theoretical basis'. His various formu
lations do not fit in the document, nor the 
account of the discussions with the internatio
nal leadership are objective and truthful. To 
prove this alone, I have taken the above docu
ment as the basis for my cirticism.

During the 1952-62 period there was a 
general reaction among the rank and file comra
des that what Nehru could not achieve with 
50,000 armies in action, he could achieve with 
election i. e. parliamentary system. Th;s means 
that the party as a revolutionary force ceased to 
exist, after the withdrawal of the armed struggle. 
The report of Manukota area he mentions in his 
book (p. 524-27) and the Amarabad Regional 
Committee document of August, 1951, show 
that peasants could retain lands as long as gue
rilla warfare continued, though a part of them 
changed hands and went into the possession of 
landlords. It was only afte the withdrawal of ar- 
medstruggle, peasants were forced to quit even 
tenancy lands and the landlord domination was 
restored in the villages. This is naked truth 
which everybody knows and feels. The revisio
nists had been advocating from the very begi
nning that the lands and other gains could have 
bean defended by legal means if armed struggle 
was withdrawn earlier i. e. immediately after 
'Police Action'. Experience has proved that nei
ther release of all of our comrades, nor the lifting 
of the ban on Andhra Mahasabha and Communist 
Party, nor presence of a bunch of MLAs and MPs 

in the assemblies and parliament could save us any
thing from out of the revolutionary gains of
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'*.... 7<> determine its conduct from case to case, to 
adapt itself to the events of the dav mid to the chopping 
and changing of petty polities, to forget the primary inte

rests of the proletariat and the basic features of the nhole 
capitalist system, of all capitalist ci.d’ition. to sacrifice 
these primary interests for the real or a' sinned advantage.' 
of the moment-such is the policy of levisionisnt. And i;

XIV 
Conclusion

Let us conclude this review for the present 
with a few sentences. Lenin wrote about 
revisionism :

testable. But the partial partisan struggles, 
even if they are practical and conducted, can 
never be a part of this revolutionary path. 
Agrarian revolution^ is the .decisive factor for 
the success of People's Democratic Revolution 
in India. An agrarian revolutionary movement 
reaching the stage of seizure of landlords' 
lands, adopting the highest form of struggle is 
the only path open to Indian Revolution. If 
Telangana armed struggle teaches us any
thing, it is this and this alone. In spite of 
having setbacks, the experiences of Naxalbarj 

and Srikakulam confirms the correctness of 
this path.

If Sundarayya and his colleagues content 
themselves with some achievements in the 
form of reforms, which are the outcome of 
everyday revolutionary struggle, we revolu
tionaries diligently study the experiences of 
these struggles in which Telangana occupies" 
a unique position, to see that the mistakes 
committed earlier are not repeated, and the 

i continuity of struggle is maintained at all 
costs. This is the only correct way for the 

Marxist-Leninists to look at armed struggle in 
Telangana. We?pay our homage to thousands 
of martyrs fallen in Telangana, Naxalba'i, Srika
kulam and other armed struggles, first martyr 
in this phase being Komarayya, not only in a 
ceremon’al manner but taking forward the be
hests, which they left behind for us. We are 
doing it and we will do it. There is no force 
on earth which can stop us. This is the irre
sistible historical trend, which will come out 
successfully.

Therefore, the path open to the people of 
India is a revolutionary path. This is incon-
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Telangana struggle. Thus the thesis of revisio
nists proved to be wrong and capitulationist in 
unmistakable terms. Their position is understan
dable since they made it their fundamental policy 

.to support the Congress Government and do 
nothing to endanger its position. But what about 
Sundarayya and his CPM ? He could not prove 
in 600 pages of his book, that by withdrawal of 
armed struggle, people and Party could gain 
something material out of what they gained from 

~armed struggle, except some MLAs and MPs 
who could do nothing in this regard except “ 
speaking occasionally, sometimes welcomingjj 
government measures and some other times 
opposing them in a low voice with exceptional 
furious speeches. Sundarayya should know 
well that major part of the tenancy lands were 
lost after the so-called progressive Land Re
forms Act was passed in Hyderabad assembly 
in 1954. When this is the immediate truth 
before us, how can he defend the withdrawal 
of armed struggle in 1951? He is well aware 
of the fact that the party and the people could 
not withstand the armed attacks of land lords 
and our party and mass movement was vir
tually liquidated in Manukota Taluka. Even 
the glamour of assembly and parliament seats 
was short-lived, and we saw their numbers 
being reduced to insignificant point.

