
should concert their actions in the struggle for the common 
goal. These principles guiding relations among fraternal 
Parties are clearly stipulated in the Declaration of 1957 
and Statement of 1960." (The Polemic on the General Line 
of the International Communist Movement, Peking, 1965, 
Pp. 333 and 334) 

No further explanation or elaboration is needed for these 
statements of the CPC and our critics cannot have any 
legs left to stand on that basis. 

Our critics speak of Marxism-Leninism and Marxism
Leninism of the new epoch and attack the C.C. for its lack 
of Marxism-Leninism. In this connection, we would like 
to cite a passage from Comrade Mao Tse-tung which puts 
the matter in proper light: 

"Being Marxists, Communists are internationalists, but 
we can put Marxism into practice only when it is integrated 
with the specific characteristics of our country and acquires 
a definite form. The great strength of Marxism-Leninism 
lies precisely in its integration with the concrete revolu
tionary practice of all countries. For the Chinese Com
munist' Party, it is a matter of learning to apply the theory 
of Marxism-Leninism to the specific circumstances of China. 
For the Chinese Communists who are part of the great 
Chinese nation, flesh of its flesh and blood of its blood, 
any talk of Marxism in isolation from China's charac
teristics is merely Marxism in the abstract, Marxism in a 
vacuum. Hence to apply Marxism concretely in China so 
that its very manifestation has an indubitably Chinese 
character, i.e., to apply Marxism in the light of China's 
specific characteristics, becomes a problem which it is 
urgent for the whole Party to understand and solve. 
Foreign stereotypes must be abolished, there must be less 
signing of empty, abstract tunes, and dogmatism must be 
laid to rest; they must be replaced by the fresh, lively 
Chinese style and spirit which the common people of China 
love. To separate internationalist content from national 
form is the practice of those who do not understand the 
first thing about internationalism. We, on the contrary, 
must link the two closely. In this matter there are serious 
errors in our ranks which should be conscientiously over
come." (Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works, Vol. II, Page 209) 
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We wish to abide by Marxism-Leninism and strictly 
adhere to the guide-lines aptly described above by Comrade 
Mao Tse-tung and do not wish to become victims of 
stereotype. 

Do our critics think that there is a Marxism-Leninism 
of the new epoch for us which does not integrate it with 
Indian conditions ? 

Similarly, our critics talk of proletarian internationalism 
and charge the C.C. with violating it since it is not un
critically rallying behind one Party or the other. Here is 
what the great Lenin says about internationalism : 

"There is one, and only one, kind of internationalism in
deed. Working wholeheartedly for the development of the 
revolutionary movement and the revolutionary struggles 
in one's own country, and supporting (by propaganda, 
sympathy and material aid) such a struggle, such, and only 
such a line in every country without' exception. 

"Everything else is deception and Manilovism". 
We do cherish proletarian internationalism and strictly 

adhere to the directives of Comrade Lenin. Is it' the con
tention of our critics that proletarian internationalism 
means lining up behind one Party or anot'her in the name 
of "glob�l strategy", "world liberation", etc., giving up 
working wholeheartedly to fulfil our tasks for the revolu
tionary proletarian movement in our own count'ry ? 

NATIONAL LIBERATION MOVEMENT 

These comrades make an erroneous and ill-informed criti
cism of the CC .. document on this point and commit mistakes 
in formulation and understanding, adopt' a wrong attitude 
towards the role of the socialist camp in relation to the 
national liberation movement and in effect adopt a bour
geois-nationalist standpoint on this question. They think 
they are talking high revolutionary stuff; but in reality 
they wander into the morass of bourgeois-nationalism and 
liquidate the role of the socialist camp. In the bargain they 
make hopelessly contradictory statements. They state, "It 
is the imperative duty of the international working class 
movement to give all its support to the national liberation 
movement. It is the sacred duty of the socialist countries 

91 



to give every kind of support-ideological, political, econo
mic and military-to help the NLM achieve complete suc
cess". So far so good. Everyone will agree with them. 

But then they must find fault with the C.C. They say, 
"The C.C. has failed to locate the NLM as playing the deci
sive role for the final destruction of imperialism. Instead 
of this, the C.C. has made a revolutionary combination of 
'socialist diplomacy' and the 'armed might of the socialist 
camp' essential factors for the complete victory of the 
national liberation struggles." Is it your contention, com
rades, that socialist diplomacy and armed might of the 
socialist camp are not essential for the complete victory of 
the national liberation struggles ? Is this the meaning of 
your statement that the national liberation movement has 
become the decisive force ?Does it mean therefore that it 
stands in no need of help from the socialist camp? If that 

is so why are you shouting against the revisionists for not 
helping the national liberation movement ? And why do 
you then state that the socialist camp must render every 
help including military help to the national liberation move
ment? You forget that this is just what you have stated 
(quotation above) when you find fault with the C.C. How-

.ever, if this is your position then it is a bourgeois-nationalist 
position according to which the national movement can 
achieve its objective in isolation from the socialist camp ; it 
is not based on proletarian internationalism, it does not 
regard the national liberation movement as a component of 
the world proletarian revolution but only of a bourgeois
democratic movement. 

To counterpose the importance of the national liberation 
movement, its vital role, to help from the socialist camp, to 
suggest that insistence on such help in any way minimises 
the importance of the nat'ional liberation movement is to be 
guilty of downright bourgeois-nationalism despite protesta
tions of being unalloyed revolutionaries. Because the revi
sionists distort the conception of help and try to eliminate 
the role of the national liberation movement itself, that is 
no reason why Marxist-Leninists should throw it out, reject 
it and isolate the NLM from the socialist camp. 

