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Letter of RCP, USA  
( January 2009) 
Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) 

January 29, 2009

Dear Comrades,

As you know we have been following the devel‑
opments in your country and within your party with  
great  concern and interest.  During the long years of 
the People’s War we consistently upheld and propa‑
gated your struggle within the revolutionary move‑
ment and among the masses of people in our country, 
and participated in doing so on an international level. 
We did so wholeheartedly, convinced that the struggle 
in Nepal  was a blow not only against the reactionary 
ruling classes of Nepal itself, but could become an ad‑
vanced outpost of struggle against the world imperial‑
ist system and that, under the leadership of a genuine 
communist vanguard party, this revolution had the ba‑
sis not only for liberating Nepal but to contribute to 
the spread of revolutionary communism in the region 
and the world.

We are writing this letter to inform you that we 
have come to the conclusion that it is now necessary to 
open up to the public the struggle that we have been 
waging with you for several years now over key ques‑
tions of communist principle and the differences that 
have now sharply emerged.

Ever since October 2005  we have  been increasing‑
ly alarmed at the developments of line that your party 

has taken.   Proceeding from what is our understanding 
of proletarian internationalism,   we have made many 
efforts to carry out struggle over the crucial questions 
of ideological and political line involved. In particular 
we have written three major letters at key junctures 
presenting in a frank manner our understanding of the 
matters of principle that have emerged in relation to 
the development of the revolution in your country; we 
have not addressed these on the level of  specific tactical 
measures that you have taken at different junctures, but 
with regard to the overall ideological and political line 
that has been guiding the practice of your party–and 
which  are now pushing the revolution into the abyss.

We wrote one letter in October 2005, a second one 
on March 19, 2008 and  a third on November 4, 2008. 
Of these three letters, you chose  to respond only to the 
first; we are very disappointed and dismayed that you 
did not consider that the later two letters of 2008 even 
merited a response. The questions that we and others 
have raised  clearly focus on questions that need to be 
discussed within RIM and the international commu‑
nist movement and are of  concern to all who want to 
do away with imperialism and reaction, and work to‑
ward a communist future.

It should be obvious why  the change in the  lead‑
ing political and ideological orientation of your party 
and the policies  adopted have caused a great deal of 
questioning and confusion among friends of the Ne‑
pal revolution in our country and elsewhere. Despite 
the concerns of sections of the masses and repeated re‑
quests to know our opinion, we have been very careful 
to avoid open criticism of your party in our press and 
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in other public forums up until now.  We have felt that 
this was the correct approach  for us to take  because 
you had made clear to us your preference that this 
struggle not take place in the public arena and because 
it was our sincere hope that  keeping this struggle inter‑
nal to the ranks of our respective parties and the parties 
and organizations of our movement would create the 
most favorable conditions for your party, and especially 
its leadership, to engage in serious study, debate and 
struggle over the questions that we and other comrades 
in the international movement have been raising.

We are forced to conclude that this policy of keep‑
ing our struggle internal is no longer appropriate under 
the present circumstances.  When the party leadership 
has shown no interest in pursuing struggle over cardi‑
nal questions of ideological and political line and where 
the leading line and policies of the party itself are ac‑
celerating in the wrong direction, to keep silent would 
objectively represent acquiescence in this very path.  
On the contrary, the circumstances require a vigorous 
public discussion of the central ideological and political 
questions involved.

We do not take this decision with joy of heart but 
rather out of the deepest concern for the future of the 
revolution in Nepal and its implications for the prole‑
tarian revolutionary struggle internationally.

Just as we had decided that it is now correct to 
take this course of action, an article written by Roshan 
Kisson appeared in your English language journal Red 
Star (#21) in which there is an open repudiation of the 
whole of Marxism, beginning with Marx himself, an 
open rejection of the whole experience of the proletar‑
ian revolution up to this point, and an open proclama‑
tion that the revolution in Nepal can do no more than 
build a modern capitalist state, leaving the question of 
the struggle for socialism and communism to future 
generations.

As part of the anti‑communist diatribe in Red Star 
#21, Kisson launches  a vicious and unprincipled at‑
tack and personal slander on the leader of our party, 
Chairman Bob Avakian, which is reprehensible and 
unacceptable.  We strongly protest the completely anti‑
communist content of this article. To publish such an 
article in a journal that is seen all over the world as a 

vehicle for dissemination of your line and views consti‑
tutes promoting views that are completely in opposition 
to the goals and methods of communists that should 
be upheld by the international communist movement.

We will proceed with publishing the three major 
letters mentioned above along with the only response 
we have received from you, unless we hear from you 
by February 15, 2009 with a compelling reason for not 
doing so.

Our proletarian internationalist 
greetings, 

Central Committee 
Revolutionary Communist Party, USA
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Letter of RCP, USA  
(November 2008)
Letter from the Revolutionary Communist 
Party, USA

To the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) 
and all Parties and Organizations of RIM

(November 2008)

Dear Comrades,

On March 19, 2008, our Party sent a circular let‑
ter to the comrades of the Communist Party of Nepal 
(Maoist) as well as to the other parties and organiza‑
tions of RIM expressing our deepest concern over the 
political and ideological orientation of the CPN(M) 
and the basic path it has been following for the last 
three years. The central point in that letter was our be‑
lief that despite the great struggle and sacrifices of the 
ten years of People’s War and its tremendous achieve‑
ments, the state system being established and consoli‑
dated in Nepal is not New Democracy, the particular 
form of the dictatorship of the proletariat appropriate 
in countries like Nepal, but rather a bourgeois state, a 
“federal democratic republic” which will preserve and 
enforce the existing capitalist and semi‑feudal relations 
of production prevalent in Nepal.

The People’s Liberation Army is to be destroyed 
through “integration” into the reactionary state army 
and/or dissolved by other means, land distributed by 
the revolution to the peasantry is to be returned to 
previous owners, Western imperialist powers and reac‑
tionary states such as China and India are being hailed 
as great friends of the Nepalese people, and astounding 
theoretical propositions are being put forward such as 
the “joint dictatorship of the proletariat and the bour‑
geoisie”.1 Instead of arguing for a program of carrying 
forward the revolution, CPN(M) leaders and govern‑
ment officials have loudly advocated positions and 
policies that so flagrantly go against the principles of 
proletarian revolution and the interests of the masses 
in Nepal and around the world that any genuine com‑

1. See Red Star, Number 15, “Fall of Koirala Dynasty”.

munist is shocked, saddened and angry to hear them 
on the lips of comrades of our Movement.

Yes, we have heard that the assurances from some 
that all of this is but a “transitional state” that can be 
transformed into a genuine people’s state – or, some‑
times we are told, it is but a clever ploy to “deceive the 
enemy” while preparations continue to bring the revo‑
lution to a victorious conclusion. But in fact each step 
taken down this road is making it more difficult ideo‑
logically, politically, organizationally and militarily to 
get back on the revolutionary path. Today many more 
communists, in Nepal and elsewhere, are coming to 
recognize that the formation of the “federal democratic 
republic” is not a “stepping stone” toward achieving the 
communist objectives but a giant step backwards, away 
from revolution and away from the achievements of the 
People’s War, and a giant step toward firmly reconsoli‑
dating Nepal’s position in the reactionary world impe‑
rialist system.

The Problem Is The Line Of The Party
It is excellent that many comrades are now recoiling 

when they stare into the abyss into which the revolu‑
tion in Nepal is falling.. The question is to understand 
how things reached this point and, most importantly, 
what is necessary to fundamentally reverse this course 
and save the fruits of the revolution in Nepal that are 
being so rapidly destroyed. The current situation is no 
accident, no mere excess in carrying out an otherwise 
correct policy. It is not just one more “maneuver to the 
right” that can be easily corrected by a following “ma‑
neuver to the left”. The current display of class collabo‑
ration is a direct result of the ideological and political 
line that has been leading the Party over the last period, 
particularly since the immediate goal of the Party was 
defined as the establishment of the “transitional state”, 
that is, a bourgeois democratic republic.2

2. A decisive turning point in this process was in October 
2005 when a line struggle in the Party reached a culmination 
at the Central Committee meeting. One of the important sub‑
jects in that two‑line struggle was whether or not the revolu‑
tion must pass through the stage of anti‑monarchical struggle 
and the establishment of a bourgeois democracy (“transitional 
state”). In typical eclectic fashion, this thesis was rejected theo-
retically by saying that such a sub‑stage was not an absolute re‑
quirement but at the same time this thesis was made the guiding 
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The immediate task facing all communists who 
hold the revolution in Nepal dear is to repudiate and 
fight against the wrong line in the CPN(M). Once 
again we will quote the words of Mao Tsetung: “If one’s 
line is incorrect, one’s downfall is inevitable, even with 
the control of the central, local and army leadership. 
If one’s line is correct, even if one has not a single sol‑
dier at first, there will be soldiers, and even if there is 
no political power, political power will be gained. This 
is borne out by the historical experience of our Party 
and by that of the international communist movement 
since the time of Marx.… The crux of the matter is 
line. This is an irrefutable truth.”3

Today the question of the future direction of Ne‑
pal is being battled out in the domain of political line 
and ideology. If a correct revolutionary communist line 
can triumph within the party, the energy and aspirations 
of people that have been unleashed by the People’ War 
can be harnessed and led, and there is a real possibility 
that nationwide victory can be won and the pathway 
opened to socialism. On the contrary, if the present 
line of the CPN(M) leadership is not repudiated, this 
great opportunity for the people in Nepal and for the 
communist movement more generally will be lost. We 
are not in a position to speculate or propose specific 
tactical steps, and we do not see that as the role that 
comrades in the international movement can or should 
be playing. We must all focus our attention on major 
matters of ideological and political line and not on sec‑
ondary matters of tactics or so‑called “maneuvering”. 
Most fundamentally this means reaffirming, ideologi‑
cally and in its political line and specific policies, that 
the revolution in Nepal is seeking to establish social‑
ist relations in the country as part of the whole world 
process by which the capitalist‑imperialist world order 
will be overthrown and supplanted by socialism and 
ultimately communism. Yes, the revolution in Nepal 
must pass through the transition of New Democracy, 
but the purpose of the New Democratic Revolution is 

line for the practice of the party as a “tactic”, which opened the 
way to the series of agreements with the parliamentary parties 
and effectively made the immediate goal of the revolution the 
formation of a bourgeois republic. 

3. From the Tenth National Congress of the Communist 
Party of China, adopted August 28, 1973.

exactly a transition toward socialism, and not toward 
an acceleration of capitalism in Nepal and its further 
integration into the world imperialist system.4

This essential point – the need to maintain the 
goal and orientation of fighting for New Democracy 
and not substituting the goal of classless, “pure” de‑
mocracy (which can only mean bourgeois democracy, 
whether federal and proportional or not) – was a major 
theme of our October 2005 letter to the Party, which 
the CPN(M) leadership dismissed as merely being 
the “ABCs of Marxism” with no importance for ana‑
lyzing the specific questions of tactics and policy fac‑
ing the Party. But these “ABCs”, or more correctly put, 
these basic truths of Marxism, confirmed in the course 
of generations of revolutionary struggle all over the 
world, remain crucial to the success or failure of the 
revolution, and the rejection of these basic truths by the 
CPN(M)leadership is what is leading the revolution 
over the cliff.

New Democracy & Socialism Are 
Stepping Stones On The Road To 
Communism

New Democracy requires a joint dictatorship of 
the revolutionary classes under the leadership of the 
proletariat and its vanguard, that is to say, a specific form 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat appropriate to the 
stage of the democratic revolution. While the system 
of New Democracy recognizes and protects the inter‑
ests of the national bourgeoisie, it targets as an enemy 
the comprador and bureaucrat capitalist sector which 
is, after all, the dominant form of capitalism in Nepal. 
In its international policy, New Democracy aligns it‑
self with the masses of people struggling against impe‑
rialism and reaction and opposes the world imperialist 
system. Economically, as Mao put it, New Democracy 
“opens the door to capitalism”, but “it opens the door 
to socialism even wider” by quickly establishing state 
ownership over those sectors controlled by the impe‑
rialists, allied reactionary states and the bureaucrat‑
comprador bourgeoisie and feudal elements. In the 

4. See Mao Tsetung on thus subject, especially “On New 
Democracy”, Selected Works, Vol. 2, p. 339.
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countryside New Democracy means the thorough and 
revolutionary implementation of “land to the tiller” by 
mobilizing and relying on the oppressed masses of the 
peasantry. Culturally, New Democracy means mobi‑
lizing the masses and unleashing them to thoroughly 
uproot backward institutions such as caste discrimi‑
nation, child marriage, the oppression of women, the 
oppression of nationalities and so forth. Indeed, to a 
large extent New Democracy means completing on a 
nationwide level the revolutionary democratic trans‑
formations that the Party had begun in the base areas.

In all of these aspects the New Democratic system 
represents something quite different from bourgeois 
democracy. Bourgeois democracy accepts the capitalist 
system in a given country and internationally. It offers 
“equal rights” (especially the right to vote) to everyone 
within the framework of the existing ownership system 
and the existing relations of production. Bourgeois de‑
mocracy will always seek to demobilize the masses and 
oppose and repress the efforts of the masses to assert 
their own interests.. And we know that in a country like 
Nepal, bourgeois rule, however “democratic”, inevitably 
involves a great degree of compromise with semi‑feu‑
dal relations, as is seen so clearly in neighboring India. 
The “rule of (bourgeois) law” so central to bourgeois 
democracy means that government officials become 
the agents and enforcers of bourgeois law. Isn’t this an 
important lesson of the “Yadov affair”, when comrade 
Matrika Yadov, the CPN(M) Minister of Land Reform 
and Management in the new government, resigned over 
his refusal to accept the use of state violence to evict 
the peasantry off of land that had been redistributed to 
them by the revolution?5 This shows quite clearly how 
the government cannot help but function as an agent 
of the reactionary production and social relations, and it 
is a good illustration of Marx’s point that “the prole‑
tariat cannot simply lay hold of the ready‑made state 
machinery and wield it for its own purposes” but must 
“smash it” and establish its own state.6

Today when the choice before the Party and the 
masses is sharpening up as one between a “people’s re‑
public” and a bourgeois republic (in the form of the 

5. See Red Star, Number 16.
6.  Karl Marx, The Civil War in France.

“federal democratic republic”), it is essential for the 
communists themselves to be clear on the fundamental 
meaning of these two, opposite, kinds of states. It is im‑
portant to be vigilant as well that the very conception 
of “people’s republic” (or New Democratic republic) is 
not gutted and reduced to just a different label on the 
bourgeois democratic republic. It is important to firmly 
grasp that the New Democratic republic must be part 
of the world proletarian revolution and that it must 
serve as a transition to socialism and communism.

This goal must not be left at the level of an empty 
declaration of faith. We should not forget that even the 
most brazen capitalists in China still hide behind the 
banner of the “Communist” Party. Taking the socialist 
road requires understanding clearly what socialism and 
communism actually mean. It is not about the “perfec‑
tion of democracy” in a way detached from the class 
struggle.7 It is about achieving a society without class 
distinctions through the overcoming of the “four alls” 
Marx spoke about and which became popularized in 
the GPCR of China. Marx wrote that the communist 
revolution must aim at the elimination of: all classes 
and class distinctions generally, all the relations of pro‑
duction on which they rest, all the social relations cor‑
responding to them, and all the ideas that result from 
these social relations.

The vehicle for assuring this transition from one 
social epoch to another is the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. Only if state power is firmly in the hands of 
the proletariat at the leadership of an alliance with the 
other revolutionary classes will it be possible to pro‑
tect the interests of the masses, as we have seen in the 
entire course of the People’s War. If state power is in 
the hands of the masses countrywide led by a vanguard 

7. In our October 2005 letter speaking to the “New 
State” article, we argued that the ideology of classless democ‑
racy (or “pure democracy”) corresponded to capitalism where 
goods must be exchanged according to “equal” value and where 
this formal equality covers over the actual exploitation of the 
working class (the exchange of a “fair day’s pay” for a “fair day’s 
work”). See Bob Avakian’s book Democracy Can’t We Do Bet-
ter than That?, as well as his polemic against K. Venu “Democ‑
racy: More Than Ever We Can and Must Do Better than That”, 
which appeared in the journal A World to Win, Number 17. 
Many of these and other writings of Bob Avakian and the RCP 
are available for downloading at the web address:www.revcom.
us or www.bobavakian.net



�

party clear on its goal, the initial transformations car‑
ried out in the base areas can be consolidated through‑
out the country and, most importantly, this state power 
can be used to begin the long and difficult but truly lib‑
erating process of transforming the economic and social 
relations between people in the direction of socialism 
and communism.

The fundamental issue at stake in the debate over 
the form of the state and the role of “multiparty de‑
mocracy” in Nepal today is actually about whether the 
dictatorship of the proletariat (at the stage of New De‑
mocracy) will be established. Indeed, as the Chinese 
comrades pointed out during the epoch of Mao, all of 
the great struggles between Marxism and revisionism 
have been focused on the question of establishing and 
persevering in the proletarian dictatorship, and this is 
the case in Nepal today.

There are important and difficult questions con‑
cerning the form of people’s rule: What role should be 
allowed for competing political parties? How can the 
rights of the masses be guaranteed in deeds and not only 
in words? How can the revolution mobilize all positive 
factors in society to advance? And yes, there have been 
serious errors in the history of the communist move‑
ment in this regard, although our party does not accept 
the one‑sided negation of the previous experience of 
the communist movement that is trumpeted by the in‑
ternational bourgeoisie and, unfortunately, echoed by 
the leadership of the CPN(M). But one thing is quite 
certain: it will be impossible to address the genuine 
questions correctly unless comrades understand the de‑
sirability and the possibility of achieving a wholly dif‑
ferent type of society (socialism and communism) and 
therefore the need for the state to serve as a vehicle for 
carrying out this transformation, step‑by‑step and in 
conjunction with the masses the world over.

If the essence of the state is the revolutionary dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, if it is understood to be a 
vehicle for thoroughly uprooting class society and all 
of the evils that flow from it, then and only then will 
it be possible to answer the question of what type of 
democracy is required and what forms it might take. 
Again, the Yadov affair is instructive – what about the 
rights of the peasants to own the land they till? These 

rights count for nothing in the kingdom of “pure de‑
mocracy”. And where is the state power to back up the 
rights of the peasantry, even if they were formally rec‑
ognized? But it is not only a question of which classes 
enjoy democracy under the proletarian dictatorship 
and which classes are the object of this dictatorship. 
The proletarian dictatorship can and must also guar‑
antee the democratic rights of those intellectuals and 
other middle class strata whose class position between 
the masses and the exploiting classes tends to reinforce 
illusions of “pure” democracy.

More importantly, in a society that is truly advanc‑
ing on the socialist road, it is possible and necessary to 
unleash the critical spirit among intellectuals and oth‑
ers and welcome the criticism that such forces will have 
of the socialist society and proletarian rule, in the spirit 
of applying the dynamic Bob Avakian has called “solid 
core with a lot of elasticity”. In fact, the stifling of dis‑
sent, the absence of rights, and bureaucratic stultifica‑
tion is a feature of revisionist rule (even a quick look at 
contemporary China shows this easily). The socialist 
society that revolutionary communists must construct 
will be a far livelier and more invigorating place for the 
masses and for the intellectuals then any of the reac‑
tionary societies in the world today, whether they be 
“liberal democracies” like India or the US or revisionist 
prisons like China or North Korea.

Every state consists of a dictatorship led by a spe‑
cific class (in alliance with others) and every state re‑
quires a specific kind of democracy that corresponds to 
the interests of the ruling class and the kind of society 
it is building. This is why Lenin correctly stressed that 
the proletarian dictatorship is a million times more 
democratic than the most liberal of bourgeois democ‑
racies.. The crucial question is democracy for whom and 
for what aim? What is needed is democracy among the 
broad ranks of the masses and dictatorship over the 
small number of exploiters, a democracy that energizes 
society and mobilizes all of the diverse and contradic‑
tory features that can help propel the society forward 
along the socialist road toward communism. The kind 
of dictatorship and the kind of democracy needed are 
those that reflect the truth Lenin was getting at when 
he said communism springs forth from “every pore”. We 
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do not need the empty shell of bourgeois democracy 
where the exploiting classes and their socio‑economic 
system set the terms and the limits of political life and 
discourse and that reduces the masses’ participation in 
politics to an occasional vote or demonstration.8

The Election Miracle?
The most significant event that took place since 

we sent our letter of March 19, 2008 has been the 
Constituent Assembly elections, the emergence of the 
CPN(M) as the largest party in the country and the 
subsequent formation of a government with Comrade 
Prachanda at its head.