We have seen Communist Party Govern
ment in Kerala and United Front Governments 
in Kerala and West Bengal, whose experiences 
were sought to be generalised as 'Kerala and 
Bengal way', denoting the success of their 
parliamentary path. When they were disban
ded by a stroke of pen by the Centre, they had 
to quit their ''power', unwept and unsung. 
People were reduced to either passive specta
tors or peaceful demonstrators. What they 
achieved constitutionally (if there is one?), 
they lost it constitutionally. The balance is 
nil. Light-hearted people could speak of petty 
things (if any) which they could get done from 
high-ups. There are no revolutionary gains 
and therefore no question of revolutionary de- 
fenca comes before the concerned party or 
parties.
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f Note : The following are the extracts 
from the Party Letter No. 5, referred in chap-

Therefore, the lessons Sundarayya draws 
from the armed struggle in Telangana (1946- 
51) are revisionist in character, in spite of the 
taik of revolution and the platitudes he used 
in this connection.

ter X, issued by Amarabad Regional Committee 
in the month of August 1951, dated 14 or 21 
which is not clear. The Party letter runs into 
21 foolscap papers covering all important 
aspects of the programme and tactical line 
(“Note on Indian situation 1951", as Understood by 
Sundarayya and explained by him to the mem
bers and important Comrades of the Regional 
Committee in the month of July 1951. —D.V.]Every clause these sentences contain apply 

to the policies CPM is practising, though they 
may say that they stand for People's Democra
tic Revolution, while practising parliamentary 
path. The very fact that Sundarayya characte
rises Telangana agrarian revolution as a stru
ggle for partial demands and the armed struggle 
for seizure of power as a partisan warfare 
for partial demands, "give rise to one variety 
of revisionism" which Lenin has prophetically 
mentioned in'this article Marxism and Revisionism. 
This is what we call neo-revisionism, which 
led them to condemn the peasant armed stru
ggle of Naxalbari and Srikakulam as left adven
turism and individual terrorism, without diffe
rentiating between people taking up arms and 
the leadership taking a wrong line. They have 
done this for the sake of some "assumed 
advantages of the moment" as a part of their 
parliamentary path, by renouncing the path of 
agrarian revolution and protracted armed stru
ggle under the leadership of the working class, 
to complete People's Democratic Revolution 
and then go over to construction of socialism 
in India.

"....... Even today we are leading a peasant
guerilla war which provides a Path for entire 
India. We analyse some weaknesses, which are 
found in us, for the sake of advancing our 
struggle. At the same time, we have to shut 
the mouths of those 'idiots' who instead of 
observing the strength of People's struggle, see 
only some weaknesses. (Here a mention is 
made about the resolution adopted about the 
faction consisting of such persons).

[Note: We arc giving two extracts from the Tehgu 
documents, translated into English. The extracts are given 
in quotations. The sentences mid passages, without quota
tion marks and the words in brackets are mine, meant for 
explaining the sequence. —D. I'. J

"Our Strength : There are stupids who 
cannot see the strength of our movement and 
the heroic role the people have played, in spite 
of having their eyes. Even according to the 
reports we have today, peasantry has not left 
the lands it has distributed (among themsel
ves). They are enjoying all illegally seized 
lands (of the landlords) and the crops without 
leaving a cent. (Here some facts were shown 
how the peasantry had occupied Government 
lands to the extent of 2000 acres towards tne 
end of 1950, and turned them into wet lands, 
in spite of torturous repression). Lands of the 
landlords which were forcibly seized are lying 
fallow. Wherever they are cultivated, the 
crops are either destroyed or enjoyed by the 
people. (Here, some examples arc given). 
Labourers are moving into struggles in thou
sands in spite of repression About one lakh 
labourers have participated in the strike in 120 
villages of Huzurnagar ana, during 1949-EO. 
People have reduced the village guards (who 
were forced to do the job) into a farce. While , 
being in the (village) guards the people are 
protecting (guerilla) squads like the apple of 
the eye. In some places they are resisting the 
guards. In the same way people have moved 
in thousands in the new regions of Amarabad, 
broke open the granaries of landlords and 
distributed numerous candies (8 to 10 bags for 
each candy) of grain among themselves. (Here 
some examples are given).