What is it that they are objecting to in the ideological 
document? The relevant passages run as follows: "No 
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Marxist would dispute the fact that imperialism, today, has 
been tremendously weakened on a world scale. Forces of 

revolution-the countries that have already come under the 
socialist system, the proletarian revolutionary movements 
in the advanced capitalist countries, the national 
liberation movements and forces in the newly libe
rated and colonial countries, the widespread popular move
ments against war and in defence of peace-are today so 
powerful that they can unitedly inflict defeat after defeat 
on imperialism and its allies. However, the process of mobi
lising and uniting these revolutionary forces is no simple 
task. It involves a revolutionary combination of socialist 
diplomacy, calculated to isolate the most reactionary impe
rialist groups, with the use of the armed might of the socia
list camp against such reactionary powers as resort to ag
gression on peace-loving countries, or try to drown the 
national liberation movement in blood. This requires the 
ever-growing unity of the international communist move
ment-a unity in which the ruling parties of the socialist 
countries, -render all forms of practical aid, including direct 

military intervention, to the revolutionary proletarian 
movement in the capitalist countries as well as the national 
liberation., movements in underdeveloped countries".

Can any sane person object to these passages? Can any 
person calling himself Marxist-Leninist object to the demand 
on the socialist camp, on the communist movement that it 
must render all aid including armed aid to the revolutionary 
movements? How is it that our comrades are objecting to 
this, though they themselves at one place say that it is the 
duty of the socialist camp to render all aid? 

The key lies in their wrong understanding of the role of 
the national liberation movement. It is not accidental that 
they think that the C.C. underestimates the importance of 
the liberation movements. They say, "In this new epoch of 
final collapse of imperialism and the final triumph of world
wide victory of socialism, the national liberation struggles 
have become the decisive force for the final destruction of 
imperialism". Again they state, "The C.C. has failed to 
locate the NLM as playing the decisive role for the final 
destruction of imperialism''. And again they assert, "Thus, 

in the present era, the NLMs have got overall and decisive. 
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aloofness of the socialists in the oppressed countries who 
do not want to rise above their national steeple and who 
do not understand the connections between the liberation 
movement in their various countries and the proletarian 
movement in the ruling countries. Without such a struggle 
it is inconceivable that the proletariat of the oppressed 
nations can maintain an independent policy and its class 
solidarity with the proletariat of the ruling countries in 
the fight for the overthrow of imperialism; without such 
a struggle internationalism would be impossible." (Pro
blems of Leninism, Moscow, 1947, Page 66). On this point 
Stalin quotes Lenin, "But in all cases he (the Social 
Democrat' of a small nation) must fight against small 
nation narrow-mindedness, insularity and aloofness, he 
must fight for the recognition of the whole and the general, 
for the subo;rdination of the interests of the particular to 
the interests of the general". 

The vital importance of the national liberation struggles 
should not make anyone ignore this warning of Lenin and 
Stalin. The betrayal by the revisionists should not make 
one take a position which divorces the national liberation 
movement from the world proletarian movement. 

THE PATH OF OUR REVOLUTION 

While criticising the C.C. resolution, New Situation and 
Party's Tasks, these comrades raise the question of the 
path of our revolution. They have used all their originality 
to harangue the C.C. on 'people's war and armed struggle' 
with the choicest pieces of satire, abuse and sarcasm at 
their command. Since they could not find the call for 
armed struggle and people's war in New Situation and 

Party's Tasks, they go at it fretting and fuming and present 
our C.C. and our Party, at last, with "a clear-cut perspec
tive of the path of our revolution towards which all our 
struggles must be directed". A long-felt need of the Indian 
revolution is thus met indeed ! How does it stand in a 
nutshell? 

1. "We feel that the path of people's war, taking our
own particular objective conditions in our country into 
consideration, is the only path of our revolution". 
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Thus objective conditions have decided the path ! 
2. "We categorically say that in all backward coun

tries winning the majority of the people, building mass 
organisations and party-building are closely linked with the 
armed struggle". 

They with a stroke of the pen have creatively extended 
the people's war to 'all backward · countries' in the 
world, and ruled out the prospect of building mass 
movement, mass organisations and Party in all these 
countries without armed struggle ! We are, of course, not 
enlightened as to whether anything like Party, mass move
ment and mass organisation is necessary to start 'an armed 
struggle' or all should start simultaneously. 

3. "Various C.C. documents and recent articles by
Comrade B. T. Ranadive on Naxalbari reveal a quite 
different perspective of the path of our revolution". 

Neither the C.C. documents nor Comrade Ranadive's 
articles were ever aimed at discussing the 'perspective path 
of our revolution', as neither the C.C. nor Comrade Rana
dive had deluded themselves with the foolish idea of 
undertaking such as a task. Hence it is a gross untruth. 
What they were doing was a resolute refutation of the 
infantile slogans of the N axalbari leaders, in the name of 
the Conrlnunist Party of India (Marxist), about 'people's 
liberation war' without actually reckoning with either the 
people or liberation or war-only adding grist to the mill 
of our enemies. 

4. "Now, due to Naxalbari, and the Chinese criticism,
the C.C. says that it stands by the 1952 Policy Statement. 
Having sat tight over the line, for the last 15 years, without 
any thorough discussion on the point at any level of our 
Party till this time, the C.C. statement on this question 
merely surprises us." 

Every single syllable of this statement is a real gem ! 
How grateful our C.C. should be to the Naxalbari rebels 
and the massive support they get from the Chinese radio 
and press for waking it from its slumbers and forcing it to 
dig out the hidden Policy Statement of 1952 ! Who sat 
tight over it for the last 15 years ? Evidently according 
to them, it is the present C.C. and neither the opportunist 
policies pursued for long by the Party nor the opportunist 
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