One leading comrade of the CPN(M) described 
this as “the election miracle”. And indeed, we ourselves, 
like many other observers, were surprised by the re‑
sult.

We had written in our March 19 letter: “The most 
likely result is that the CPN(M) will be defeated ‘fairly’ 
at the elections… If in the extremely unlikely event 
that the Party did come to occupy the key positions 
of government through this electoral process the very 
alliance required, the entanglement in bourgeois politi‑
cal institutions and with the ‘international community’ 
will ensure that there is no transfer of power to the 
proletariat and the oppressed classes and no basis for 
the state to carry out the revolutionary transformation 
of society.”

What our party had predicted as “extremely un‑
likely”, that is the emergence of a CPN(M)‑led govern‑
ment, has come into being.

We were wrong to introduce a specific prediction 
of the election result in our previous letter. Not only 
did this prediction turn out to be wrong, it weakens 
the essential and correct point we were making in that 
letter including in the paragraph cited above – that the 
Constituent Assembly (CA) process could not lead to 

8. Bob Avakian has done important work on the subject 
of democracy as well as re‑envisioning the process of socialist 
revolution including bringing forward the concept of “a solid 
core with a lot of elasticity”. In addition to the works on democ‑
racy cited above, see his discussion of the socialist revolution in, 
among other recent writings, “Making Revolution and Eman‑
cipating Humanity” in Revolution and Communism: A Founda-
tion and Strategic Orientation (2008).

the peaceful transfer of power to the proletariat and 
masses of Nepal and would instead legitimize the reac‑
tionary bourgeois state. Advancing an election predic‑
tion, whether or not it turned out to be correct, feeds 
into the very pragmatism that is such a problem in the 
Party – judging tactics and policy by whether they 
“work” (or seem to work) rather than by whether they 
correspond to fundamental objectives.

The “mandate” that the Party obtained through the 
CA vehicle is not a mandate for completing the New 
Democratic revolution. While it is true that the revolu‑
tionary masses of Nepal voted for the CPN(M) out of 
the love and respect won in the course of the People’s 
War, the deferential treatment of the CPN(M) by the 
bourgeoisie, imperialists and India came not from hav‑
ing waged a People’s War but from having stopped one. 
Any support from the middle classes and others for the 
Party on this basis (having stopped the war) will not 
further propel the Party toward completing the revolu‑
tion but act as a brake on it.

“Without A People’s Army The People 
Have Nothing”

The form of the state has been changed from mon‑
archy to republic, but this does not represent the fulfill‑
ing of the New Democratic revolution. Far from it. The 
current state represents the perfecting of the old reaction-
ary state, shorn of its monarchical costume, and this is 
true regardless of what political party sits at the top this 
state – this is a theme which we developed at length in 
our letter of March 19, 2008. This new state system is 
objectively the continuation and perfecting of the old 
state, and as such it has no choice except to enforce the 
old reactionary economic and social relations, and it 
can never be a vehicle for their destruction. Meanwhile 
the very structures of power that had been established 
during the People’s War to enforce the class interests of 
the masses of the people have been dismantled. With‑
out a new state power in the hands of the masses it 
is impossible for society to be revolutionized: as Lenin 
put it, without political power all is illusion.

Nowhere is this clearer than when examining the 
pillar on which this state stands – the (formerly Royal 
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now republican) Nepal Army. All of Marxism as well 
as contemporary social experience teaches again and 
again that it is the armed forces that are the central and 
decisive element of any state. The People’s Liberation 
Army, which had been the pillar of the new state that 
was being forged in the base areas, has been confined 
to cantonments and is now threatened with liquidation 
through the process of “integration” into the old reac‑
tionary army. Without the PLA it will be impossible 
to protect the transformations that have already taken 
place in the base areas, to say nothing of extending 
them throughout the whole country. We should never 
forget Mao’s words that, “without a People’s Army, the 
people have nothing”, nor the great sacrifices that were 
required to build up a powerful PLA in Nepal.

Any idea that the Nepal Army, even if it swallows 
up and digests part of the PLA, can be transformed 
into a People’s Army, that it will become, in essence, 
anything other than what it always has been, is worse 
than ridiculous, it is extremely dangerous. As noted 
earlier, the role of the Nepal Army will be to continue 
to enforce the dominant social and production relations 
that keep the masses enslaved.

Nor can we accept the argument concerning the 
“two sides” of the Nepal Army – that it has always been 
undemocratic in its defense of feudal oppression (true) 
but that it is has defended the interests of the nation 
(untrue).9 The fact is that the (Royal) Nepal Army has 
been the pillar of defending the decrepit reactionary 
social system, which, at least in the modern period, has 
been entirely dominated by the world imperialist sys‑
tem. To talk of “preserving the independence” of a com‑
prador, bureaucrat capitalist state has a very restricted 
meaning. No fundamental national independence can 
come about unless and until this old system is uproot‑
ed and the whole network that keeps Nepal ensnared 
in the world imperialist system is broken. Doesn’t the 
role of the (Royal) Nepal Army in providing soldiers 
for UN “peacekeeping missions”, which the new gov‑
ernment has most unfortunately pledged to maintain, 
show the real relationship between the reactionary 
army and the world imperialist system?

9. See Red Star, Number 14, “The Essentials for Fusing 
Two Armies”.

Time and again we have seen the inseparable link 
in the oppressed countries between achieving the so‑
cial emancipation of the masses and waging the strug‑
gle against imperialism – and quite often communists 
have fallen into the error of supporting this or that 
reactionary state because of its alleged anti‑imperialist 
character. We should not forget the tragic experience of 
the comrades of Iran giving support to the Khomeini 
regime because of a mistaken view of Khomeini’s “anti‑
imperialist aspect”.10 Exactly because imperialism is a 
world system that is ever more deeply penetrating all 
aspects of the social and economic structure, it is im‑
possible for meaningful social transformation to take 
place without a radical rupture with imperialism, and, 
conversely, reactionary so‑called “anti‑imperialist” states 
have a strong tendency to compromise, capitulate or 
collapse in the face of imperialist aggression and bul‑
lying. The achievement of genuine national indepen‑
dence is inseparable from the liberation of the masses 
and can never be obtained by a reactionary army.

No, the task of “smashing” the old state apparatus, 
the seizure of political power by force, has been and 
remains the crucial first great task of the revolution in 
Nepal, as in all other countries. We have not been con‑
vinced that the line of fighting for a “transitional state” 
has in any way hastened or facilitated the fulfillment of 
this task. On the contrary, the “transition” that we have 
seen is a transition to a more fully consolidated bour‑
geois order and, unfortunately, raises the danger of the 
transformation of the CPN(M) itself from a force that 
led the masses in fighting against the old order into a 
force for the preservation of this old order in its present 
Republican skin.

Part Of The Rebirth Of Revolutionary 
Communism Or Part Of Its Burial?

The current conjuncture of the revolution in Nepal 
must be seen in this context of the crossroads now fac‑
ing the entire international communist movement. It is 
coming at a time when, thirty years after the defeat of 

10. The comrades of the Communist Party of Iran (Marx‑
ist‑Leninist‑Maoist) have summed up at length the error of 
their predecessor organization, the Union of Iran Communists, 
in this regard.
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proletarian rule in Mao’s China and after decades of re‑
lentless anti‑communist assault by the imperialists and 
their apologists the world over, the whole international 
communist movement has reached a low point in the 
effectiveness of its struggle and, most importantly, in 
its ideological clarity and its resolve to fulfill its revolu‑
tionary objectives.

As it was put in a recent Manifesto from our Party,

“The temporary defeat of socialism and the 
end of the first stage of the communist revolution 
has ...among other things... led to lowered sights 
and low dreams. Even among many people who 
once would have known better and would have 
striven higher, it has led, in the short run, to ac‑
ceptance of the idea that – in reality and at least for 
the foreseeable future – there can be no alternative 
to the world as it is, under the domination of impe‑
rialism and other exploiters. That the most one can 
hope for and work for are some secondary adjust‑
ments within the framework of accommodation 
to this system. That anything else – and especially 
the attempt to bring about a revolutionary rupture 
out of the confines of this system, aiming toward a 
radically different, communist world – is unrealis‑
tic and is bound to bring disaster.”11

The necessity and desirability of completely sweep‑
ing away capitalist exploitation and radically trans‑
forming the whole planet is greater than ever before 
but the possibility of such a revolutionary transforma‑
tion is not seen or is denied. Complex new problems 
in making revolution have emerged – for example the 
massive trend toward urbanization in the oppressed 
countries – while the very conditions of capitalism and 
imperialism’s breakneck “triumphal” development of 
the last several decades has actually further prepared 
the ground for the victory of the proletarian revolu‑
tion by furthering the great class cleavages, by tying the 
destinies of the masses of people in different countries 
even more tightly together, and by ever more clearly re‑
vealing the world capitalist system as an obstacle to the 
further advance of human society.

We must prepare and lead a whole wave of prole‑
tarian revolution that can show both in its vision and 

11. Communism: the Beginning of a New Stage: A Mani-
festo from the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA, September 
2008.

in its practice how it will be possible to take society to 
a completely different place. It is in this light that the 
revolution in Nepal must be seen. If it can clarify its 
objectives and overcome its current predicament, the 
revolution in Nepal will rekindle hopes in the ranks of 
the genuine communists and conscious revolutionary 
masses the world over. The People’s War fuelled the 
hope that, after several decades in which the imperial‑
ists and the reactionary ruling classes have controlled 
every country on the earth, a new state was being born 
where the masses of the people led by the proletariat 
and its vanguard communist party would hold power. 
The People’s War cracked open the door to see how po‑
litical power in the hands of the masses could be used 
to thoroughly uproot the old semi‑feudal and capitalist 
social relations and build a radically different society 
opposed to the world imperialist system, a beacon for 
the revolutionary masses in the volatile South Asian 
region. But the revisionism and eclecticism from the 
leadership of the CPN(M) is snuffing out this very 
hope and instead is reinforcing the message of the in‑
ternational bourgeoisie that there is no real alternative 
to the imperialist system, that the only real possibility 
is to improve the position of the country (or really that 
of its ruling class) within this imperialist system.

In this letter we will only briefly protest against the 
present international line of the CPN(M) leadership. 
It has been shown over and over again that the inter‑
national orientation of a political party is not a minor 
matter somehow unconnected to its overall ideological 
and political line. Today we see the CPN(M) leader‑
ship presenting imperialist and reactionary enemies as 
friends and even treating some of them as “strategic al‑
lies” of the revolution. How are we to understand the 
many speeches and articles justifying the suppression 
of the masses in Tibet 12or worse, those extolling the 
“wonders” that China has accomplished under revision‑

12. We are well aware of the fact that the US imperial‑
ists and others are making use of the reactionary nature of the 
Tibetan leadership, especially the Dalai Lama, to put pressure 
on China and manipulate the discontent of the Tibetan masses. 
But this does not change the fact that real national oppression 
exists in Tibet, nor does it justify the vicious repression by the 
Chinese authorities.
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ist rule? And not a word13 about the tens of thousands 
of Chinese children poisoned by the milk adulterated 
by the capitalists or those buried under the rubble of 
schools built by unscrupulous contractors.

We often hear comrades of the CPN(M) justify 
this or that tactic on a national or international scale 
in order to “make use of contradictions among the en‑
emies”. Certainly this is a necessary and correct part of 
revolutionary tactics, but only if those tactics flow from 
the fundamental strategic interests of the proletarian 
revolution and if those tactics do not violate revolu‑
tionary communist principles.

New Synthesis Or Tired Old Bourgeois 
Democracy?

One of the great tragedies of the great right turn 
in the CPN(M) has been that instead of helping the 
revival of the communist movement internationally 
by showing the viability of a revolutionary communist 
orientation, which the People’ War objectively did in 
large measure, the Party’s present line and practice is 
only strengthening the “anti‑communist verdict” that 
the imperialists and reactionaries have tried to impose 
throughout the world, especially following the defeat 
in China and the collapse of the USSR.14

Now, when the first wave of proletarian revolution 
that began with the Paris Commune and continued 
through the Cultural Revolution in China has ended 
and a new wave of proletarian revolution has yet to 
break forth, questions of ideology have taken on a par‑
ticular importance. Bob Avakian has stepped forward 
to the challenge of summing up the tremendous ex‑
perience of the first wave of proletarian revolution, its 
grievous shortcomings as well as its heroic accomplish‑
ments, and has brought forward a New Synthesis. To 

13. Here we can only speak of the English language ma‑
terials of the CPN(M). If such exposure of the true nature of 
capitalist China has appeared in Nepali publications we would 
like to have them pointed out to us.

14. Although the USSR had long previously become a re‑
visionist, social‑imperialist superpower, the fact that its leaders 
still referred to themselves as “communists” made the collapse 
of this regime and the unchallenged hegemony of the US and 
other “Western democracies” an occasion for further anti com‑
munist “summation” from the Western imperialists and other 
reactionaries.

quote from our party’s Manifesto, “there is an analogy to 
what was done by Marx at the beginning of the com‑
munist movement – establishing in the new conditions 
that exist, after the end of the first stage of the com‑
munist revolution, a theoretical framework for the re‑
newed advance of that revolution. But today, and with 
this new synthesis, it is most emphatically not a mat‑
ter of ‘back to the drawing board’, as if what is called 
for is throwing out both the historical experience of 
the communist movement and the socialist societies it 
brought into being and ‘the rich body of revolutionary 
scientific theory’ that developed through this first wave. 
That would represent an unscientific, and in fact a reac‑
tionary, approach. Rather, what is required – and what 
Avakian has undertaken – is building on all that has 
gone before, theoretically and practically, drawing the 
positive and the negative lessons from this, and raising 
this to a new, higher level of synthesis.”

But unfortunately, the leadership of the CPN(M) 
has adopted an opposite approach that accepts the un‑
scientific anti‑communist verdicts of the international 
bourgeoisie and renounces the dictatorship of the 
proletariat as the necessary transition toward social‑
ism and communism. Instead, the very old ideology of 
bourgeois democracy is being presented as “Commu‑
nism of the twenty‑first Century” and the actual com‑
munism of the twenty‑first century as it is concretely 
emerging is being ignored, belittled or opposed.

“Emancipators Of Humanity” Or Builders 
Of A New Switzerland?

One of the central points that Bob Avakian has 
been emphasizing as part of the New Synthesis that he 
has been bringing forward is the crucial importance of 
communists seeing themselves and training the prole‑
tariat to be “emancipators of humanity”. This is far dif‑
ferent from seeing the role of the revolution as simply 
improving the lot of the specific section of the masses 
who have supported it. Yes, the revolution must and will 
dramatically improve the lives of the masses of people 
and, in fact, capitalist development will not bring about 
a better life for the majority. In desperately poor Nepal 
the question of lifting the heavy burden of poverty is a 
crucial part of any revolutionary transformation.
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A basic question is whether development must 
come by being more integrated into the capitalist and 
imperialist system – that is by welcoming and organiz‑
ing more capitalist exploitation – or whether the so‑
cialist road is actually possible: building a viable and 
emancipatory social and economic system that in a 
fundamental sense is opposed to the world capitalist 
system.

This is one of the reasons we find it so strange to 
see the CPN(M) promising the “ten, twenty, forty” to 
the masses (doubling the gross national product in ten 
years, doubling it again in the following ten years and 
“reaching the level of Switzerland” within forty years). 
Not only would this imply a growth rate far greater than 
has ever been achieved before, such as in China under 
Mao, but it implies that the imperialists will actually 
help bring these developments about. In fact, repeated 
experience in the real world shows that wherever the 
imperialist system reaches, backwardness and poverty 
are far from eradicated, even if “bubbles” of develop‑
ment grow and benefit a minority of urban dwellers.

Now, bit‑by‑bit, it is being revealed that this trans‑
formation will be possible by becoming the “dynamic 
link” between India and China. So what is this really 
saying? It is saying that by making Nepal a function‑
ing, “dynamic” part of the world imperialist system, 
somehow the country will benefit from the capitalist 
development of India and China and their interrela‑
tion. This dream is both impossible and reactionary. 
Even if the reactionary states and the imperialists were 
persuaded to accept this model, it would certainly be 
a relative handful of the wealthy in Kathmandu Val‑
ley who would be part of this “dynamic link”, while the 
great majority of the population would be left to rot in 
the countryside or in the slums. With China and India 
both hellholes for the masses of people in the coun‑
tryside and the slums, why would the “dynamic link” 
between them be any different? Is this really what is 
in the interests of the masses in Nepal? How does this 
model fit with the task of promoting revolution in In‑
dia, China and elsewhere?

Not only is this vision based completely on a mod‑
el of vigorous uninterrupted capitalism, this goal of 
becoming a Switzerland is itself quite revealing. After 

all, what is Switzerland? It is a small highly parasitic 
and reactionary imperialist state that has grown very 
wealthy due to its particular position as a major center 
of banking and finance of the world imperialist system, 
located in the heart of imperialist Europe. Does such 
a goal and vision have anything to do with achieving 
communism? In other words, a country can only be‑
come a “Switzerland” based on achieving a privileged 
position in the imperialist world and sharing in the 
plunder of the majority of mankind. Is this really what 
the masses in Nepal have fought for? How does this 
goal help emancipate humanity?

It is ironic that at the very moment the CPN(M) 
leadership is seeking a development model based on 
the continued and uninterrupted development of im‑
perialism, the crisis of world capitalism is exploding 
all around them. Capitalist China and India will also 
suffer as the contradictions of world capitalism catch 
up with it, and even the dream of a Nepalese “dynamic 
hub” between these two reactionary states could well 
explode in a puff of smoke.

It is impossible to overestimate the role a genuine 
proletarian revolutionary state could make in transform-
ing the still mainly unfavorable international situation. 
Such a regime may not be able to set growth records 
for capitalist development, but it could take giant steps 
forward, and quickly, to solve many of the most basic 
problems of the masses, such as food security, employ‑
ment within the country, sanitation, basic health ser‑
vices in the rural areas, and much more. The existence 
of such a state, even a small one like Nepal, would re‑
kindle hope among the oppressed masses, especially in 
the region, and demonstrate that a revolutionary path 
is possible.

So the choice is between pursuing a path of inte‑
gration into the capitalist system, which might benefit 
relatively small strata, or pursuing a development path 
based on the interests and needs of the great majority 
of the people in opposition to the world capitalist sys‑
tem. Yes, this latter, socialist, road is difficult, and there 
is no guarantee of how events will unfold. But we are 
guaranteed that a capitalist Nepal can only mean mis‑
ery for the majority, and a state based on this economic 
system cannot help but be one more link in the web 
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of relations that keep the world enslaved to the world 
imperialist system.

When we say that the dominant line of the 
CPN(M) leadership represents a “bourgeois” orienta‑
tion, we are not hurling insults or impugning the char‑
acter of the comrades. We are simply stressing what we 
consider to be a scientific evaluation of the incorrect 
line they are leading: the conception of “pure democ‑
racy” standing apart from and “above” the cleavage of 
society into classes corresponds to the capitalist mode 
of production and not to the communist outlook based 
on the goal of surpassing class divisions. And so we are 
not at all surprised that the Party leadership is now 
loudly proclaiming the benefits of capitalism and pro‑
posing concrete programs for the acceleration of capi‑
talism in the country. What we have seen in the recent 
months is nothing other than the first “fruits” of the 
tree of capitalism under this line and leadership, and 
you can be sure that other, ever more sour fruits will be 
sure to follow.

Despite the claims of the CPN(M) leaders that 
they are aiming eventually to achieve a communist 
society, in truth they completely confound democracy 
and communism. They are themselves prisoners of 
their own world outlook. Furthermore, the CPN(M) 
leadership is falling into the age‑old revisionist error 
that the achievement of communism depends primar‑
ily on the further advance of the productive forces, to 
be achieved by capitalist ends. This is precisely the line 
that Mao and the revolutionaries in China fought out 
in the course of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu‑
tion against Liu Shao‑chi and later Deng Xiao‑ping.