patently follows from the very nature of this policy that ft 
may assume an infinite variety of forms and that every 
more or less "new" question, every more or less unexpected 
and unforeseen turn of events, even though it changes the 
basic line of development only to an insignificant degree 
and only for the briefest period, will always inevitably give 
rise to one variety of revisionism or an other". (Lenin, 
C. JK vol. 151- Marxism and Revisionism).
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(Programme for distribution of Govern

ment lands also was included).

should be fixed and people should be mobili
sed (for their) distribution.

"—(we) have to distribute the lands of 
big landlords keeping in view the above prin
ciples.

(After dealing with the main weaknesses 
in the movement, the Parry letter asks the 
Patty members to implement the following 
'intensive' programme).

"(2) The role of people's struggle should 
be developed. (We) should stop, once for all, 
the trends by which people depend on squads 
for every work. We should see that the people 
are given smali arms, especially country bombs, 
so that they may play an important rote in over
throwing the government system by themsel
ves, thus providing a correct direction to their 
hatred. (We) should mobilise people to (attack). 
on (police) movements, to destroy roads and 
properties of landlords..."

"—The problems of such lands, which are 
in possession of small landlords should be 
solved in the following manner. (Some sugges-. 
tions were given in this regard).

"—All such lands which are with big land
lords should be occupied (by the people) with
out exception.

»_(we) should not allow the farming of 
lands of the big landlords distributed earlier 
but forcibly snatched with the help of Police. 

If they continue with force, people must snatch 
away the harvests and enjoy .th°n»- or else 
they must be destroyed. .... .

"(I) We have to concentrate our attacks 
on the police and the repressive apparatus of 
the Government. After a number of experien
ces, comrades have developed skill. Enemy 
must be harassed and attacked so as to make 
him immobile. We have to give special iraining 
to the squads, so that they may concentrate on 
the apparatus of the Government specifically. 

Training is already completed up to area 
commanders. Initiative of squad leaders has to 
be developed basing on this (training).

All this work is being done, due to awake
ning of people who by their direct'struggles 
are defending (their gains). Those blind men 
who are not able to see this are characterising 
the entire struggle as terrorism, and advancing 
arguments for withdrawal of struggle. In spite 
of this, we have to go into our weaknesses, in 
view of new tactics, in order to advance our 
struggle further, without any regard to such 
timid arguments (they are advancing).

Land Distribution : ( After revising the 
mistakes committed in the past, some 'princi
ples' were laid down for further distribution 
with following instructions).

Illegally seized lands: (After describing 
how people are moving to ocupy such lands 
in large numbers the following programme is 
given).

"— In areas where the lands of the big 
landlords are not yet distributed, a ceiling

Besides this, (We) have wiped out (Police) 
stations of Achampet, Pullalacheruvu, Penu- 
ganchiprolu, Eliampeta, Loyapalli, Kothapalli 
(and) Gadivemula, with the co-operation of 
people, during 1 950-51, after Nehru's armies 
entered, in our region alone. In the same way, 
we have harrased the police in many centres 
like Mellacheruvu, Krishna Teeram, Mulkala 
Kalva, Malkapuram etc. We could snatch 
arms from them in some cases. In the same 
way, we have snatched arms from Home 
guards, organised by Nehru armies to protect 
land-lordism in Balmoor, Madinepalii, Laxa 
Puram, Siddeswaram, Venkeswaram etc. villa
ges with the co-operation of people (Here 
some examples are added).

Guerilla Warfare front: (After providing 
a programme for tenancy lands, wages for 
agricultural labourers and food problem, the 
Party letter gives a line for guerilla war. After 
reviewing the mistakes committed in the past 
the following programme was given ):
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(The Regional Committee while conscious 
of the) "danger emanating from 'leaders' who 
give a distorted interpretation and stab in the 
back of our struggles" (p. 20) ends the Party

(In a resolution adopted in the same 
session under the heading "The noise of windbags 
in Hyderabad city" the following para is to be 
noted):

(Six more instructions are provided to deal 
with Home Guards etc, cautioning against 
"individual terrorism in any form).

letter with following words which 
with confidence.