Earlier in the history of the Chinese revolution, 
the question was clearly posed as to whether it would 
be possible to build socialism in a backward country. 
Indeed, Mao’s whole thesis of New Democracy was 
based very much on showing how it was possible to 
do so and, of course, he then went about doing so in 
practice. In the course of the Cultural Revolution Mao 
raised the slogan “grasp revolution, promote produc‑
tion”, thus correctly showing that the productive forces 
of society could be unleashed by further revolutionary 
transformation – the exact opposite of the argument 

that many are making in Nepal now that development 
must come by capitalist means.

Two‑Line Struggle Or “Three Lines”?
One of the particularities of centrism and eclecti‑

cism is its refusal to make a clear‑cut demarcation be‑
tween Marxism and revisionism, but instead to try to 
carve out a position “half‑way” between a revolutionary 
communist ideology and politics and outright capitula‑
tion and opportunism. In Nepal it is this form of cen‑
trist revisionism that has become the greater danger, 
not those who unabashedly proclaim their adhesion to 
the ideology of multiparty democracy and the glories of 
capitalism. The tired refrain is that there is the danger 
of revisionism or rightism “on the one hand”, but there 
is also the danger of “dogmatism” on the other, and that 
by skillfully maneuvering between these two obstacles 
the Party has gone from victory to victory. Or, there 
is the recognition‑in‑words of fundamental principles, 
the “ABCs of Marxism”, such as the need to smash the 
existing state apparatus, while the Party’s actual policy 
goes completely contrary to this goal.

This brings us back to the argument we and other 
comrades have raised regarding the CPN(M)’s repu‑
diation of the Maoist principle of “one divides into 
two”. The belief in the possibility and even necessity of 
reconciling or “fusing” together antagonist opposites 
has become a deeply engrained part of the CPN(M) 
leadership’s approach.15 The fusion of Marxism and re‑
formism is really not a brilliant new contribution to the 
communist movement. It is just one more unfortunate 
and tragic case where the communist leadership has 
lost its bearings.

We should remind comrades that every revision‑
ist party always has a “left” whose role objectively is 
to provide an outlet for the discontent of the masses 
and sections of the rank and file, while keeping these 
same sections bound to the political program of the 
party leadership. The point is not the lack of sincerity 
of those who still try to combine justification and sup‑
port of the CPN(M)’s objectively capitulationist line 
with language upholding proletarian revolution. The 

15. See the argument that the CPN(M) made on this 
question in their reply to our October 2005 letter.
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problem is that such language in support of revolution 
becomes meaningless, a mere deception of oneself and 
others, unless it is combined with an all‑out struggle 
against the very revisionism that is threatening the ad‑
vance of the revolution.

Eclecticism and centrism, especially when raised 
to the level of philosophical approach and principle 
as is the case with the CPN(M) leadership, do not 
represent a position that is “half correct” or somehow 
more correct than an openly revisionist position. On 
the contrary, it is a form of revisionism in which an 
anti‑Marxist ideology and political line are allowed 
to flourish and are actually determining the course 
of political action, while better sounding words serve 
to cover over this reality and confuse the masses and 
comrades. Lenin’s words, which the Chinese comrades 
often referred to during the Great Proletarian Cultural 
Revolution, are cruel but unfortunately right on target: 
“In falsifying Marxism in opportunist fashion, the sub‑
stitution of eclecticism for dialectics is the easiest way 
of deceiving the people. It gives an illusory satisfaction; 
it seems to take into account all sides of the process, 
all trends of development, all the conflicting influences, 
and so forth, whereas in reality it provides no integral 
and revolutionary conception of the process of social 
development at all.”16

Yes, there is a marked tendency toward dogmatism 
in the ranks of RIM and the ICM more generally. But 
the CPN(M) “solution” is not the antidote to the dog‑
matic disease. A dogmatic refusal to make a “concrete 
analysis of concrete conditions” as Lenin referred to 
“the living soul of Marxism” has often gone hand‑in‑
hand with revisionist political positions.

Rather than look to find a “middle ground” be‑
tween two opposite forms of revisionism, be it the clas‑
sic rightist form or sterile dogmatism, and end up in‑
corporating the worst features of each, we propose that 
comrades focus their attention on what is in common 
between these “mirror opposite” forms of revisionism. 
The Manifesto recently issued by our Party points to 
the following common features of both forms of revi‑
sionism prevalent in the ICM as a whole:

16. Lenin, “The State and Revolution”, Collected Works, 
Vol. 25, p. 405.

“** Never taking up – or never engaging in any 
systematic way with – a scientific summation of the 
previous stage of the communist movement, and in 
particular Mao Tsetung’s path‑breaking analysis 
concerning the danger of and basis for capitalist 
restoration in socialist society. Thus, while they 
may uphold – or may in the past have upheld – the 
Cultural Revolution in China, they lack any real, 
or profound, understanding of why this Cultural 
Revolution was necessary and why and with what 
principles and objectives Mao initiated and led this 
Cultural Revolution. They reduce this Cultural 
Revolution to, in effect, just another episode in 
the exercise of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
– or, on the other hand, reinterpret it as some kind 
of bourgeois‑democratic ‘anti‑bureaucracy’ move‑
ment, which in essence represents a negation of the 
need for a communist vanguard and its institution‑
alized leading role in socialist society, throughout 
the transition to communism.

** The common tendency to reduce ‘Maoism’ 
to just a prescription for waging people’s war in a 
Third World country, while again ignoring, or di‑
minishing the importance of, Mao’s most impor‑
tant contribution to communism: his development 
of the theory and line of continuing the revolution 
under the dictatorship of the proletariat, and all 
the rich analysis and scientific method that un‑
derlay and made possible the development of that 
theory and line.

** Positivism, pragmatism, and empiricism. 
While again, this may take different expressions 
in accordance with different particular erroneous 
viewpoints and approaches, what is common to 
them is the vulgarization and degradation of the‑
ory – reducing it to a ‘guide to practice’ only in the 
most narrow and immediate sense, treating theory 
as, in essence, a direct outgrowth of particular prac‑
tice, and attempting to establish an equivalence be‑
tween advanced practice (which itself, especially on 
these people’s part, involves an element of subjec‑
tive and arbitrary evaluation) and supposedly ad‑
vanced theory. A scientific communist, materialist 
and dialectical, viewpoint leads to the understand‑
ing that practice is the ultimate point of origin and 
point of verification of theory; but, in opposition 
to these narrow, empiricist distortions, this must 
be understood to mean practice in the broad sense, 
encompassing broad social and historical experi‑
ence, and not simply the direct experience of a par‑
ticular individual, group, party, or nation. The very 
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founding, and the further development of, com‑
munist theory itself is a powerful demonstration of 
this: From the time of Marx, this theory has been 
forged and enriched by drawing from a broad array 
of experience, in a wide range of fields and over a 
broad expanse of historical development, in society 
and nature. Practice as the source of theory and the 
maxim that ‘practice is the criterion of truth’ can be, 
and will be, turned into a profound untruth if this 
is interpreted and applied in a narrow, empiricist, 
and subjective manner.

** Very significantly, these ‘mirror opposite’ er‑
roneous tendencies have in common being mired 
in, or retreating into, models of the past, of one 
kind or another (even if the particular models may 
differ): either clinging dogmatically to the past ex‑
perience of the first stage of the communist revolu‑
tion – or, rather, to an incomplete, one‑sided, and 
ultimately erroneous understanding of that – or 
retreating into the whole past era of bourgeois rev‑
olution and its principles: going back to what are 
in essence eighteenth century theories of (bour‑
geois) democracy, in the guise, or in the name, of 
‘twenty‑first‑century communism’, in effect equat‑
ing this ‘twenty‑first‑century communism’ with a 
democracy that is supposedly ‘pure’ or ‘classless’ – a 
democracy which, in reality, as long as classes ex‑
ist, can only mean bourgeois democracy, and bour‑
geois dictatorship. All this while ignoring, treating 
as outdated, or dismissing as dogma (or consigning 
to the meaningless category of the ‘ABCs of com‑
munism’, which are acknowledged as an abstraction 
and then put to the side as irrelevant to the practi‑
cal struggle) the fundamental, scientific communist 
understanding, paid for literally and repeatedly in 
the blood of millions of the oppressed from the 
time of the Paris Commune, that the old, reaction‑
ary state must be smashed and dismantled and a 
radically new state must be brought into being, 
representing the revolutionary interests of the for‑
merly exploited in transforming all of society and 
emancipating all of humanity, or else any gains of 
the revolutionary struggle will be squandered and 
destroyed, and the revolutionary forces decimat‑
ed.”17

17. We strongly encourage comrades to study Commu-
nism the Beginning of a New Stage: a Manifesto from the Revo-
lutionary Communist Party, USA, which includes our party’s 
understanding of the overall situation of the international 
communist movement in today’s juncture and discusses the les‑

In Summation: Fight To Save The 
Revolution!

It is true that now that the Party has dug itself such 
a big hole it will be difficult to dig out. But however dif‑
ficult this task may be, the only solution is a real radi‑
cal rupture, a revolution in thinking, a determined and 
protracted effort to criticize and repudiate the revision‑
ist orientation that has been increasingly dominating 
the Party ideologically, politically and organizationally. 
Anything short of such a determined effort, any at‑
tempts to maneuver and “finesse” away from the abyss 
without confronting the magnitude and source of the 
problem will not only fail to avoid the impending di‑
saster but will actually be ideologically and politically 
paralyzing. “Half‑solutions” are no solution at all and, 
on the contrary, part of the problem.

We are not in a position to comment on what 
tactics or immediate steps the CPN(M) should take 
in the present situation. But we are convinced that if 
fundamental clarity is achieved on the vital questions 
of the state and revolution, the comrades in Nepal can 
find appropriate means to reverse the current path. 
The CPN(M) enjoys a tremendous reservoir of sup‑
port from among the masses of the people of the whole 
country. The People’s War ignited the hopes of the long 
downtrodden and unleashed them. The masses of the 
poor peasantry, the oppressed nationalities, women 
and oppressed castes need the revolution to go forward 
and will never be satisfied by a few representatives in 
parliament or government. The PLA is in peril, but 
it has not yet fallen victim to the conspiracies to dis‑
solve it. And despite the efforts of the Party leadership 
to pander to the backward ideas of the urban middle 
classes (especially their illusions about “pure democ‑
racy”), experience has shown that the educated youth, 
intellectuals and others from the middle strata can be 
won to the side of the revolution on a positive basis by 
showing how their interests can best be fulfilled not 
by aborting the revolution but by carrying it through 
to its victory. Despite the great damage of the wrong 
line in command of the Party, a strong objective basis 
remains to rescue the revolution and carry it through 

sons of a major struggle within our own party to uphold and 
advance communist principles.
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to the establishment of a revolutionary state led by the 
proletariat and its vanguard.

On the other hand, unless the Party abandons its 
current confusion on the nature of the state, on the 
class nature of dictatorship and democracy, on the con‑
founding of the socialist road and the capitalist road, 
and the confusion of friends and enemies on the inter‑
national scale, all efforts to rectify the present state of 
affairs will be in vain. It will not be possible to reduce 
the fever without attacking the underlying sickness 
that is causing it.

The main form that revisionism has been taking 
in Nepal – and a major problem in our Movement as 
a whole – has been eclecticism and centrism. While 
some leaders of the Party have all along expressed their 
support for the political system of bourgeois democ‑
racy and their belief in the necessity for the country to 
pass through a whole stage of capitalism, the greater 
problem has been those in the Party leadership who 
have floundered ideologically – confusing bourgeois 
democracy with the New Democratic dictatorship, 
combining two into one, confusing strategy and tactics, 
confounding secondary and principal aspects of a con‑
tradiction, talking one language in private and another 
in public, and in general saying one thing and doing 
another.

The problem can be overcome, but only if a radical 
rupture takes place with the current dominant centrism 
and eclectics. This means that a pressing and immedi‑
ate task is the ideological reaffirmation of the basic 
goals of the proletarian revolution as distinct from 
bourgeois democracy, reaffirming the New Democratic 
revolution as the vehicle for achieving this in Nepal, 
and reaffirming the basic means to accomplish the rev‑
olution. On this basis it will be possible to sweep away 
the cobwebs of revisionism, eclecticism and centrism 
and really meet the challenges of communism of the 
twenty‑first century. It is worthwhile recalling that one 
of the main focal points of the final ferocious struggle 
against the capitalist roaders in China was the debate 
over the dictatorship of the proletariat. Chang Chun‑
chiao, one of the main leaders of Mao’s revolutionary 
headquarters in the party, spoke sharply to some of the 
other party leaders who were not playing a good role 

in the struggle. He pointed out: some of you consider 
the study of the dictatorship of the proletariat to be 
a “flexible task”, but the capitalist roaders understand 
very clearly that it is an “inflexible task” with life and 
death implications for the revolution. Similarly, the 
current debate concerning the path forward in Nepal 
is no less vital.

Our comrades in Nepal are caught in a swamp 
and in dire danger of drowning. And what has been 
the reaction of RIM comrades in other countries to 
this emergency? While a few have tried to assist as 
best they can, unfortunately some others have thrown 
flowers to the floundering comrades when what they 
critically need is a strong rope to pull themselves out 
of the swamp. The necessary rope exists: it is nothing 
other than the revolutionary communist ideological 
and political line, its stand, viewpoint and method. It 
is a scientific understanding of the world and the revo‑
lutionary process, which is constantly developing as it 
steadfastly upholds and builds upon the achievements 
as well as summing up the positive and negative expe‑
riences of the first wave of proletarian revolution, in‑
corporates discoveries and advances in every sphere of 
human endeavor and confronts both new problems of 
revolution and old problems in new forms. The current 
two‑line struggle within the CPN(M) is taking place 
within the context of the greater question of whether, 
and on what basis, a whole new wave of world proletar‑
ian revolution can be brought forward.

The experience of the revolution in Nepal is very 
rich indeed, and one can see the real‑life implications 
of political and ideological line, both positively through 
the ten years of People’s War and more recently nega‑
tively in the period of dismantling the people’s power. 
Nevertheless, the belief that the advanced practice of 
the Nepal revolution has made it unnecessary to learn 
from advanced understanding from other comrades is 
part of the pragmatism and empiricism that has, un‑
fortunately, been a growing part of the CPN(M) lead‑
ership’s ideological orientation for some time now. Any 
effort to resolve the crisis in the CPN(M) only “on its 
own terms”, and on nationalist or empiricist grounds 
to ignore or resist the advanced revolutionary commu‑
nist understanding developing elsewhere is to severely 
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handicap the struggle for a correct line. In particular, 
we sincerely hope that the comrades of the CPN(M) 
will give serious attention to engaging with the body of 
work, method and approach, the New Synthesis, that 
Bob Avakian has been bringing forward.

We will conclude by sending our warm greetings to 
the leaders, cadres and fighters of the CPN(M) at this 
crucial crossroads of the revolution and our hopes that 
the crucial struggle will be carried through to a success‑
ful conclusion. The correct political and ideological line 
is capable of transforming the present direction of the 
Party and avoiding the abyss. Those who have played a 
revolutionary role in the past can, if armed with a cor‑
rect line, cast off the baggage of eclecticism, pragma‑
tism and centrism and retake the revolutionary road. 
But this will only be achieved by fighting through for 
the necessary radical rupture. We pledge again to do 
everything we can to assist you in this struggle, which 
will not only determine the future for Nepal but is in‑
separable from the crucial questions that are now fac‑
ing the entire international communist movement.

Revolutionary Communist Party, USA

4 November 2008
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Letter of RCP, USA 
(March 2008)
19 March 2008

To the Participating Parties and 
Organizations of the RIM Comrades,

For some time now our Party has been greatly 
disturbed by the direction the Communist Party of 
Nepal (Maoist) (CPN[M]) has been taking in terms 
of its political and ideological positions and the poli‑
cies that flow from them. Many of our concerns about 
fundamental questions were expressed in a letter sent 
to the comrades of the CPN(M) in October 2005. 
That letter was written before the April 2006 anti‑
monarchy movement and the subsequent ceasefire, 
the adoption of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
(CPA), the joining of the interim Nepal government 
and other developments. However much the CPN(M) 
comrades laid out that our Party is simply unable to 
understand their “creative tactics”, in reality our debate 
with the CPN(M) around points of theory and basic 
line preceded their practice over the last two years. The 
CPN(M) has a theory leading to a series of steps down 
a path whose final outcome is coming into sharper and 
sharper focus. It is the CPN(M)’s political and ideo‑
logical line, and not this or that tactic, which was and 
remains the central focus of our struggle.

One of the central political questions we raised in 
our debate with the CPN(M) was whether the current 
stage of the struggle is for the establishment of a new‑
democratic republic, that is, the form of the dictator‑
ship of the proletariat appropriate in the conditions of 
Nepal, or whether the revolution must “pass through” 
the process of consolidating a bourgeois democratic re‑
public. This question that we were debating in theory 
has, over the last two years, taken on flesh and bones. 
Two states had emerged in the course of the ten year‑
long People’s War: the old reactionary comprador‑
 bureaucrat‑capitalist‑feudal state led by the monarchy 
in league with imperialism, and the embryonic new‑
democratic state that had emerged in the countryside 
on the basis of the strength of the People’s Liberation 
Army (PLA). The objective question facing Nepal 

is which of these states will emerge victorious and be 
consolidated on a nationwide level and which of them 
will be defeated. The great tragedy is that the politi‑
cal line and muddled thinking of the comrades of the 
CPN(M) has to a large degree delegitimized the revolu‑
tionary state that had emerged in the countryside and 
relegitimized the dictatorship of the reactionary classes 
linked to the world imperialist system. The Party is 
now focused on the upcoming Constituent Assembly 
(CA) whose task is precisely to consolidate a bourgeois 
democratic republic, with all that that means in the 
conditions of the oppressed countries.

Over the past two years and more our Party has 
conducted a continual struggle with the comrades of 
the CPN(M) within the framework of the Revolution‑
ary Internationalist Movement (RIM) and we will con‑
tinue to do so to the best of our capacity.

We are convinced that unless the CPN(M) makes 
a radical rupture with its present course, unless it repu‑
diates a series of conceptions that have been guiding it 
in the past period, the  tremendous accomplishments of 
the People’s War in Nepal will be squandered, and the 
great hopes that the revolution in Nepal has lit among 
the masses of that country and many others worldwide 
will be dashed once again. Indeed, this process of the 
undoing of the revolution and its transformation into 
something else is already well advanced.

Despite this heartbreaking trajectory it is late 
but not too late for the comrades in Nepal to radically 
change directions. This is the pressing and immediate 
task without which it is impossible to lead the revolu‑
tion to a successful conclusion.

It goes without saying that the outcome of the 
struggle now unfolding in Nepal will be felt far beyond 
the borders of that country. The comrades in Nepal 
have been an important component of RIM since its 
formation and our Movement has been deeply engaged 
with the ideological and political questions as they 
have emerged in connection with the launching and 
unfolding of the People’s War in that country. As the 
comrades of the CPN(M) have themselves often put 
it, the outcome of the revolution in Nepal is a common 
responsibility of the whole RIM.
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It is in this spirit that our Party is continuing the 
struggle, in order to have a constructive impact on the 
situation in Nepal and fight for the RIM and all of the 
parties that make it up to accept their responsibilities 
to wage a fierce and substantial struggle against the line 
that has been in command in the CPN(M). After all, 
RIM has rightfully declared itself the embryonic politi‑
cal center of the world’s Maoist forces and has tried to 
live up to this great task. What meaning would this have 
if our Movement were to remain silent and passive, or 
worse yet cheering along, as an important party of our 
Movement takes decisions of a tragic dimension with 
such profound consequences for a revolution we hold 
so dear? Of what meaning is “proletarian internation‑
alism” and “international solidarity” if it does not have 
as its bedrock the need to cry “halt” when the precious 
achievements of the revolution are being destroyed?

On one level, the positions and policies of the 
CPN(M) over the last two years are, or should be, 
recognizable as a departure from basic Marxist‑Lenin‑
ist‑Maoist (MLM) principles and the very basis on 
which our Movement was formed. The signing of the 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement of November 2006 
in which the organs of political power built up through 
a decade of People’s War were dismantled, in which 
the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) was confined to 
cantonments and most of its weapons locked up under 
UN supervision, the “legitimization” of the old army, 
the old parliament and the old state generally, redefin‑
ing the goal of the People’s War as the establishment 
of a (bourgeois) “federal democratic republic” (under 
the CPN[M] slogan of “restructuring the state”), the 
promotion of a whole series of erroneous positions on 
crucial questions of the nature of the state, elections 
and so forth–all of this does, or should, cause any com‑
munist more than just alarm. And indeed a great many 
comrades have, in one form or another, expressed their 
“concerns” or reservations about the direction of events 
in Nepal. But the particular form of the leading line in 
the Party, as we will explain, is characterized essentially 
by eclecticism in philosophy–the merging and recon‑
ciliation of opposites, put simply, to “combine two into 
one” instead of the Marxist method of “dividing one 
into two.” The CPN(M) leaders listen politely to the 

“concerns” of comrades, thank those who offer them, 
assure others of their commitments to our common 
communist objectives and then proceed ever deeper 
into the quicksand. Unfortunately, the main reaction 
of many comrades of other parties has been to accept 
the hollow assurances of the Party leadership.

In the most recent period, as the Party has geared 
up for its Constituent Assembly electoral campaign, 
the promotion of revisionist positions has reached new 
heights. When our Party pointed out in our previous 
letter why we felt that the CPN(M)’s line and poli‑
cies were wrong and contrary to Marxist principles, we 
were told that all we had done is repeat the “ABCs of 
Marxism”. This is true to an important degree: substi‑
tuting the goal of a “federal democratic republic” for 
new‑democratic revolution led by the proletariat is 
something that anyone the least familiar with Marxism 
could fairly easily recognize to be contrary to Marxist 
principles. Later, we will examine why so many of the 
parties and organizations of RIM seem to find this de‑
parture from the “ABCs of Marxism” tolerable–if not 
laudable.

As mentioned earlier, our dispute with the com‑
rades of the CPN(M) did not begin with their decision 
to sign the Comprehensive Peace Agreement with the 
Seven Party Alliance, the main representatives (except 
the king) of the reactionary classes in Nepal. A discus‑
sion within the CPN(M) intensified in 2005, which 
the Party characterized as a “two line struggle.” In par‑
ticular one of the protagonists in this struggle, Com‑
rade Baburam Bhattarai, published a comprehensive 
article entitled “The Question of Building a New Type 
of State” which, in our opinion, represented a basic de‑
parture from a correct Marxist understanding of the 
state, democracy and the proletarian dictatorship. In 
hopes of contributing to the discussion that was then 
underway in the Party, we wrote our criticism of that 
article, along with our criticism of the proposal for the 
“demobilizing of the PLA and the Royal Nepal Army” 
and eventually merging them into one.

1

1. See the article by Chairman Prachanda, “A Brief In‑
troduction to the Policies of the Communist Party of Nepal 
(Maoist)”, The Worker no 9, “In the given context of the exis‑
tence of two ideologies, two armies and two states in the coun‑
try, the Party is agreeable to demobilization of both armies and 
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At more or less the same time our letter was re‑
ceived, the CPN(M) held a Central Committee meet‑
ing which resolved the two‑line struggle with what 
represented, in our opinion, the adoption of the line 
argued in the “New State” article in an eclectic form. The 
explanation in the resolution of that meeting was that 
the line adopted of going for a “democratic republic” 
and a “transitional state” was only “tactical” but that the 
“strategy” remained one of new democracy, socialism 
and communism.

This eclecticism in politics and ideology is reflected 
throughout the writings and actions of the CPN(M) in 
the past period. To make things even worse, there is an 
increasing tendency to identify the “federal democratic 
republic,” which is most definitely a bourgeois republic, 
with the elimination of exploitation and classes. The 
tendency toward combining “two into one” is reflected 
right down to the publication of photos of their leaders 
smeared with tikka

2 coupled with the explanation that 
“red is the color of the proletariat.”

Later we will return at more length to the vital 
question of eclecticism and the tending to combine 
“two into one”. For the moment we will simply recall 
Lenin’s words:

“Dialectics are replaced by eclecticism–this 
is the most usual, the most widespread practice to 
be met with in present‑day official Social‑Demo‑
cratic literature in relation to Marxism. This sort 
of substitution is, of course, nothing new: it was 
observed even in the history of Greek philosophy. 
In falsifying Marxism in opportunist fashion, the 
substitution of eclecticism for dialectics is the easi‑
est way of deceiving the people. It gives an illusory 
satisfaction; it seems to take into account all sides 
of the process, all trends of development, all the 
conflicting influences, and so forth, whereas in re‑
ality it provides no integral and revolutionary con‑
ception of the process of social development at all.” 
(“The State and Revolution,” Collected Works, Vol. 
25, p. 405.)

carrying out of elections to the Constituent Assembly under 
the supervision of the United Nations organization and inter‑
national human rights organizations.”

2. Smearing red ash (tikka) on the forehead, especially in 
the case of men, is a Hindu custom.

Troubling Tactics In the Pursuit of a Wrong 
Ideological and Political Line

Many of the articles and documents of the 
CPN(M) are content to express the goal of the revo‑
lution as simply the achieving of a “democratic, federal 
and proportional” republic. But it is true that there are 
other articles and speeches, not to mention the frequent 
informal assurances, such as in the letter to the RCP, 
that the Party “understands” or aims to achieve new 
democracy, socialism and communism. Here is where 
eclecticism plays its role in dulling the vigilance of the 
communists and the advanced masses. Promises about 
the final goal are sprinkled here and there, but the op‑
erative thing is elections for the Constituent Assembly 
and throwing all the Party into gear around this.

We will not review all of the arguments made in 
our previous letter concerning the relationship be‑
tween strategy and tactics, the danger of tactics eat‑
ing up strategy, and so forth, other than to encourage 
the comrades to reread our previous letter in light of 
the developments of the last two years. In this broader 
sense tactics, or perhaps better put, policy, is a neces‑
sary and appropriate arena for discussion and debate 
within our Movement.  Nevertheless, it is the overall 
question of political and ideological line and not the 
specific tactics and policy of the CPN(M) that is the 
central and decisive question.

In the CPN(M)’s reply to our letter, they go so 
far as to make a principle out of denying this point. 
The problem with the RCP, according to the Nepalese 
comrades, is that we address only the level of “strategy,” 
whereas, the comrades insist, revolutions are not won 
or lost on the strategic level but rather on the level of 
tactics. The comrades argue, “Frankly speaking, it is 
very easy not to commit any mistakes in strategy… The 
test of revolutionaries, including your

Party, is best taken by tactics, not strategy. There‑
fore, the fate of the revolution depends fully not on the 
strategy alone, but on what kinds of tactical moves one 
adopts at various junctures of the revolution to attain 
the strategic goal.”

In reality, history is quite different. Sometimes 
revolutions are defeated not because of the mistakes 
of the revolutionaries but because of the unfavorable 
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balance of forces. But in those cases where the subjec‑
tive factor, that is, the understanding and actions of the 
revolutionaries, has been the major factor leading to 
the failure of the revolution, it is often precisely that 
communists have misidentified the strategic tasks of 
the revolution, mistaken enemies and friends, or de‑
parted from the fundamental path. On the contrary, a 
tactical blunder can usually be overcome unless it has 
strategic implications.

In this same vein, the reason we are so disturbed by 
many of the tactics, or policies, that the CPN(M) has 
been following in the last period is that these tactics 
objectively go against the strategic objective of accom‑
plishing the new‑democratic revolution.

Despite the CPN(M)’s charge against our Party 
of dogmatism and inflexibility, we are quite aware of 
the need, especially in a period of revolutionary up‑
surge, for tactical flexibility, making use of contradic‑
tions among the enemy, reaching broader sections of 
the masses and creative and daring initiatives in the 
interests of the proletarian revolution. For example, 
our Party defended the possibility of ceasefire and ne‑
gotiations in the course of the People’s War in Nepal 
and more generally.

3 It is quite likely that in the specific 
conditions prevailing after the collapse of the absolute 
monarchy in April 2006 it would have been difficult 
and perhaps undesirable to continue uninterruptedly 
the armed struggle against the Royal Nepalese Army 
or refuse to enter into negotiations with the Seven 
Party Alliance. Due to the terror of repression during 
the People’s War, the Party’s contact with the masses 
had been restricted, especially in the urban areas. It was 
no doubt necessary for the Party to take maximum ad‑
vantage of the crisis of the ruling class and its political 
institutions to project its program for the future soci‑
ety and prepare the masses for a revolutionary solution 
to the institutional crisis. But unfortunately this is not 
mainly what the Party has done. The nationwide and 

3. For example, in the debate over the Right Opportunist 
Line in Peru, our Party refused to categorically reject the pos‑
sibility of negotiations and we struggled against those who con‑
demned the CPN(M)’s previous ceasefires and negotiations. It 
is worth recalling later that we were also attacked for these po‑
sitions, including by some who are now among the most ardent 
supporters of the CPN(M).

even international platform that the CPN(M) gained 
as a result of ten years of People’s War and the ensu‑
ing April 2006 anti‑monarchy movement and political 
and institutional crises has not been used to extol the 
new form of state in Nepal they had built in the base 
areas, not to expose the bankruptcy of the ruling class 
forces, and most definitely not to draw a clear line of 
distinction between bourgeois dictatorship and bour‑
geois democracy, on the one hand, and the proletarian 
dictatorship and proletarian democracy on the other. 
We will even go so far as to state that the decision to 
participate in the Constituent Assembly elections might 
have been necessary and justified if it were part of a dif‑
ferent and, in fact, opposite, political line in command 
in the Party.

4

None of the above is meant to justify the actual 
policy and tactics that the CPN(M) has been adopting. 
What we are saying is that these tactics alone, abstract‑
ed from their overall political and strategic context, 
cannot be the basis for judging the line and direction 
of the CPN(M). The opposite is true as well: a return 
to more open combat will not, in and of itself, answer the 
question of political and ideological line. It is certainly 
to be expected that the denouement of the profound 
institutional crisis in Nepal will not be peaceful. Even 
run‑of‑the‑mill bourgeois elections in the third world 
countries are often accompanied by bloodshed. And 
in Nepal there is every reason to expect social explo‑
sions, upheavals and an intensification of class struggle 
in connection with the Constituent Assembly elections 
(if they actually take place) or in their aftermath.

One of the reasons for the paralysis of our Move‑
ment in the face of the emergence of a wrong line by 
the CPN(M) seems to be a difficulty in going beyond 
immediate policies and looking deeper into the ideo‑
logical and political orientation propelling them. In‑
stead of flipping from being concerned when the fruits 
of the revolution are being compromised to being re‑
assured when the conflicts sharpen and flipping back 
again with the rapid changes of the political situation 

4. Of course, any discussion of this type quickly falls into 
speculation because it is impossible to know how the actual 
situation in Nepal would have developed if the CPN(M) had 
maintained a firm grasp on the crucial political and ideological 
questions.
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in Nepal, comrades must, to paraphrase Mao, take the 
appearance only as the threshold and use dialectical 
materialism to understand the essence.

It is true that those of us outside Nepal will never 
be able to fully understand the situation well enough 
to have strongly formulated opinions on all the many 
specific questions that arise in the course of the revolu‑
tion. Our debate with the CPN(M) is focused not on 
this or that tactic, but on the fundamental questions 
of the revolution and, most specifically, what kind of 
state must be established by the revolution. It is be‑
cause of fundamental errors on this level–because of 
the blurring or even negation of the fundamental goals 
of the revolution–that the CPN(M) has adopted first 
one then another erroneous and damaging tactic which 
has led away from the achievement of the revolutionary 
goals.

What is the Goal–to “Restructure the State” 
or to “Smash It”?

One of the phrases that recurs in CPN(M) writ‑
ings like a leitmotif is the call to “restructure the state.” 
In fact, this very phrase sharply sums up what is wrong 
in the CPN(M)’s political program. It is worthwhile 
reviewing the much‑maligned “ABCs of Marxism” in 
this regard. In summing up the experience of the dif‑
ferent revolutions in 19th century Europe, Marx made 
the very profound observation that “all revolutions per-
fected this machine instead of smashing it” (our empha‑
sis).

5 What did Marx mean by this?
In particular he was referring to the fact that the 

several rounds of revolution in Europe and especially 
France (1789, 1830, and 1848) had resulted in trans‑
forming the state machinery to correspond with the 
capitalist economic base and “perfecting” its ability to 
fulfill its role as the enforcer of bourgeois dictatorship. 
Quite clearly Marx is referring to the abolition of the 
monarchy in much of Europe and the generalization of 
bourgeois democracy as the “perfection” of the capital‑
ist dictatorship that the state represents. Later Marx 
specifically draws the lesson of the Commune which 
was not, in its essence, an effort to further perfect the 

5. Karl Marx, Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, 
Chapter VII, p. 122.

bourgeois state apparatus in France but rather a first, 
albeit halting, sometimes irresolute, and ultimately un‑
successful effort to smash the bourgeois state machin‑
ery and replace it with a different state emerging from 
the proletarian revolutionary struggle.

6

At stake in the present debate in Nepal is whether, 
when all is said and done, the 10 years of People’s War 
will have served to smash the reactionary state machin-
ery or perfect it. To put it quite bluntly, if the result of 
the war is the consolidation of a bourgeois republic, the 
tragic result will be that the sacrifice of the people will 
have served not to establish a new form of proletarian 
rule but only to “modernize” and “perfect” the very in‑
strument that keeps them oppressed.

The theoretical basis of this confusion between 
“smashing” and “perfecting” the state apparatus can be 
seen quite clearly in the October 2005 CC resolution 
which “resolved” the two‑line struggle in the party and 
laid the basis for the Party’s subsequent policies. In that 
resolution it is argued that never in history has a mon‑
archy disappeared without dissolving and defeating” 
the army on which the state power is based.7

This reflects a very wrong understanding of exactly 
what the historical experience has been, and specifi‑
cally the very experience Marx was referring to in the 
above‑mentioned citation of the experience of “all pre‑
vious revolutions.” In most of the major countries of 
Europe the bourgeois republican state was able to be 
consolidated without ever thoroughly destroying the 
state apparatus associated with the monarchy for the 
very reason that bourgeois relations had grown up in 

6. How to sum up the Paris Commune has always been 
an important debate between communist revolutionaries and 
different types of reformists and anarchists. We will only note 
here that the “New State” article is a continuation of the tradi‑
tion of misusing the experience of the Commune against the 
actual lessons that Marx and Engels drew at the time–the need 
for the more vigorous and more thorough struggle, the dicta‑
torship of the proletariat.

7. Central Committee Resolution, October 2005. “To 
shut eyes on the historical necessity of dissolving and disarming 
the royal army that has been defending absolute monarchy by 
booting down people’s democratic movement and its achieve‑
ment since 250 years, in general, and past six decades, in par‑
ticular, becomes moving around feudalism and imperialism. In 
the history, no republic has been established ever without dis‑
solving and defeating the army subservient to monarchy and 
Nepal cannot be an exception to it…”
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the shell provided by the monarchy and that the earlier 
feudal monarchy had become a

bourgeois monarchy to varying degrees. This pro‑
cess, of course, did not take place smoothly and involved 
revolutions, advances and retreats. In Great Britain no 
revolution took place after the Glorious Revolution of 
1688‑89 and there was a gradual process of the monar‑
chy being adapted and remolded to be thoroughly in the 
service of capitalism, which is the situation right down 
to today. In other countries such as France, Germany 
and Italy there were repeated revolutionary explosions 
and both bourgeois counter‑revolutions (France 1814 
or Germany after 1848), as well as relatively peaceful 
bourgeois consolidation of the state system in the wake 
of revolutionary outbursts (Louis Napoleon in France, 
1852). The result of this complex and varied process 
throughout the 19th century was, however, exactly as 
Marx described it–the consolidation, the perfecting of 
the bourgeois democratic regime, with or without a re‑
sidual monarchy, in all of the advanced capitalist coun‑
tries. Even in France, home of the quintessential bour‑
geois revolution, the reactionary army of the monarchy 
was never thoroughly “smashed” and the bourgeoisie 
found it useful to preserve or reintroduce aspects of 
the monarchy into the bourgeois framework even as it 
continued to struggle against remnants of feudalism at 
home and abroad, Napoleon I being a very clear ex‑
ample. In short, stating that no republic has been es‑
tablished without the thoroughgoing destruction of 
the state apparatus serving the monarchy does not cor‑
respond to the facts and serves to obscure the real tasks 
of the revolution in relation to the state. It is an illustra‑
tion of the confusion and eclecticism that is reigning 
in the Party, where the correct revolutionary strategy 
of new‑democratic revolution is combined with a very 
reformist strategy (now masquerading as a “tactic”) of 
fighting for a “transitional” bourgeois republic.

Furthermore, how are we to reconcile the descrip‑
tion the CPN(M) offers with the experience of the 
Russian revolution? Is it not the case that the revolu‑
tion of February 1917 established a bourgeois republic 
in Russia without “dissolving and defeating” the army 
and bureaucracy of the Tsar? In fact, the Provisional 
Government led by Kerensky very much represented 

the “perfecting” of the bourgeois state apparatus in re‑
publican form. It should not be any surprise that this 
“perfecting” also includes incorporating and protecting 
many reactionary features of the previous form of rule 
nor that some of the forces grouped around the Tsar 
also conspired against the Provisional government it‑
self, such as in the Kornilov revolt in July of 1917 when 
these same forces tried to reverse the whole revolution‑
ary process then going on in Russia. Lenin’s line was 
clear–the task of the revolution was not to consolidate 
a bourgeois republic but rather to fight to “smash” the 
bourgeois state apparatus and establish a completely 
different type of state. And this, of course, is exactly 
what he did.

Similarly in more recent history we have seen mon‑
archies that were overthrown and replaced with differ‑
ent forms of a republic without requiring the smashing 
of the state. This can be seen in the 1979 revolution in 
Iran when the autocratic regime of the Shah was over‑
thrown and an Islamic Republic established. The state 
apparatus of the Shah, and especially the army, was 
most definitely not smashed but rather reformed as part 
of the consolidation of the equally reactionary Islamic 
Republic of Iran. And while the general historical ten‑
dency has been for monarchies to give rise to republics, 
there are cases where a bourgeois monarchy has served 
as a more suitable shell than a republic for perfecting 
the bourgeois democratic state. The clearest example 
is Spain where the Franco dictatorship had outlived 
its usefulness to the bourgeoisie and the best means 
of avoiding revolutionary explosion and assuring a 
transition to a modern and effective bourgeois democ‑
racy was through the vehicle of a restored monarchy 
in the person of Juan Carlos. And it must be said that 
the transition of modern Spain from fascist bourgeois 
state to democratic monarchy was particularly success‑
ful and has indeed further perfected the state in the 
interests of the bourgeoisie and the world imperialist 
system as a whole.

So why does the CPN(M) insist so strongly on a 
portrayal based on the need to “dissolve and defeat” the 
armed forces of the monarchy? Their analysis is consis‑
tent with the CPN(M)’s constant efforts to portray the 
basic struggle in the country as between the forces of re‑
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action grouped around the monarchy against the forces 
who stand for the Republic. In reality, this picture actu‑
ally combines several contradictions. The contradiction 
between the masses and the enemy classes (feudalism, 
comprador‑bureaucrat capitalism and imperialism) is 
eclectically merged with a real but secondary contradic‑
tion among the reactionary classes themselves, between 
the diehard supporters of the monarchy and other sec‑
tions of the exploiters who now believe that the mon‑
archy is a threat to their continued rule. Certainly the 
possibility of a move against the Constituent Assembly 
by the monarchy and sections of the Army cannot be 
discounted, but the main tendency within the ruling 
classes of Nepal and their foreign backers is now to fa‑
vor the Constituent Assembly and the declaration of a 
republic.

There is a particular form of eclecticism at work 
here, where the CPN(M) takes the well‑known and 
central Marxist precept about the need to smash the 
existing state apparatus and narrows and misapplies it 
to the institution of the monarchy. It appears to be very 
revolutionary to insist on the thorough smashing of the 
monarchy but in fact this covers over that the target 
of the new‑ democratic revolution is not the monarchy 
but rather the whole of the bureaucrat‑comprador and 
feudal classes and their foreign and imperialist back‑
ers.