"The Central Committee in its meetings of 
December 1950 and May 1951 has passed 
resolutions to the effect that all the party mem
bers should try to conduct Telangana struggle 
successfully. In spite of this, the propaganda 
it is carrying on amounts to helping the Govern
ment in liquidating the gains of the people" 
—p. 16.

(Regarding General Elections, the commi
ttee has decided that) "We should carry our 
propaganda from now onwards to boycott the 
Election farce in all manners, so that the people 
may make the programme a failure." —p. 20.

"2. Armies should be abolished. All priso
ners should be released. All bans must be 
removed. All collected fines should be returned. 
Those not yet collected, should be abolished", 
p. 17.

(After suggesting some amendments to 
the demands contained in the Central Commi
ttee resolution of May, 1951, the Regional 
Committee puts forth the following minimum 
demands without whose acceptance "there 
should be no compromise under any circum
stances" as the resolution says.):

aro pregnant

[ Note: The following extracts, referred in 
chapter X of the review, as retranslated into 
English from Telugu, are the concluding part of 
C. Rajeswara Rao's note which was submitted 
for discussion in the meeting of Andhra C. C. 
Ms. (pp. 416-17). After analysing the strength 
and Weaknesses of the revolutionary movement 
in Telangana, he proposes’ to continue the 
armed struggle on the basis of the understan
ding contained in the "Note on the Indian situation 
1951". He is one with Sundarayya in denying 
the character of the armed struggle as one for 
seizure of power. His proposals, in the main, 
coincide with the line taken by Amarabad 
Regional Committee in the month of July- 
August 1951, under the guidance of Sunda
rayya. In his proposals C. Rajeswara Rao 
advocates continuation of armed struggle in 
unequivocal terms. —D. V. ]

"1. The lands seized by the landlords 
should be returned to the agricultural labourers 
and poor peasants. No eviction of tenants from 
their possessions (the lands) where evicted 
(the lands) should be returned. No sales of the 
tenancy lands (should be allowed). People 
(residing in the forests) should enjoy the 
forest produce freely.

...Leading an anti-landlord peasant gue
rilla warfare, which is showing a path for the 
entire peasantry of India, we should advance 
by strengthening it. Every party-member should 
lead the struggle with a redoubled vigour, by 
developing Marxist - Leninist understanding, 
while advancing this (struggle). The forces of 
struggle which are spread over through length 
and breadth of the country will arise and come 
forward with this New Policy. Let us unite, at 
a time when economic crisis is gripping and let 
us establish peoples' government in place of 
present cruel government. To-day's internatio
nal situation is much more favourable to us." 
(P- 21).

"3. In view of the masses of people in 
Telangana expressing the preparedness to 
continue armed peasant guerilla warfare, in 
view of the enemy camp's isolation from the 
people, and being in the grip of internal contra
dictions and confusion, in view of the broad 
masses of people coming into extensive mass 
struggles on their own as a result of the inten
sifying economic crisis in several parts of 
India, and in view of the disintegration of a 
Congress on an all-lndia level, we can continue



Change of Tactics

— [To be continued]
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1. To isolate big landlords, to compromise 
with small landlords.

armed guerilla welfare in Telangana, by remov
ing our weaknesses. But then we have to 
leai our movement on altogether new rails in 
accordance with Party's new programme and 
tactical line.

"4. The objective of our movement should 
be defend ng lands and people's movement 
resisting the repression of military, home gua
rds and landlords, instead of overthrowing the 
Nehru Government and establishing People's 
Raj. We should continue armed struggle to 
achieve these minimum demands. (We) have 
to demand that the future of the state should 
be decided by a constituent Assembly, elected 
on the basis of adult franchise.

II. We have to concentrate our struggle 
against armed forces, police and home guards, 
but not against small landlords.

III. We have to concentrate our work oh 
organising Party, squads, mass organisations 
and educating them.

IV. We have to carry on extensive propa
ganda on the above mentioned demands an'd 
unite with progressive groups and parties:

V. (We) have to build a strong working 
class movement in the towns, which can come 
forward to help Telangana armed guerilla 
movement.

VI. Baesing on the above-mentioned de
mands (we) can have negotiations when there 
arises opportunity.

(From: Telangana Sayudha Poratamn-Vastavaln By 
M. Basava Punnayya. pp. 235-36.).