The monarchy in Nepal does need to be thoroughly 
uprooted by the new‑democratic revolution. It is cer‑
tainly no surprise that the reactionary classes will be 
inclined to incorporate many elements of the monarchy 
or even the king himself into a new reactionary state. 
In this sense it is quite correct for the communists to 
call for the thorough eradication of the monarchy and 
lead the masses in eradicating the monarchy as part of 
the new‑democratic revolution and the bringing into 
power of a new state. But this is not what the comrades 
have been arguing–or doing. Instead, they are con‑
tinuing to insist that the complete eradication of the 
monarchy and the establishment of “pure” (bourgeois) 
democracy with parties representing interests of the re‑
actionary classes is a necessary preliminary step before 
the revolution can advance toward its new‑democratic 
objectives, or redefining new democracy to being really 

no different than bourgeois democracy. And it doesn’t 
really matter if this step is considered a required strate‑
gic step as is argued in “New State” or merely a “tactical” 
step as the 2005 resolution argues–in either of these 
interpretations the accomplishment of the republic is 
the necessary preliminary to further advance.

To this we have two main responses. First, any 
reactionary bourgeois‑comprador‑feudal republic es‑
tablished in Nepal must and will incorporate all sorts 
of reactionary features of the previous system. This 
is because such a republic will and can only be, in the 
most fundamental sense, a continuation of the previ‑
ous (monarchical) state exactly because it will maintain 
and enforce the rule of the same reactionary classes. 
Whether the king remains, the stench of feudalism 
of which he was the symbol and main representative 
can never be eliminated without the completion of the 
new‑democratic revolution. Our second and more fun‑
damental response is that the bourgeois republic is, as 
Lenin put it, the “most suitable shell” for the growth 
of capitalism even if the bourgeoisie and the principal 
bourgeois parties (including the reformist and revi‑
sionist ones) may tremble with fear at the thought of 
standing alone without the protection of the monar‑
chy. After all the monarchy has been the pillar of the 
whole comprador‑bureaucrat feudal system in Nepal 
and thus the bourgeoisie and even revisionists have an 
ambiguous attitude toward it. This is exactly Marx’s 
point that hitherto existing revolutions have only per-
fected the bourgeois state apparatus even if they have 
often done so in opposition to the bourgeoisie itself (or 
at least large sections of it). The bourgeoisie’s exploit‑
ing nature and its tendency to compromise with other, 
even more antiquated, forms of exploitation has often 
led to its own vacillation and sometimes even paralysis, 
including in a revolution in which, objectively, its class 
and its mode of production are the ultimate beneficia‑
ries. Often in history “the people” have put the bour‑
geoisie in power even when the bourgeoisie, or most of 
them, were slinking in fear.

In other words, the goal of “pure” bourgeois de‑
mocracy, scrubbed clean of the odor of monarchy, is 
both unobtainable and undesirable. Yet rather than 
recognize, and proclaim to the masses, that the system 
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that is presently being consolidated in Nepal through 
the whole process of the Constituent Assembly is ex-
actly a kind of truncated, feudal‑infested, national‑be‑
traying democracy, the “best” that is obtainable without 
overthrowing the reactionary classes, instead of extol‑
ling the democracy that was built in the course of the 
People’s War and calling on the establishment of that 
state system, that democracy and that dictatorship, on 
a countrywide level, the comrades in Nepal set out in 
quest for the Holy Grail of “pure” democracy, constant‑
ly discovering first one then another unfulfilled criteria 
of bourgeois democracy, and trying to focus the fight 
on this ever‑narrowing basis.

Bourgeois Democracy and New Democracy
Mao developed the theory of the new‑democratic 

revolution (NDR) and clearly conceived of it as, in its 
first stage, bourgeois democratic in character in that its 
objective is to clear away the fetters that keep the op‑
pressed nations undeveloped and subjugated to foreign 
powers– specifically semi‑feudal relations and com‑
prador and bureaucrat capitalism dependent on and 
serving foreign imperialist powers and, importantly in 
the case of Nepal, neighboring India. The NDR is not 
socialist in‑so‑far as it does not immediately seek to do 
away with all capitalist exploitation and, to a certain ex‑
tent and to a certain degree, even opens the door for the 
growth of national capitalism. All this is well known.

But Mao was also adamant that the NDR was not 
part of the old democratic revolution of the bourgeoi‑
sie but a part of the world proletarian revolution whose 
aim is socialism and ultimately communism. This was 
not just an empty proclamation on Mao’s part, but a 
reflection of the class analysis he had made of China 
and his programmatic understanding of the tasks of 
the NDR. And he gave great emphasis to the “social‑
ist elements” within the NDR which lay the basis for 
the transformation of the NDR into a future socialist 
revolution.

Today Nepal is at a crossroads between new de‑
mocracy and bourgeois democracy of the old type, with 
all that that means in the conditions of an oppressed 
country. Under these circumstances one would have 
expected the communists to be clarifying this choice to 

the masses, exposing the sham and reactionary nature 
of the democracy proclaimed by the reactionary classes 
and their foreign backers, extolling the accomplish‑
ments already achieved in the course of the NDR in 
the countryside and calling upon the people to institute 
this system throughout Nepal. But instead what is ob‑
jectively a clear choice has been blurred and muddled, 
in particular by the propaganda, slogans and actions of 
the communists themselves in their quest for “pure de‑
mocracy.”

When we take a concrete look at Nepal and how 
the revolution has developed, we can see that there are a 
number of crucial questions which are bourgeois‑dem‑
ocratic in nature but challenge the very framework of 
the bureaucrat‑comprador, semi‑feudal system domi‑
nating in Nepal. Several of these questions which have 
been so powerfully expressed in revolutionary struggle 
during the ten years of People’s War are 1) the fight 
to eliminate the oppression of women, 2) the fight to 
definitively destroy the caste system, 3) the fight for the 
equality of nationalities, 4) the realization of “land to 
the tiller”, and 5) establishing real independence from 
India and the imperialist powers. None of these ques‑
tions are, by themselves, socialist in character but they 
are very much at the heart of the new‑democratic revo‑
lution. They can only be achieved by the revolution led 
by the proletariat through mobilizing and relying on 
the people. Furthermore, each of these contradictions 
and the struggle to resolve them carries within it seeds 
that lay the basis for the future transformation of the 
revolution beyond the democratic stage toward the so‑
cialist and communist future.

It is quite clear that a reactionary bourgeois, com‑
prador‑feudal regime, republic or not, will never thor‑
oughly solve any of the democratic questions mentioned 
above. Such a regime might try to “mitigate” some of 
these contradictions but ultimately cannot succeed, as 
can be seen in the example of neighboring India. “The 
world’s largest democracy” is a good illustration of the 
reactionary nature of bureaucrat‑comprador, semi‑feu‑
dal democracy. In India, caste discrimination is for‑
mally illegal and “reservations” are set aside in govern‑
ment jobs for the oppressed classes, women have legal 
equality, and the equality of languages and the secular 
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character of the state is formally proclaimed. But every‑
one knows how far the formal proclamations are from 
the daily reality of the humiliation and oppression of 
Dalits and Adivasis, constant Hindu domination pe‑
riodically punctuated by communal massacres, the 
subservience of women highlighted by frequent dowry 
murders, and the list could go on and on. In reality, in a 
few short years in Nepal, the unleashing of the masses 
in the People’s War brought about transformations 
of the relations among the people and of many of the 
corresponding ideas that were never accomplished in 
bourgeois comprador, semi‑feudal India. For example, 
the very large number of young women volunteering to 
serve in the People’s Liberation Army, many of whom 
came to be leaders, is linked to the fact that the new 
revolutionary order, or new democracy taking root in 
the countryside, made an immediate and dramatic im‑
pact on the status of women–child marriage was effec‑
tively abolished in deed as well as in law, anti‑women 
louts were disciplined, many young people chose their 
own spouse without concern for caste or family. Can 
India, where over 90 percent of marriages respect caste 
barriers, say the same? One of the great transforma‑
tions in the Nepalese countryside has been the body 
blow to the caste system. While almost all political par‑
ties in Nepal declare in words their opposition to the 
caste system, only the revolution was able to make a 
real dent in this centuries‑ old practice. The formerly 
downtrodden, now standing up tall and proud, look 
anyone directly in the eye. These are the real demo‑
cratic tasks that the revolution already accomplished to 
an important degree and which can be put forward as 
a model to the whole country. Ironically, the search for 
“real democracy,” which can only be considered a code 
word for thoroughly implemented (“real”) bourgeois 
democracy, has undercut the very power of these revo‑
lutionary democratic accomplishments exactly because 
“real democracy” cannot in Nepal, anymore than it has 
in India or other third world countries, thoroughly up‑
root these archaic and backward forms of oppression, 
and indeed “real democracy” generally makes no such 
claims. Rather, “real democracy” focuses on the form of 
state, and especially multiparty elections, to which de‑
mocracy is systematically reduced.

Experience all over the world has shown again and 
again that multiparty elections will not prevent the po‑
litical power, the dictatorship, from being firmly in the 
hands of the exploiting classes. The advantages these 
classes hold in experience in ruling, education, financ‑
es, connections to the imperialist world system (and in 
Nepal’s case to the Indian ruling class) give these classes 
and their representatives a great advantage in the elec‑
toral contest, even a “fair” one by bourgeois‑democratic 
standards, not to mention all of the “extra democratic” 
features that most often accompany elections in third 
world countries–ballot stuffing, police intimidation, 
foreign intrigue, etc. And, of course, there is always the 
ultimate “veto” of the reactionary armed forces that can 
be imposed in the highly unlikely event that the elec‑
toral results actually did pose a threat to the interests of 
the ruling class and their foreign backers. We are about 
to witness this same process in Nepal. In the conditions 
of today it is extremely unlikely that the CPN(M) will 
be a majority in the upcoming Constituent Assembly 
elections, and the two‑thirds majority necessary to 
make any substantial changes to the interim consti‑
tution is impossible. The most likely result is that the 
CPN(M) will be defeated “fairly” at the elections–after 
all, if the reactionaries were not confident of this re‑
sult they would simply postpone the elections as they 
did in June 2007–and the legitimacy of the newly con‑
solidated reactionary state will emerge reinforced. If in 
the extremely unlikely event that the Party did come to 
occupy the key positions of government through this 
electoral process the very alliance required, the entan‑
glement in bourgeois political institutions and with the 
“international community” will ensure that there is no 
transfer of power to the proletariat and the oppressed 
classes and no basis for the state to carry out the revo‑
lutionary transformation of society.

We would hope that the comrades of the CPN(M) 
will not accept the “verdict of the ballot box” despite 
their repeated pledges to do so and despite the immense 
pressure that they will be under to “accept the rules” of 
bourgeois elections. But even in the welcome event the 
comrades do reject such an outcome, they will be doing 
so on substantially weakened grounds having lent the 
authority of the Party to the legitimacy of this whole 
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process. And there remains the underlying problem of 
the strategic conception and strategic goal of bourgeois 
democracy as a transitional state, an orientation which 
is constantly reasserting itself in the domain of tactical 
choices and policies. Even if, belatedly, the Party decides 
to take a different path–and we will continue to strug‑
gle for precisely such a radical shift in direction–pres‑
sure to return to the parliamentary road will continue 
to come from this very unclarity on strategic objectives. 
It won’t be enough to simply adjust tactics once again; a 
real repudiation of the approach and thinking that led 
to this impasse is required.

“Proportional” Bourgeois Democracy or the 
New‑Democratic System?

Nepal even more than many other third world 
countries is “a prison house of nations.” The minority 
of “mainstream Nepalese” has ruled and run roughshod 
over the majority of the population at least since the es‑
tablishment of the Gurkha kingdom in 1768 by Prithur 
Narayan Shah. A great achievement of the revolution 
has been to awaken the oppressed nationalities of Ne‑
pal all across the country and to organize them into the 
ranks of the revolution. As the revolution developed, 
organs of power were established in the areas of con‑
centration of different nationalities, for example the 
Magarat Autonomous Region that was established in 
the Rolpa‑ Rokum heartland of the revolution in west‑
ern Nepal. Certainly we would like to understand this 
experience better and learn more about specific forms 
of state and mass organizations in relation to overcom‑
ing national oppression. However, it is clear that these 
forms generally met with widespread approval of the 
masses.

We would like to emphasize the obvious–none of 
this was possible without the organized strength of the 
armed masses and specifically the victories of the PLA 
over the armed forces of the old reactionary state. It was 
on the basis of clearing away the police stations, courts, 
jails as well as the organized bands of reactionaries and 
lumpens that it was possible for people’s rule to be es‑
tablished and give expression to the long‑smothered 
aspirations of the minority nationalities.

There is a great deal of experience in how the prob‑
lems of minority nationalities have been addressed as 
part of the proletarian dictatorship in the course of 
the 20th century. This experience needs to be deeply 
summed up as part of the broader experience of so‑
cialist revolution. One of the key summations we have 
drawn from the overall experience of the proletarian 
revolution is, as Comrade Bob Avakian has put it, the 
need for “a solid core with a lot of elasticity.” That is, 
with proletarian authority established and a firm grip 
on state power maintained, it is possible and necessary 
to allow a flowering of diverse political opinions and 
political groupings. Our limited understanding of the 
experience of people’s rule in Rolpa‑ Rokum and else‑
where in liberated Nepal suggests that this describes 
at least in part the process that was taking place there. 
The authority of the revolution based on representing 
the highest interests of the masses and the military 
strength of the PLA–that is, the dictatorship over the 
reactionary classes–created the conditions that allowed 
a real flowering of political life, including awakening di‑
verse and sometimes even centrifugal forces among the 
different national groupings. As long as the authority 
of the Party was firmly in command and providing an 
anchor, such centrifugal forces did not threaten the ad‑
vance of the revolution but gave it additional strength 
and vitality.

8

It is well known that in the most recent period fol‑
lowing the signing of the Comprehensive Peace Agree‑
ment and the confinement of the PLA in cantonments, 
there have been some very negative developments, es‑
pecially in the Madesh (also called the Terai) region 
of south‑eastern Nepal. The Terai is home to a large 
percentage of the Nepalese people and is the most im‑
portant area of grain production in the country. It is 

8. We would be interested in knowing more about the ex‑
perience in the elections held under the authority of the Maga‑
rat Autonomous Republic, including the CPN(M)’s decision 
to let other political parties participate–which some did on a 
local level. In one district the candidate of the party was de‑
feated, leading the Party as a whole to study the reasons for the 
dissatisfaction of the masses. But the important thing to stress 
here is the world of difference between this experience under 
the system of rule (class dictatorship) led by the Party and the 
multiparty elections conducted under the dictatorship of the 
exploiting classes.
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also an area where most of the people have suffered dif‑
ferent forms of national oppression at the hands of the 
central state, which has favored the population groups 
historically based in the hilly regions.

In particular, the Madeshis have been raising the 
demand for full proportionality in the new state, de‑
manding that they have representation in the Con‑
stituent Assembly, state jobs, and so forth that corre‑
sponds to their share of the population. The CPN(M) 
had become a target of this movement because of its 
earlier endorsement of the interim constitution which, 
at the demand of the Seven Party Alliance, refused to 
accept a proportional system. Demagogues were able 
to whip up the national sentiment of the Madeshis 
against the CPN(M) and even murdered many com‑
rades, especially in the Gaur massacre of March 31, 
2007. The CPN(M) summed up that it had been an 
error to go along with the interim constitution, which 
had not provided for proportional representation, and 
the Party has since raised this as the crucial element 
in solving the problems of the Madesh and other op‑
pressed nationalities.

The CPN(M) has focused its demands concerning 
the new constitution on the creation of a “federal re‑
public” where the rights of all of the national groupings 
(and, in some cases, caste groupings) are assured on a 
proportional basis. Indeed, it is possible to find many 
references where it is claimed that “Once the Federal 
Structure of the national and regional autonomous re‑
publics is ensured, the Terai problem and other ten‑
sions will also be settled.”

9

We are not at all convinced that regional autono‑
my and a proportional federal structure will solve the 
problems of the oppressed nationalities. Rather this in‑
sistence is one more indication of the CPN(M) losing 
sight of the central question of which class rules in alli-
ance with which other classes and instead focusing on the 
form of rule, in this case federal or proportional, and 
treating this above and outside of its class context.

Certainly measures such as regional autonomy can 
and must, under a state system with the leadership of 

9. The Red Star, no. 2, January 1‑15, 2008, article by a re‑
porter identified as a member of the CPN(M) Central Com‑
mittee.

the working class, play an important role in combat‑
ing national inequality and mobilizing the masses of 
the minority nationalities in the revolution. As noted 
above, this is our understanding of what actually hap‑
pened to a large degree in the base areas under the 
leadership of the CPN(M) where, it must be noted 
once again, the state power was based on the strength 
of the PLA. In the Madesh as well, during the course of 
the People’s War, although there were certainly efforts 
by reactionaries and forces backed by India to try to di‑
vide the masses along national lines and foment oppo‑
sition to the Party, there was not the kind of fratricidal 
conflict among the nationalities that has appeared in 
the last period. Instead, the demand for the recogni‑
tion of the national rights of the Madeshis mainly took 
place within and on the basis of the political power that the 
revolution had established. In the Madesh as well as else‑
where in the country the PLA included young men and 
women from many different national groupings. With‑
out this firm political power, without this solid core of 
proletarian leadership and authority, it is not possible, 
and indeed it has not been possible, to maintain and 
advance the unity of the people and take real concrete 
measures to uproot national inequality and injustice.

Proportionality cannot by itself be the key link nor 
be the central solution to solving national oppression or 
ensuring the unity of the masses. The proletariat alone 
(and those from other strata won to and trained in its 
outlook) can rise above national considerations and 
actually oppose all national discrimination and injus‑
tices. If the masses are told to elect their representa‑
tives according to their national or specific group inter‑
ests, there will everywhere be conflict even among the 
masses of the oppressed themselves. For example, the 
Madeshis in the East will come into conflict with the 
Tharus in the West, Dalits will be fighting the small 
peasant landholders and the Badis will be in conflict 
with everybody else. There can never be a solid vol‑
untary unity of the oppressed if this unity is looked 
at or conceived as a kind of coalition of different op‑
pressed peoples and sectors. Sooner or later, and prob‑
ably sooner, the objective contradictions that exist in 
class society will assert themselves and the masses will 
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be divided up in their specific “tents.” Bourgeois parlia‑
mentary democracy will fuel this tendency.

Once the problem of nationalities is restricted, 
confined and channeled into the bourgeois arena, once 
the idea is enforced that each nationality, sub national‑
ity, caste or grouping should be fighting for the repre‑
sentation of their own narrow interests in competition 
with and opposition to those of other nationalities and 
groupings, the result will be what can be seen so clearly 
in neighboring India, where groups are constantly mo‑
bilized to fight for the reservation of jobs or parliamen‑
tary seats. Such measures have not made any real dent 
in the whole system of national and caste oppression. 
Indeed, bloody massacres are common in the “fair com‑
petition” of nationalities, while real inequality remains 
intact. We doubt very much that a federal republic of 
Nepal will have any better results than those of India.

Again, it is extremely painful to watch the achieve‑
ments of the revolution being dismembered on the al‑
tar of a bourgeois republic (federal and proportional or 
not). Instead of the Party promoting the essence of the 
state system that emerged in the People’s War (new‑
democratic dictatorship) and calling for that state sys‑
tem to be established through the whole country, it is 
promoting the form that people’s power had developed 
in Nepal (autonomous republics) as the solution to de‑
mocratizing the republic that is being established by the 
bourgeoisie. It is an arena that will never unleash and 
unite the enthusiasm of the masses on a correct basis.

Land to the Tiller
While the CPN(M) still maintains “Land to the 

Tiller” as a slogan in its electoral campaign, mobilizing 
the rural masses around this central demand is not at 
the heart of the Party’s work in the rural areas. This 
is all the more surprising since the agrarian revolution, 
more than any other single factor, drove the whole pro‑
cess of People’s War forward. Of course, the CPN(M) 
does call for land reform in its program and it is quite 
probable that the new bourgeois republic of Nepal will 
carry out some kind of land reform. But experience in 
many countries has shown the difference between an 
incomplete, undemocratic, bureaucratic land reform 
organized in cooperation with the ruling classes and 

a real agrarian revolution such as Mao carried out in 
China, that relied upon unleashing the enthusiasm of 
the peasantry, especially its most downtrodden sec‑
tions.

10 Once again, neighboring India provides a very 
good showcase. Significant land reform was carried 
out in India, but it was done in a way that compro‑
mised with the feudal classes. It was very unevenly 
applied and scarcely touched some areas, keeping the 
poorest sections of the masses from obtaining much 
if any land. Most importantly from the viewpoint of 
the ruling classes, it did everything to avoid revolution‑
ary upheaval in the countryside. In South Africa, also, 
land reform was declared a national priority but, more 
than ten years after the end of the apartheid regime, 
the great majority of the land is still in the hands of a 
minority of white farmers.

On this question also the two types of democra‑
cy–bourgeois democracy and new democracy led by 
the proletariat–stand in sharp contrast. Because of the 
central role of private property in the capitalist system, 
because in countries like Nepal the bourgeoisie has 
links to landed property, and because of the common 
fear of the rural poor among all of the exploiting class‑
es, the bourgeoisie will back away from a really revolu‑
tionary reform program, even though, by itself, land to 
the tiller does not escape from the bounds of bourgeois 
democracy.

11 In the conditions of the oppressed nations 
today, it is the proletariat alone that can accomplish this 
most central democratic demand in a revolutionary way 
and, in so doing, unite the great majority of the peas‑
antry and broad sections of other classes as well who 
can understand that this is a crucial measure to really 
lay the basis for an independent and rapidly develop‑
ing country. Furthermore, agrarian revolution can lay 
the basis for rapidly developing the voluntary coopera‑
tion and collectivization that plays such a central role 
in propelling the revolution beyond new democracy to 
the socialist stage.

10. See in particular William Hinton’s magistral Fanshen, 
an account of the land reform movement in one village in Chi‑
na.

11. Lenin pointed out in his celebrated work The Develop-
ment of Capitalism in Russia (Vol. 3 first published in 1905) 
that small commodity production of a free peasantry creates a 
fertile ground for the rapid development of capitalism.
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Here again the problem of the Madesh is of partic‑
ular importance because it is in the fertile plains where 
there is a great deal of feudal ownership and where 
there is a particularly important problem of uniting 
the masses and opposing different kinds of national 
and caste oppression. Furthermore, the land revolution 
could have a very important impact on the national 
economy as well if it were to liberate the capacity and 
enthusiasm of the masses to produce. It is possible to 
see how a revolutionary land policy based especially 
among the poor could unite the majority of the popula‑
tion despite the long‑standing national oppression and 
divisions. Isn’t the agrarian revolution also key to unit‑
ing the Madesh with the rest of the country? So while 
the CPN(M) maintains “Land to the Tiller” in its pro‑
gram, this is not what is at the center of its current ap‑
proach to the Madesh or other rural districts. Instead 
the main appeal is to proportionality and federalism 
that has not united and cannot unite the masses of the 
poor around the proletariat and instead pushes them 
into the arms of the exploiters (large and small) of their 
respective nationalities.

The very experience of the revolution in Nepal, as 
well as previous historical experience, demonstrates 
that it is the state power of the proletariat that makes 
possible the united front, especially the alliance of the 
workers and peasantry. Lenin had made the same point 
on the eve of the Russian Revolution: “To smash this 
machine, to break it up, is truly in the interest of the 
people, of their majority, of the workers and most of 
the peasants, is ‘the precondition’ for a free alliance of 
the poor peasants and the proletarians, whereas with‑
out such an alliance democracy is unstable and socialist 
transformation is impossible.”

12

The actual history of the Nepalese revolution has 
confirmed this orientation. It has been on the basis of 
clearing away the authority of the old state, and most 
centrally, the presence and reach of its military authori‑
ty, that it became possible to unite the great majority of 
the population around the leadership of the proletariat. 
But once this proletarian authority is undermined and 
with the old army and old police force again in com‑

12. “The State and Revolution,” Collected Works, Vol. 25, 
422.

mand, the unity of the masses will also be undermined, 
and the masses will have little choice but to seek to 
protect their interests against and in competition with 
other sections of the oppressed masses and come under 
the wing of the bourgeoisie.

On the Constitution and Class Rule
In their reply to the RCP, the Nepalese comrades 

write, “Your letter has very apprehensively raised one 
question. If the enemy accepts your demand, just for 
example, a constituent assembly, you are obligated to 
agree with it; otherwise you will lose the confidence of 
the masses. We appreciate your anxiety. But we under‑
stand that a constituent assembly in itself is not a solu‑
tion, but its political content can be. For example, if the 
constituent assembly can ensure the dissolution of the 
royal army, the reorganization of the national army un‑
der our leadership, the implementation of revolution‑
ary land reform based upon the policy of land to the 
tiller, the right of nations to self‑determination, an end 
to social discrimination, development and prosperity, 
etc., why should one oppose it?”

The problem is that the Constituent Assembly will 
not and cannot carry out the above‑mentioned tasks. 
Does anyone really think it possible that the CA will 
lead to the “dissolution of the royal army” (and not just 
a name change), let alone the reorganization of the 
national army under the leadership of the CPN(M)? 
No! This is just as impossible as the claims of the old 
revisionist program of the Communist Party USA 
which proposed to do away with capitalist exploitation 
through a constitutional amendment. And if there was 
any doubt as to what is possible and what is impos‑
sible, it is sufficient to regard the actual process as it has 
unfolded. It has been the PLA which has been put in 
cantonments and largely disarmed while the only im‑
portant change for the RNA was to drop the “royal” in 
its name.

So the question is not why should one “oppose” a 
Constituent Assembly that could accomplish the tasks 
of the new‑democratic revolution, but rather why 
should one promote an illusion that cannot be ful‑
filled?
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Even now, when the results of this process are com‑
ing into focus, the CPN(M) continues to spread these 
illusions. For example,

“It is aimed that the political crisis will be 
resolved by writing a new constitution which can 
pave the way for a new progressive system in Ne‑
pal that can lead the country to forward progress 
and further advancement by creating a society in 
which the exploitation of man by man in all forms 
is abolished.”

13

Thus we see that the CPN(M) is arguing rather 
clearly, in public and informally, that it is possible that 
the Constituent Assembly process can consolidate a 
system which can evolve peacefully toward socialism 
and communism. Of course, the Party keeps open the 
possibility that die‑hard elements, most especially the 
monarchy, can be expected to oppose such a constitu‑
tion, in which case the use of force by the masses will 
be justifiable and necessary.

14

In this way, the discussion of the provisions and 
wording of a future constitution displaces what really is 
the central question: on whose power will the new state 
be based? Generally speaking, a bourgeois constitution 
will uphold the “sovereignty of the people,” proclaim 
the equality of all its citizens enshrined in the principle 
of “one person, one vote,” proclaim rights of free speech 
and assembly, and so forth. It is also quite unlikely, to 
say the least, that the constitution resulting from the 
CA process will attack in a fundamental way the prop‑
erty of the exploiting classes.

15

While a constitution can play an important role in 
any political system, it is not the promises of the consti‑
tution that will lead to a society without class exploita‑
tion if the army is in the hands of the exploiting classes 

13. Comrade Gaurav, The Red Star no. 2, January 1‑15, 
2008.

14. In fact, the proponents of the “peaceful transition to 
socialism” have never denied that force might be necessary on 
the part of the “legitimate elected majority” against those who 
might refuse to accept the will of the people.

15. The post‑apartheid ANC regime in South Africa in‑
stituted what has been often touted as the most democratic 
constitution in the world. However, one of its pillars is its in‑
famous “property clause” which recognized and preserved the 
right of the small minority of white exploiters to maintain their 
property.

and if the principal means of production are under their 
ownership and control. Indeed, the role of the constitu‑
tion in any bourgeois republic is precisely to ensure that 
the political system does not interfere with and in fact 
serves the underlying economic system of exploitation. 
The democratic rights granted to the people are within 
this context and restricted by this reality. When the 
professed rights of the people come into conflict with 
the imperatives of the socio‑economic system based on 
exploitation, it is the interests of the system of exploita‑
tion that “trump”–overrule the rights of the people. The 
comrades of the CPN(M) point to the possibility of a 
constitution coming out of this Constituent Assembly 
which will institutionalize the victories of the People’s 
War. But these elections are being held under the su‑
pervision of the “international community” (meaning 
the world imperialist system and India), with the Ne‑
pal Army guarding the premises, and the television and 
newspapers for the most part firmly in the hands of the 
exploiting classes. The result of these elections under 
these conditions cannot open the way to socialism, and 
to argue that they can is either demagogy or self‑decep‑
tion.

Revolutionary Practice
It is the strategy of a “transitional” (bourgeois) 

republic that is driving and directing the tactics, and 
not the other way around. It is true that any revolu‑
tionary process will combine diverse forms of struggle, 
and it can be easily seen that revolutionary war may 
pass through periods of ceasefire and negotiation. And 
conversely, as we have seen from diverse experience his‑
torically and internationally, seemingly revolutionary 
tactics have been, and often are, used in the service of 
thoroughly non‑revolutionary strategies such as “fight‑
ing to negotiate,” calling the masses into the streets to 
serve as pressure for bourgeois electoral gains, and so 
forth.

16

16. We saw, in our study of the negotiations in relation to 
Peru, the fundamental difference between “negotiating in order 
to fight” and “fighting in order to negotiate.” In other words, 
both a revolutionary and a revisionist strategy made room for 
both tactics of fighting and talking (and many other forms of 
political activity as well). But from the revolutionary perspec‑
tive, the strategy of the complete destruction of the old reac‑
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Nor is the essence of the question, even now, the 
fact that the Party is up to its neck in electoralism and 
parliamentarism. A “revolutionary” road to the bour‑
geois republic would not be any better than the path of 
compromise and collaboration that we have witnessed 
over the last two years. But there is a connection–the 
goal of a bourgeois republic and, we must add, one 
which is effectively “cemented” into the existing imperi‑
alist world order, will mean that a certain type of tactics 
will tend to predominate and that impulses to go in a 
more revolutionary direction, whether arising from the 
masses, the Party rank and file or sections of the lead‑
ership, will tend to be smothered. Indeed, the period of 
the last two years has also been one in which repeated 
plans and promises of the leadership to bring forward 
the masses to assert their class interests have gone un‑
fulfilled. This should not be seen as a result of willful 
deception. Rather, it is the inevitable result of the class 
nature of the objective–the bourgeois republic–impos‑
ing itself on the choice of tactics to follow. Nor are we 
arguing for more “revolutionary” tactics divorced from 
a rectification on the level of strategy and goal. His‑
tory has also been full of “insurrections” which have 
ultimately served as a “left cover” for cloudy or non‑
revolutionary objectives. Indeed, in Central America in 
the 1980s, different types of “left” as well as the more 
dominant rightist tactics were employed. We will again 
call attention to the line which emerged in the Com‑
munist Party of the Philippines pushed by Villalobos. 
It had the merit of articulating clearly the “short path” 
to “partial victory” which he specifically contrasted to 
the Maoist path of protracted people’s war for “com‑
plete victory,” which Villalobos considered unreach‑
able and/or undesirable.

17 In other words, to focus the 
discussion with the CPN(M) principally over tactics is 
to mistake the symptom for the disease and to reverse 
cause and effect.

tionary state leads and determines when, if and how, the tactics 
of negotiations and compromises are necessary.

17. See the “Open Letter to the Communist Party of the 
Philippines” from 1987 printed in A World to Win, no. 8, which 
analyzes this line at length.

Who’s Fooling Whom?
One of the most painful things for friends of the 

Nepalese revolution to watch is the way in which the 
army of the people has been largely disarmed and 
herded into cantonments isolated from the people, 
while the reactionary armed forces, now renamed Ne‑
pal Army, which previously could not leave heavily 
fortified barracks except in large convoys, are now free 
to roam about the countryside. Also very significant is 
the reestablishment of hated police posts in the very 
heart of the former base areas, while the structures of 
people’s rule built up in the course of the People’s War 
are dismantled.

The origin of this situation predates even the April 
2006 upsurge–it can be found clearly in the proposal 
reprinted in The Worker no. 9 where the Party propos‑
es that the PLA and the RNA be demobilized and a 
new national army formed. The Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement has this as a cornerstone.

For a long time the CPN(M) would tell worried 
comrades that any merger of the two armies would 
come on the basis of the authority of the PLA and the 
Party and would be under its leadership. Of course, no 
integration of that type was even considered for a fleet‑
ing moment by the reactionary classes. On the contrary, 
the reactionary classes and their backers have been 
clear, ironically far more so than our comrades, on the 
central role of the armed forces in the state. The CPA 
legitimized the monopoly of force of the NA which 
was, after all, allowed to openly keep the great bulk 
of its weapons, granted responsibilities for controlling 
the country’s borders and transportation routes, and, 
generally speaking, left free to march about the country 
armed. In January 2008, the Army Chief of Staff made 
a clear statement that he would refuse the integration 
of PLA fighters in the NA.

The response of the CPN(M) has included some 
very pointed and correct exposure of the Nepal Army. 
For example, Chairman Prachanda’s statement, re‑
printed in The Red Star no. 3, rhetorically asked why 
a gang of murderers is fit to be part of the national 
army but not the sons and daughters of the people 
who fought for liberation. But this is exactly the point. 
The National Army will have only one central role–to 
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maintain and enforce the rule of the exploiting classes. 
That the CPN(M) would demand that the fighters of 
the PLA be integrated into such an army is itself a real 
indication of how far the Party has departed from a 
Marxist understanding of the state. Again, the reac‑
tionaries have no such unclarity. They are determined 
to maintain a tight grip on the state apparatus and are 
not about to let large numbers of PLA fighters join the 
army, at least not unless and until the PLA had given 
adequate proof that it has definitively and thoroughly 
abandoned its goal of revolution–something which has 
not happened and must not be allowed to happen. So 
again the CPN(M) has allowed the debate to be firmly 
circumscribed by the reactionary classes. The question 
was shaking Nepal at the time of the collapse of the 
absolute monarchy–which state and which army, the 
old state of the king and the exploiting classes based 
on the hated Royal Nepal Army or the new state 
which had been emerging in the countryside based on 
the strength of the PLA, should consolidate its rule 
throughout the country? This has transformed into: is 
the PLA sufficiently committed to “real democracy” for 
it to be dissolved into the Nepal Army or will it have 
to be dissolved by some other means? Each answer is 
worse than the other.

Arming the Masses with the Truth or 
Sowing Deliberate Confusion?

In their response to our earlier letter the CPN(M) 
argues that some of their current positions may not 
appear clear because of the need to dissimulate in the 
eyes of the international and domestic enemies, but 
that their comrades should not be worried because the 
Party is clear on where the struggle must go. They say: 
“Yes, there are some confusing positions in our inter‑
pretations, in several contexts. We think sometimes 
they are necessary. If we can confuse our enemies and 
the international community with our tactical dealings, 
it can divide them to a certain extent, which will benefit 
our revolution. Problems will arise only if the Party of 
the proletariat itself is confused.”

This reasoning is wrong on a whole number of lev‑
els. Even if it were the case that the Party leadership 
was clear and united on the goals of NDR, socialism 

and communism, it would still be necessary to educate 
and arm the masses to understand the difference be‑
tween a reactionary bourgeois solution to the country’s 
problems and a radically different solution led by a pro‑
letarian party and based on the masses of people. The 
love and support of the masses acquired in the People’s 
War is a precious achievement, but it is no substitute 
for their conscious training and their learning to per‑
ceive, beneath the honey‑coated words of democracy, 
the real class nature of every party and political figure. 
Otherwise there is the danger that loyalty can become 
blind, and that the masses who were the bedrock of 
the People’s War will look to the Party mainly as a pro‑
tector of their most narrow and immediate interests, 
interests that might and sometimes do come into con‑
flict with other sections of the masses. How will it be 
possible for the masses to be won to the need for fur‑
ther struggle and sacrifice if the goal of this struggle is 
not clear? Are we really to believe the masses are quite 
clear on the goals of revolution or that they will reach 
this understanding spontaneously, without systematic 
training by the communists?

It is enough to read the Party’s own publications or 
the interviews with different leaders to see that the Par‑
ty itself is not at all so clear on the crucial questions of 
democracy, state and so forth. Often vital questions of 
political orientation and policy are presented as a mere 
question of tactics: either the revolution will proceed 
smoothly to the republic or, if this process is interfered 
with by the reactionary classes, it will thus become nec‑
essary for the revolution to advance by more confronta‑
tional means. This leaves out the basic question of the 
revolutionary goal. In other words, the main question 
is not a peaceful or non‑peaceful transition to a federal 
democratic republic, but rather what type of republic 
needs to be established (what class will rule) and spe‑
cifically how can there be a seizure of power by masses 
led by a proletarian vanguard. This is objectively the 
question before the society, but it is not what is being 
presented.

Further, the idea that ideological acrobatics are 
necessary in order to confuse the class enemy is ex‑
tremely naive at best. No major move by the CPN(M) 
goes unobserved by the class enemy. If the Party sus‑
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pends negotiations or leaves the government, the other 
side is extremely attentive to the possible implications 
of such moves and discusses it from every angle in the 
press and in their semi‑public think tanks such as the 
International Crisis Group, which has been particu‑
larly well‑informed about the situation in Nepal.

18 In 
fact it is the masses, friends of the Party and the ranks 
of the Party themselves who are most often deceived 
by the Party’s double language. For example, the main 
representatives of the reactionary classes in Nepal 
and internationally seemed much clearer than many 
comrades that the CPN(M)’s decision in September 
2007 to leave the government, and its threats to call the 
masses out into the streets, probably did not mean a 
basic reversal of the road to the Constituent Assembly 
and the bourgeois republic. And in fact, these reaction‑
aries were right–the goal and the attraction of going for 
the bourgeois republic reimposed itself and molded the 
Party’s choice of tactics.

This is not to say that all of the masses are happy 
with the direction the Party has taken or that they will 
not find different ways to convey their discontent. But 
even assuming that the new regime which emerges 
from the Constituent Assembly really does provide the 
formal right to organized political expression, and even 
assuming that these formal rights exist in the rural ar‑
eas as well as the cities as is rarely the case in the third 
world, it is very difficult to see how, without an orga‑
nized and coherent leadership, the growing discontent 
of the masses will be able to be expressed in a concrete 
political program. This is another example of the falsity 
of the promise of bourgeois democracy and how really 
unequal the masses of people are in the “competition” of 
political forces. In the name of preserving the rights of 
the masses to supervise the state through “multiparty 
competition,” the CPN(M) is actually taking away the 
rights of the masses established through the People’s 
War to have political institutions and political repre‑
sentation that truly represents their own class interests 
as opposed to the interests of other class forces and 
against the interests of the reactionary classes.

18. Reports from this high‑powered imperialist‑spon‑
sored institution can be found at www.crisisgroup.org

In fact, history provides many indications of what 
happens to the people once the leadership has em‑
barked on a course that contradicts and undoes the 
struggle the masses have been waging. Massive discon‑
tent and widespread demoralization does not easily 
transform into conscious political action. In Palestine, 
Zimbabwe, Guatemala, to name but a few situations 
from more recent history, compromise political solu‑
tions and the reversal of promises and slogans to which 
the masses had rallied (remember that even Yasser 
Arafat started out proclaiming “revolution till victory”) 
were not effectively countered. Instead a few frustrated 
elements are more likely to split and lash out without 
being able to develop a coherent program. But this does 
not make the reformist compromise any more correct 
or any more legitimate. Under the slogan of the “rights 
of the masses” a “new”‑old state will stand apart from 
the masses and over them.

There is a reason why double talk, the art of saying 
one thing and doing another, corresponds to the reac‑
tionary classes and cannot characterize the policy of 
the proletarian party. First of all, the reactionary classes 
cannot hope to survive except by deceiving the masses 
whose interests they can never represent. Communists, 
on the other hand, have everything to gain the more 
the proletariat and the masses of people understand 
the society and the tasks of the revolution. Helping the 
masses to get this kind of understanding is a crucial 
task of the vanguard party, but it is not an easy one. 
There are all sorts of prejudices and blinders that keep 
the masses from seeing the real features of the society. 
After all, if the masses were clearly able to see their own 
class interests, having their own vanguard party would 
be far less necessary. But we know from experience in 
all countries that this is most definitely not the case 
and that the masses desperately need communist lead‑
ership that can help sort out the fundamental contours 
of class interests in a complicated world.

We are not so naïve as to believe that communist 
revolutionaries can or must reveal all of their plans and 
thinking on all subjects on all occasions. At the same 
time, in a fundamental sense and from a strategic view‑
point, communists enthusiastically uphold the Com-
munist Manifesto’s famous statement, “The communists 
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disdain to conceal their views and aims.” What possible 
strategic advantage could the communists achieve by 
saying publicly to the masses over and over again that 
they are only about winning a majority in the electoral 
arena, or that their goal is “pure democracy”? Where is 
the training of the masses about the real class nature 
of such “pure” (bourgeois) democracy? This is no less 
of a task in Nepal, where a comprador‑feudal bour‑
geois republic is on the horizon, than it is in the West 
where bourgeois democracy is the most common form 
of rule of the capitalist class. In fact, communists in a 
country like Nepal, where there are crucial bourgeois‑
democratic tasks to be accomplished through revolu‑
tion, have a special responsibility to combat bourgeois‑
democratic illusions and show the real class nature of 
the bourgeois democracies of the West being upheld 
as a model.

Togliatti and Thorez
There have been some rather astounding state‑

ments made about the path‑breaking nature of the 
CPN(M)’s decision to go for a democratic republic. 
In his May 1, 2007 speech, Chairman Prachanda even 
goes so far as to say, “The twelve point agreement was 
a wonderful and unprecedented type of understanding 
in history. The twentieth century never saw such a type 
of unique understanding that has been proved in his‑
tory.” Unfortunately, this is not the case.

19

We say “unfortunately” because there are many 
tragic examples during the 20th century when the com‑
munists abandoned their struggle for political power, 
demobilized their independent armed forces, and re‑
stricted their struggle to within the bourgeois‑demo‑
cratic framework of the enemy. In some of these cases 
the Communist Parties maintained or even expanded a 
considerable influence over the working class and other 
sections of the masses and often had significant repre‑
sentation in parliament.

Two of the most significant cases were the experi‑
ences of the Communist Party of Italy and the Com‑

19. The 12‑point agreement (November 2005) is the po‑
litical agreement between the CPN(M) and the Seven Party 
Alliance of the principal parties of the bourgeoisie which later 
developed into the Comprehensive Political Agreement (No‑
vember 2006).

munist Party of France in the immediate aftermath of 
the Second World War. The history of France and Italy 
diverge, especially in that France was occupied early in 
the war by Nazi Germany while Italy was allied with 
Germany in the war, but in both cases the Commu‑
nist Parties had rallied important sections of the pro‑
letariat and the masses to wage armed struggle against 
foreign occupiers and the domestic fascist rulers.

20 At 
the end of the war these parties emerged with immense 
popularity, whereas almost all of the bourgeois politi‑
cal formations were thoroughly discredited by their 
collaboration with the fascist powers and/or their in‑
capacity to wage any resolute struggle against them. 
In both Italy and France, the Communist Parties had 
important armed contingents under their leadership. 
Many people forget that it was the partisans led by the 
Communist Party of Italy who captured Mussolini and 
hung his body in a public square in Milan amidst mas‑
sive popular celebration.

However, despite the revolutionary movement that 
swept Europe with the collapse of the fascist powers, 
despite the fact that the bourgeois state apparatus had 
been discredited and greatly weakened through the 
course of the war, and despite the tremendous prestige 
that the Soviet Union under the leadership of Stalin 
then enjoyed, these Communist Parties disbanded their 
armed forces and took part in the provisional govern‑
ments established in both of these countries under the 
watchful supervision of the occupying forces (mainly 
the U.S. and British). Most significantly, these parties 
accepted the political framework of bourgeois democ‑
racy. They did not, however, in words at least, drop the 
strategic objective of the “dictatorship of the proletari‑
at” (it was only two decades later that this open admis‑
sion of revisionism was to take place). Rather, partici‑
pation in the bourgeois institutions was presented as a 
“tactic” which would, somehow, open the way to a later 
seizure of power by the proletariat. Nor should it be 
assumed that the entrance of the Communist Parties 
into the governments in Italy and France meant that 

20. There was also a serious political error in seeing the 
struggle as essentially a fight between fascism and bourgeois 
democracy that helped ideologically disarm the communists 
and lay the basis for the very error we are discussing. See Bob 
Avakian, Conquer the World at revcom.us.
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this was a period of calm devoid of class struggle. On 
the contrary, those first postwar years were marked 
by extremely acute struggles, general strikes, power‑
ful movements aimed at punishing collaborators with 
the fascists and so forth. In other words, participation 
in the bourgeois institutions did not preclude struggle 
and did not remove the necessity of the bourgeoisie of 
these countries (egged on and backed to the hilt by the 
unmatched military and economic might of U.S. impe‑
rialism) to hit hard at the communist parties as part of 
their effort to re‑consolidate a bourgeois order after the 
havoc of world war and in the face of the revolution‑
ary restlessness of the masses. The Communist Parties 
were held in great esteem by the working class at that 
time because of their role during the war and because 
even while they were following an objectively capitula‑
tionist policy they were also in sharp conflict with the 
ruling class both inside and outside parliament. In oth‑
er words, these parties continued to uphold the goal of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, socialism and com‑
munism. In 1947 the communists were driven out of 
the government as part of the beginning of the “Cold 
War.”

The point of this historical reminder is that there 
is indeed nothing so new, let alone so positive, about 
an agreement of communist forces to abandon their 
struggle for power and enter bourgeois institutions. 
Nor does such a step mean that the communists did 
not come sharply into conflict with the main represen‑
tatives of the bourgeoisie. Nor should we assume that 
the objective circumstances were easier for the commu‑
nists in Italy or France than they are today in Nepal. 
For example, in both Italy and France there was a heavy 
presence of the Allied military forces after the war. It 
is easy to imagine the justifications and the rationales 
that were offered to those who disapproved or were un‑
comfortable with what, in retrospect, can be seen as a 
decisive step toward revisionism.

The decisive question, then as now, is the political 
and ideological line of the communists. We are not in a 
position to say exactly what tactics the communists in 
France or Italy should have adopted. But it is possible 
to say that their decision to accept the “legitimacy” of 
the reestablishment of the bourgeois order after World 

War 2 was objectively a tremendous service to the 
bourgeoisie at exactly the moment when the bourgeoi‑
sie was battered and in real difficulty in reorganizing 
its rule and ramming it down the throats of the masses. 
Once the basic framework of the bourgeois state in‑
stitutions is accepted as legitimate, then the efforts of 
the communists to organize the proletariat and the 
masses to exert their interests within this framework 
(through both electoral and non‑electoral means) has 
the objective effect of strengthening and perfecting 
these reactionary institutions themselves. Here we can 
only touch on the important international dimension 
and specifically the line of Stalin and the CPSU in 
the whole period before, during and after the Second 
World War. A more thorough discussion would show 
that this abandonment of the struggle for the dictator‑
ship of the proletariat and adoption of the framework 
of bourgeois democracy is linked to the position ad‑
opted by the CPSU and the Comintern concerning the 
“united front against fascism” and the fight to preserve 
and/or restore bourgeois democracy as a necessary 
stage at that time.

21

Rewriting Party History
We were disappointed that the response of the 

CPN(M) to our original letter of October 2005 fo‑
cused to a considerable degree on a defense of its past 
practice and tried to use the experience of the whole 
trajectory of the Party since 1996 to the present as an 
answer to the arguments our Party and others have 
raised. Simply put: because the People’s War has de‑
veloped this far it shows the correctness of the Party’s 
ideological and political line.

First of all, the fallacy of such a method of reason‑
ing is easy to see. Even if the Party had been previously 
right on every question of politics and ideology (which 
we will see is far from the case), that would neither 
be a guarantee that the Party would be right on every 
question in the future nor a reason for not addressing in 
substance the arguments about what needs to be done 
now. The fact, for example, that the Party was correct in 

21. Conquer the World discusses these questions in 
depth.
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initiating and waging a People’s War in no way proves 
that it is correct in abandoning it.

Further, the account of the disagreements between 
our two parties and the description of the CPN(M)’s 
own history is not accurate. One important point to 
clarify is that our Party did not oppose the CPN(M)’s 
participation in parliament in the early 1990s. For one 
thing, our own knowledge of the situation in Nepal at 
the time did not provide enough basis to have a clear 
opinion on that policy. Furthermore, our Party did not 
and does not subscribe to the view of many other par‑
ties in the Maoist movement that the “boycott of par‑
liament” is a “strategic question” which has been settled 
for all parties and all time. Nor did we ever support 
the positions of M.B. Singh. In fact, we waged strug‑
gle with Singh’s semi‑Hoxhaite revisionism from our 
first encounter with him at the time of the formation 
of RIM in 1984 when the leaders of today’s CPN(M) 
were still united with him in a single party. What our 
Party did believe at that period and continues to believe 
today is that there was a great deal of rightism in the 
thinking and policy of the CPN(Unity Center)

22 at that 
time and that unless the Party effectively ruptured with 
that approach there would be no successful revolution. 
Our Party, together with others in the RIM, struggled 
for exactly such a rupture. It is to the lasting credit of 
Chairman Prachanda (supported by a core of other 
leaders) that he was able to lead this process of leap and 
rupture with the previous wrong line. It was precisely this 
ideological leap that was central to the organizational 
formation of the CPN(M) and the great historic deci‑
sion to launch the People’s War.

The current version of history that is contained 
in the letter to the RCP, USA and echoed in other re‑
cent articles and documents of the CPN(M)

23 is, alas, 
much different. Rewritten with 20‑20 hindsight, the 
entry into parliament and the exit from it were both 
well‑considered and carefully orchestrated maneuvers 
or tactics in the service of a clear strategy of preparing 
and launching a protracted people’s war. Any serious 

22. The CPN(Unity Center) was the organization that 
was transformed into the CPN(M) in 1994.

23. See, for example, the article by Comrade Basanta on 
the “International Dimension of Prachanda Path” in The Work-
er, no. 10.

study of the actual positions of the time shows that this 
was far from the case. There was a whole process of 
struggling to break with what had been the dominant 
understanding in the CPN (Mashal)–the original par‑
ent organization of the CPN(M)– which had a million 
and one reasons why revolution could never be success‑
ful in Nepal. Previously the CPN(M) noted and gave 
correct importance to this process of breaking with 
what the CPN(M) called the M.B. Singh “school of 
thought”. It is quite disturbing to see this process now 
distorted or even denied by many who know better.

The new history is full of “on the one hand” the 
struggle against revisionism, and “on the other hand” 
the struggle against “dogmatism,” an eclectic treatment 
that effectively obfuscates the actual need that Com‑
rade Prachanda faced in waging an implacable struggle 
against revisionism and the lessons of that earlier leap 
and rupture and replaces it with a harmonious process 
devoid of contradiction.

It is certainly true that a great wealth of experi‑
ence has been achieved in the course of the People’s 
War in Nepal. We have strived to learn from this pre‑
cious experience as best we can and we think that all 
revolutionary communists must do so. We have seen 
nothing in this experience, however, that strengthens 
the argument of the comrades for the possibility of a 
“transitional state” which is neither new‑democratic in 
character nor a bourgeois republic. In fact, actual re‑
sults of the past two years of experience in which the 
comrades of the CPN(M) have been trying to put this 
understanding into practice show quite the opposite.

More Reversal of Historical Verdicts
We have seen that the CPN(M) leadership has de‑

cided to rewrite Party history in relation to RIM from 
the standpoint of retroactively justifying every previous 
position, especially now that some of those positions, 
such as participation in parliament and the “peaceful 
pursuit of the revolution” are being implemented today. 
It is worth pointing out that this rewriting of history, 
however, is not limited to the debate with our Party or 
other RIM parties and organizations. It stands out in 
particularly shocking and bald form in the CPN(M)’s 
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new version of the history of the communist movement 
within Nepal itself.

Consider the report “Single Communist Party.”

“The Communist Party of Nepal in its 59 years 
of journey has come through several splits and un-
healthy inner struggle. These kinds of tendencies 
have not only weakened the communist movement 
but ultimately resulted disadvantages to the people 
and the nation. Although communist and leftist 
parties have the overwhelming support and sym‑
pathy of the majority of the people of Nepal, the 
rightist and retrogressive forces have always won 
the race. Currently, leftist parties hold the majority 
in the interim legislature too but the leader in the 
government is not from the communist parties.”

24 

(emphasis added.)

This whole article, and not just the above passage, 
basically says that the overall process of rupture with 
revisionism (a word which is completely absent from 
this article) was “unhealthy” and led to “disadvantages.” 
What about the People’s War? Does anyone believe 
that the People’s War could have been launched without 
the rupture with revisionism? The fact of the matter is 
that this article rewrites history from a parliamentary 
perspective–the existence of several “communist and 
leftist parties” divides the electoral vote. This is where 
the rejection of what is called  “one divides into two” 
(discussed more later) will ultimately end up–in an ef‑
fort to cobble together a “leftist” or “communist” party 
composed of all sorts of opportunists and revisionists 
who have turned their back on revolution but which 
can “win” in a parliamentary election and preside over 
the government of the old state.

Not surprisingly, changes in the Party’s ideology 
and politics are reflected in its organizational affairs as 
well. Coupled with the change in political line and in 
light of the Party’s call to consolidate the “new Nepal” 
through all‑out mobilization for the Constituent As‑
sembly elections, the Party’s leadership now calls on 
changing the style of work, and specifically for mem‑
bers to be broadly and openly out among the elector‑
ate. Remember that breaking with the whole aboveg‑
round and parliamentary tradition of the communist 
(and pseudo communist) movement in Nepal was an 

24. The Red Star no. 5, March 1‑15, 2008.

important part of the necessary rupture to begin the 
People’s War in 1996. It is true that different phases 
of revolutionary work will require adjustments in orga‑
nizational matters, but some bedrock principles about 
the need to build and preserve the kind of party ca‑
pable of waging revolutionary struggle are gone. Rev‑
olutionary work requires one type of organizational 
structure. Parliamentary work requires another. Party 
leaders are exposed to the possibility of attack from 
what the CPN(M) calls “monarcho‑imperialist forces,” 
not to mention the military apparatus of the old state. 
So we see another example of merging of two into one, 
as the Party says it is in the stage of strategic offensive 
and engaged in “war” to win the elections, yet the Party 
structure is laid bare for anyone to disrupt or destroy 
and the lives of precious Party leaders are put at great 
risk by revealing their identities. This is a matter of 
great concern to us also.

The International Dimension
We do not intend in this letter to explore in depth 

another often‑advanced argument as to why the revo‑
lution in Nepal cannot win victory, namely the unfa‑
vorable international and regional situation. We should 
remember that one of the key features of M.B. Singh’s 
revisionist line was his contention that revolution was 
impossible in landlocked Nepal unless it was preceded 
by revolution in India and/or China. The CPN(M) 
was correct to criticize this capitulationist theory as 
part of the preparation for the People’s War and this 
verdict must be upheld. The article from February 11, 
2008 A World to Win News Service, is worth noting:

“…No revolution exists in a vacuum. In Nepal as 
well, the advance of the revolution is closely linked to 
the advance of the revolution in the neighboring coun‑
tries and the world as a whole.

“Nepal’s close proximity and interconnection 
with India is a double‑edged sword. True, that in‑
creases the country’s vulnerability to pressure, in‑
terference and outright attack. It is also true that 
there are great advantages to the revolution as well. 
India has huge numbers of desperately oppressed 
masses, many with common cultural and linguistic 
links to Nepal. Already the millions of Nepalese 
who regularly work in India have been an impor‑
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tant vector spreading knowledge and support for 
the revolution among the people of that country. 
Given the extreme and intensifying contradictions 
in Indian society, a real revolutionary regime in Ne‑
pal will have immediate and deep reverberations 
throughout India, especially the north and north‑
east. Furthermore, although it has no common 
border with Bangladesh, Nepal is only a few dozen 
kilometres from that country, most of whose 150 
million people live in conditions of great hardship. 
Previously the CPN(M) had put forward the very 
revolutionary call for a Soviet Federation of South 
Asia which would create a new state structure in 
the region based on a common battle for new de‑
mocracy and the genuine equality of nations. If the 
revolutionary regime is established in Nepal, there 
is a real possibility that the people of the region 
may come to its rescue.

“The military strength of India and the imperi‑
alist states, it is true, is an imposing and formidable 
obstacle. But here, too, it is necessary to understand 
their weaknesses as well. India has had a hard time 
dealing militarily with insurgencies within its own 
borders. Its major counterinsurgency operation in 
Sri Lanka in the 1980s ended in a dismal failure. 
It would be very difficult for India to intervene in 
Nepal, where hatred of Indian expansionism runs 
very strong and where revolution can benefit from 
a very favourable mountainous geography. The In‑
dian reactionaries would have to think hard before 
taking on such a desperate gamble.

“The U.S. is, of course, an enormously danger‑
ous and vicious enemy. But it is also true that the 
American military is highly overstretched, short 
of manpower, and facing ever‑increasing opposi‑
tion to its imperialist aggression all over the world, 
including from its own population. Even the U.S. 
military knows how difficult it would be to fight 
Maoist revolutionaries deeply linked to the people 
and enjoying their active support.

“It is definitely true that the revolution in Ne‑
pal cannot be separated from the revolutionary pro‑
cess in the world as a whole and there are positive as 
well as negative factors that have to be considered. 
In the whole region there are extreme and intense 
conflicts within the ruling classes and between the 
masses and their oppressors. The establishment of 
a real revolutionary regime in Nepal would be like 
a thunderbolt for the whole region. Yes, the gov‑
ernments of the neighboring states would try to 
interfere and overthrow such a regime, but it is also 

true that the hopes of the people of these countries 
would be aroused in an unprecedented way. The 
masses of people of the region and ultimately the 
whole world represent a real, if presently untapped, 
reserve of strength for the revolution in Nepal. A 
clear revolutionary programme and the living ex‑
ample of the masses actually taking power and rul‑
ing society can unlock this potential.”

25

The international situation is certainly, in its main 
aspect, unfavorable. But it is also true that it will remain 
unfavorable unless and until communist revolutionar‑
ies in first one or several countries succeed in opening 
a breech in the world imperialist system. If everyone 
waits for the maturing of a favorable situation inter‑
nationally before acting, we will as Lenin put it, all be 
“suspended in mid‑air”.

“Combine Two into One” or “Divide One 
Into Two”?

As we have seen, eclecticism, that is, the orienta‑
tion of combining “two into one,” of putting different 
contradictions on an equal level and not determining 
the principal contradiction, and failing to distinguish 
between the principal and secondary aspects of a con‑
tradiction, has increasingly come to characterize the 
political and ideological line and methodology of the 
CPN(M). Instead of criticizing and digging up the 
roots of this eclecticism, the very philosophical bases 
for many of the errors in the present course are being 
justified, upheld and even proposed as a model for oth‑
ers as well.

In order to understand a thing or a process, it is 
necessary to correctly identify the principal contradic‑
tion which determines its nature and its motion from 
among the many contradictions that are involved in 
any process. The revolution in Nepal is no exception. 
Clearly the revolution in Nepal is a complex phenom‑
enon involving a series of contradictions, such as the 
contradiction between the forces grouped around the 
monarchy and those forces in the ruling class that are 
in favor of a republic, the conflict between the prole‑
tariat and the national bourgeoisie, the contradiction 
between the oppressed nationalities and the central 

25. A World to Win News Service, February 11, 2008.
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state, the contradiction between women and men, and 
so forth. But it is crucial to emphasize that the funda‑
mental contradiction is between the masses of people 
led by the proletariat and the three mountains of impe‑
rialism, feudalism and bureaucrat capitalism. Nor can 
we accept that the principal contradiction in Nepal is 
between the monarchy and the “forces of democracy.” 
We do not know if the CPN(M) has made such a con‑
scious theoretical formulation, but their policies and 
choice of tactics are consistent with such an analysis.

A particular feature of the eclecticism of the 
CPN(M) is to place two opposing policies on an equal 
level, or better said, to put them on an equal level in 
words while in actual life elevating the immediate, tem‑
porary and secondary above the decisive and principal.

The confounding of strategy and tactics, reversing 
principal and secondary, is part of the eclecticism that 
increasingly marks the Party’s writings. The following 
statement is typical of the kind of statements that rid‑
dle the articles and documents of the CPN(M):

26

“The country is in the transitional period from 
autocratic rule to federal democratic republic. The 
historical achievements are being institutionalized 
through the election of the constituent assembly. 
For this, there is a sharp struggle between the re‑
gressive‑reactionary forces and revolutionary‑pro‑
gressive forces. CPN‑M is leading to the direction 
of building New Nepal. The restructuring of old 
state power, the fusion of two armies, the aware‑
ness of the people and the adoption of proportional 
election system, the federal framework in place of 
unitary feudalist state‑structure and the participa‑
tion of the nationalities, women, region, Madesh, 
Dalits, minorities etc. in the state power, are all 
achievements of the great people’s war. A decade 
long people’s war has given birth to the power of 
people and its leadership without alternative. But 
to wipe out the old and establish the new victori‑
ously, the last encounter is inevitable.”

The first thing that jumps out in reading the above 
statement is that the goal is clearly misrepresented as a 
“federal democratic republic” which is quite clearly not a 
new‑democratic republic. In case there was any confu‑
sion, the excerpts clarify that the goal is the “restructur‑
ing of the old state” and the “fusing of the two armies.” 

26. The Red Star no. 4, February 16‑29, 2008.

And this is misrepresented as the “goal of the People’s 
War”! Then this rather crass description of a bourgeois 
republic is declared “the power of the people.” The con‑
clusion about the “last encounter” is most definitely not 
referring to the “final conflict” of the stirring refrain of 
the Internationale but clearly to the struggle to establish 
the republic. It is a perfect example of combining two 
into one.

This same eclectics is reflected in the following 
passage of an interview with Chairman Prachanda in 
the same issue.

“[Interviewer] How can you concretize the 
achievements of People’s War?

“Prachanda: It has various dimensions. First, 
the present Nepali politics has moved following 
its steps on its way and it has proved certain ba‑
sic aspects of our politics. Second, it brought the 
awareness among the people living in different cor‑
ners of the country. Similarly class, regional, racial, 
gender issues have been established in Nepali so‑
ciety which are the day properties for the people 
of Nepal and world. Third, Constituent Assem‑
bly, Federal Democratic Republic, the concept of 
new Nepal, restructure of the state are the basic 
achievements of this war. For this, thousands of 
great people of Nepal sacrificed their lives, many 
more got wounded and disappeared. To sum up 
the ideas it’s a historical revolt. To my mind, the 
final victory is too near, we got victory and the last 
struggle is still going on and surely Nepali people 
will defeat the enemies. That would be the greatest 
achievement of People’s War.”

It is true that elsewhere in the same issue other, 
contradictory, messages appear. For example:

“ Now, we are advancing ahead in the peace‑
ful process through the historical process of the ten 
year long people’s war and nineteen days people’s 
movement. The goal of the great People’s War is to 
move ahead in the direction of Socialism and Com‑
munism by establishing the New People’s Repub‑
lic in Nepal. At present, we are advancing ahead 
energetically to the direction to build new Nepal 
through the election of the constituent assembly 
(CA) as the starting point of achieving the goal.”

27

27. Comrade Kiran, The Red Star no. 4, February 16‑29, 
2008.
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This statement, unlike most of the other passages 
and recent articles, reaffirms the communist orienta‑
tion of the struggle. But it too concludes by arguing 
that the Constituent Assembly is the vehicle for ad‑
vancing in that direction. Nowhere is it explained why 
the consolidation of a “federal democratic republic” is a 
stepping stone to new democracy.

Eclecticism Defended
This whole approach of “combine two into one” is 

not unconscious. In fact, it was one of the substantive 
arguments made in the CPN(M)’s reply to the letter 
of the RCP. In their letter they take to task our Party, 
and indeed the whole Maoist movement, for insisting 
on the principle enunciated by Mao that “one divides 
into two.” Their letter holds:

“Historical and dialectical materialism is the 
philosophy of revolution; it not only applies to so‑
ciety but also in human thinking. The unity and 
struggle of opposites is its fundamental law. It 
means every entity divides into two, and each of 
the two aspects transforms into its opposite. We 
think the latter is the principal aspect for us–com‑
munists.

“It is our opinion that the ICM, in general, 
failed in the past to grasp the totality of this law 
of dialectics. Our class paid more attention to ‘one 
divides into two’ in the past and is doing so at pres‑
ent, but knowingly or unknowingly it has skipped 
grasping and applying in practice the transforma‑
tion of one aspect into its opposite, the principal 
aspect.”

Comrades from one RIM organization wrote:

“In reality, ‘one divides into two’ isn’t just one 
‘aspect’ of dialectics; rather it is a concentrated way 
of summing up the law of the unity of opposites, 
the fundamental law of the universe, and as such, 
it also includes or encompasses the transformation 
of the two aspects of a contradiction into their op‑
posite. This is the way Mao and the revolutionaries 
in China understood it too. For example, the pam‑
phlet published by the proletarian line in China 
Three Major Struggles on China’s Philosophical Front 
says that ‘The concept of one divides into two that 
Chairman Mao put forward profoundly and con‑

cisely summarizes the law of the unity of opposites 
and grasps the heart of materialist dialectics.’”

28

“According to the CPN(M), however, as we 
see in the above mentioned quote, ‘one divides into 
two’ is something different than and contrary to 
the transformation of the two aspects into their 
opposite (and they call for paying ‘more attention’ 
to this transformation instead of ‘one divides into 
two’). Therefore, they do not see the process of the 
two aspects transforming into their opposites as a 
process of ‘one divides into two,’ but as something 
different. Independent of the intentions of the 
CPN(M), this can only lead to an erroneous, meta‑
physical and eclectic conception (‘two combine into 
one’) of qualitative transformation.”

Indeed, the striving to combine two opposites and 
to mislabel this as “dialectics” is a feature that we can 
see in many aspects of the CPN(M)’s line. As we saw 
above, this understanding is being openly and force‑
fully argued as a creative development of Marxism, a 
rectification of the one‑ sidedness of the previous un‑
derstanding forged by Mao and popularized world‑
wide during the Cultural Revolution.

29 The CPN(M) 
has become so permeated with the method of “on the 

28. **The article from RIM comrades cites Three Major 
Struggles on China’s Philosophical Front. “One divides into two,” 
correctly understood as a concise way of expressing the law of 
the unity and struggle of opposites, embraces both aspects of 
the identity of opposites: first, that the two aspects of a contra‑
diction mutually condition each other and coexist in the same 
process, and second, that in given conditions the two aspects 
are transformed into their opposite (the more important as‑
pect). In “On Contradiction,” Mao explains that the coexistence 
and mutual conditioning of the two opposites corresponds 
to a situation of quantitative change (“relative rest”), and the 
transformation of the aspects into their opposite–to qualita‑
tive change, the leap in which the secondary aspect becomes 
principal and vice‑versa (conspicuous change). Both phases are 
processes of the struggle of opposites, and therefore, they are 
processes in which “one divides into two,” but in different con‑
ditions and moments. Mao sums it up in this way: ‘Things are 
constantly transforming themselves from the first to the second 
state of motion; the struggle of opposites goes on in both states 
but the contradiction is resolved through the second state. That 
is why we say that the unity of opposites is conditional, tempo‑
rary and relative, while the struggle of mutually exclusive op‑
posites is absolute.’”

29. Of course, if an understanding is wrong or one‑sided, 
it is correct to criticize it, even if it has been formulated by our 
great leaders. However, the principle of “one divides into two” 
as the fundamental law of dialectics is correct and should be 
mastered and applied and not repudiated.
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one hand this, on the other hand that” that it has be‑
come second nature and is constantly given as the ex‑
planation for their successes. In fact, this is a dangerous 
and wrong worldview which, far from guaranteeing the 
continued success of the revolution, underpins a whole 
approach in theory and practice which threatens to re‑
verse the revolution.

One point in particular in the previously men‑
tioned article needs to be emphasized here–the need 
for “one to divide into two” does not mean that a com‑
munist party or group is destined to split and split 
again, as the CPN(M) argues. Repudiating revision‑
ism and defeating an incorrect line can, and often does, 
lead to strengthening the party not only ideologically 
and politically but also in terms of organizational so‑
lidity, numbers, and influence and, most importantly, 
ability to make revolution.

The Nepalese comrades are upholding the resolu‑
tion of the two‑line struggle between comrades Bhat‑
tarai and Prachanda in the CPN(M) as a model. We 
consider the “resolution” of that struggle to be precisely 
an example of “two into one,” when opposite viewpoints 
are reconciled which can only, and did in this particular 
circumstance, lead to the predominance of the incor‑
rect line.

30

The struggle against eclectics was an important 
feature of Mao and the revolutionaries in the Commu‑
nist Party of China, especially in the final, and tragi‑
cally losing, battle with Deng Xiao‑ ping. Deng criti‑
cized the revolutionary headquarters for being “only” 
concerned about class struggle and not “also” paying 
attention to production. Of course, this was a slander 
against the revolutionaries and Deng’s real purpose was 
to negate and oppose Mao’s teachings.

The revolutionaries in the Communist Party of 
China (CPC) put it this way:

30. Central Committee Resolution, October, 2005: 
“What those discussions and interactions clarified was that 
comrade Laldhoj and other comrades were not for split, there 
remained no basic difference even though there were differenc‑
es in emphasis and angle in some questions related with ide‑
ology of protracted nature, remained similar kind of thinking 
in tactic against the absolute monarchy, party could be carried 
forward more unitedly in the sensitive moment of history by 
criticizing and self‑criticising, verbally and in written, the weak‑
nesses emerged from several doubts in the past.”

“Eclecticism is revisionism. In putting the 
three directives on a par, and placing politics and 
economy, politics and vocational work and tech‑
nique all on an equal footing, Deng Xiao‑ping was 
using sophistry to negate the principal contradic‑
tion and the main aspect of a contradiction. This 
was an eclectic sleight of hand. Lenin pointed 
out in criticizing Bukharin: ‘His theoretical atti‑
tude is: “on the one hand, and on the other.” That 
is eclecticism.” (Once again on the Trade Unions, 
the Current Situation and the Mistakes of Trotsky 
and Bukharin). We can use these very words to 
give an apt description of Deng Xiao‑ping. The 
phenomenon only shows the weak nature of the 
revisionists. They want to reverse the theoretical 
conclusions arrived at by Marxism‑Leninism‑Mao 
Tsetung Thought and replace them with revisionist 
theories. But revisionism goes against the interests 
of the workers, peasants, soldiers, revolutionary 
cadres and revolutionary intellectuals, that is, the 
masses who comprise 95 per cent of the popula‑
tion; and since practicing revisionism goes against 
the will of the people they dare not expose them‑
selves too much, so they resort to eclectics because 
in falsifying Marxism in opportunist fashion, the 
substitution of eclecticism for dialectics is the easi‑
est way of deceiving the masses.” 
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Crux of the Matter–Ideological and  
Political Line

One of the most often cited quotations used by 
our Movement is Mao’s celebrated formulation: “If 
one’s line is incorrect, one’s downfall is inevitable, even 
with the control of the central, local and army leader‑
ship. If one’s line is correct, even if one has not a single 
soldier at first, there will be soldiers, and even if there is 
no political power, political power will be gained. This 
is borne out by the historical experience of our Party 
and by that of the international communist movement 
since the time of Marx.… The crux of the matter is 
line. This is an irrefutable truth.”32

And indeed, this quotation does concentrate bril‑
liantly and accurately expresses the relationship be‑
tween a correct line and the consequences in practice 

31. Peking Review, 1976
32. From the �0th National Congress of the Communist 

Party of China, adopted August 28, 1973.
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of any given line. The political and ideological line is a 
concentration of the class outlook, methodology and 
approach of a party (ideology) and the basic applica‑
tion of this outlook to the question of waging the class 
struggle, seizing power and advancing to communism 
(politics). Once the proletarian line is no longer in 
command, bourgeois goals, bourgeois methods and 
bourgeois politics will inevitably fill the void.

Our own Movement was born out of precisely such 
a struggle against an incorrect ideological and political 
line, specifically the revisionist line that triumphed in 
China after the death of Mao Tsetung by means of the 
coup d’état directed at his consistent followers. While 
the struggle in Nepal has not played the same kind of 
central and defining role in the world as the revolution 
in China under Mao’s leadership, it is still useful to re‑
member the circumstances of that great struggle on an 
international level.

There were many parties and organizations who 
had professed agreement with Mao Tsetung and the 
Cultural Revolution and then went along with the 
revisionist usurpers in China. In the case of some it 
was open attraction to the politics of class collabora‑
tion, but in other cases a kind of realpolitik prevailed by 
which communists in other countries refused to accept 
the responsibility for understanding and evaluating the 
line of the CPC. They argued instead that the line of 
that Party was its “internal affair” and/or that the tre‑
mendous experience and prestige of the CPC meant 
that others had no real basis or capacity to understand 
the political line questions involved. Still others argued 
that the CPC had many previous two‑line struggles 
and even if there were elements that they found dis‑
quieting in Hua Kuo‑feng and Deng Xiao‑ping, China 
after all, was a socialist country, things might well be 
reversed in the future, etc.

Some of this can be dismissed as slavish tailism and 
crass opportunism–for example, fear of losing what 
support China may have given this or that movement. 
However, the problem was much deeper than that: it 
went to the very way people looked at revolutionary 
experience, the understanding of internationalism and 
the responsibilities of communists in different countries 
for the problems of the movement as a whole. In short, 

criteria other than the correctness or incorrectness of 
the ideological and political line were used to assess the 
situation in China and guide the “communists.” The re‑
sults of this pragmatism and opportunism were tragic. 
Most of the erstwhile communist movement crashed 
on the rocks, were unable to maintain their revolution‑
ary bearings and ended up, more often than not, in 
reconciling with the existing reactionary order and/or 
disappearing entirely. Furthermore, the developments 
in China completely bore out the scientific predictions 
of what the result of the change in line in the CPC 
meant–namely the restoration of capitalism with the 
re‑emergence of all of the horrors, oppression and ex‑
ploitation that is at the heart of this system. Almost 
alone in the world, RIM was able to keep its ideologi‑
cal bearings in the face of the reactionary ideological 
tsunami that accompanied the loss in China precisely 
because RIM was able, at least in its main aspects, to 
understand the reasons for the reversal in China and 
uphold the principal tenets of MLM, including as they 
had developed and were advanced by Mao.

Today we cannot indulge in anything less than the 
same kind of thorough, scientific examination of reality 
and, on that basis, a firm orientation and determina‑
tion to carry the struggle forward. Unfortunately, the 
ability of the Movement to carry out these responsibili‑
ties has been undermined to no insignificant degree by 
some of the ways the Peru difficulties were approached. 
While this is not the place to review that whole history, 
the truth is that a wrong approach interfered with and 
at times even overshadowed the correct revolutionary 
communist orientation upon which our Movement was 
founded. In particular, there arose the criterion of “po‑
litical truth,” an approach which abandoned principles 
and took decisions not on the basis of “seeking truth 
from facts” and applying our revolutionary science to 
understanding reality but on the basis of what seemed 
“useful.” In particular this type of outlook was used to 
justify the “hoax” theory put forward by the leadership 
of the Communist Party of Peru (PCP), which insist‑
ed, against available evidence, that Chairman Gonzalo 
had no connection to the Right Opportunist Line in 
the Party and that to even investigate this possibility 
was to commit the vilest treason. Today we are pay‑
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ing the price for those errors as well, as the Movement 
flounders in the face of a great challenge of stepping 
forward and coming to the assistance of the revolution 
in Nepal which has given so much to the international 
communist movement and which we hold so dear.

Another quotation from Lenin often used in our 
Movement but too often misunderstood or ignored 
in practice is worth repeating: “There is one, and only 
one, kind of real internationalism, and that is–working 
wholeheartedly for the development of the revolution‑
ary movement and the revolutionary struggle in one’s 
own country, and supporting (by propaganda, sympa‑
thy and material aid) this struggle, this, and only this, 
line in every country without exception.” We have the 
responsibility of fighting “for this, and only this, line 
and no other” in Nepal, no less than the responsibil‑
ity to advance the revolutionary struggle in one’s own 
country. Otherwise “proletarian internationalism” is 
reduced to a mockery and “international solidarity” is 
nothing more than a kind of “commodity exchange,” 
as can be readily seen in the dealings of opportunists 
and revisionists on the international level. Trading the 
“capital” of the struggle in Nepal (i.e., its influence and 
prestige in the world) in return for silence or acquies‑
cence in a wrong line is the worst kind of opportunism. 
And we have also seen what happens if the “capital” 
loses its value, as was the case in Peru: people with this 
kind of approach are quick to look for another trad‑
ing partner. This is partially what explains how some 
who shamelessly tailed the screeching of PCP support‑
ers against even the idea of negotiations now find it so 
easy to swallow the CPN(M)’s “Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement.”

Many comrades fail to understand what is going 
on in Nepal, or fail to draw the appropriate conclu‑
sions, because they have a great deal of confidence and 
respect for the leaders of the CPN(M) and do not un‑
derstand why comrades such as these would adopt a 
line which, objectively, serves the efforts of the class en‑
emy to reimpose reactionary rule on the society. Once 
again, the central question of political and ideological 
line is replaced with the subjective realm of intentions. 
We have no doubt that Chairman Prachanda and other 
leaders of the CPN(M) believe very much in the com‑

munist goal and are convinced that the present steps 
they are taking are a necessary if convoluted means 
of reaching this goal. And intentions do count in the 
sense that the comrades’ desire to reach the commu‑
nist future provides a favorable basis for struggle and 
a reason to believe that they can be won to understand 
why their present course is so harmful. But it is also 
true, as comrade Chang Chun‑chiao said, that theory 
is the dynamic factor in ideology. It is the theories of 
the CPN(M) concerning the nature of the state, the 
summation of the proletarian revolutions of the 20th 
century, how to understand democracy, and, on the 
philosophical level, the Party’s criticism of the centrali‑
ty of one divides into two, that are playing the “dynamic 
factor” in transforming the ideology of the party. Thus 
it is necessary to sharply criticize and repudiate these 
erroneous theories, and without such repudiation even 
a shift of tactic or policy, however welcome such shifts 
would be, is unlikely to get at the root of the problem 
by itself.

What Type of Ideological Synthesis Is 
Needed?

Our previous exchange of letters with the com‑
rades of the CPN(M) focused, among other subjects, 
on the correct understanding of “democracy” and its 
role in the revolutionary state.

It should be apparent from reading the exchange 
of letters between our Party and the CPN(M) that the 
ideological and political differences are not limited to 
the question of the policies CPN(M) has adopted over 
the last two years nor even to the more general points 
about the nature of the new‑democratic revolution. 
Comrade Bhattarai’s “New State” article that was the 
original focus of our Party’s criticism closely links its 
theses concerning the “transitional state” to the author’s 
summation of the experience of the proletarian revolu‑
tions of the 20th century and their reversals.

One could sidestep this question with the observa‑
tion that if the revolutionaries refuse to establish the 
dictatorship of the proletariat in the first place there is 
no reason to worry about preventing its reversal. But 
there is a very real link between the ideology and poli‑
tics that the CPN(M) is developing as “democracy of 
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the 21st century” and the tragic policies the CPN(M) 
is carrying out today. Basically it comes down again to 
the ABCs of Marxism: the proletariat, led by a van‑
guard political party, must, by force, defeat the exist‑
ing apparatus of the state, establish its own rule (class 
dictatorship) and use this state power to transform 
society step by step until the very basis for classes no 
longer exists, either in the material conditions of life 
or in the thinking of people. This crucial question of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat has been at the heart 
of the major struggles between Marxism and revision‑
ism throughout the whole history of the international 
communist movement, and it is no surprise to see them 
resurfacing today.

It is most definitely the case that simply repeating 
the experience of the past, or simply recycling past po‑
lemics, cannot resolve the problem of how the proletar‑
ian revolution can reemerge from the cinders of defeat 
and actually advance amidst tumultuous class struggle 
toward the communist future. Tremendous things were 
accomplished by our predecessors, which reached their 
greatest peak in the Great Proletarian Cultural Revo‑
lution led by Mao Tsetung. But the world moves on, 
humanity’s understanding advances on different fronts, 
material conditions of life are transformed and revolu‑
tion faces new and unexpected challenges. If we insist 
so much on the “dictatorship of the proletariat,” it is not 
because it is an ABC of Marxism but because all that 
we understand about history and all that we can learn 
from contemporary society and the class struggle ar‑
gues that there is no other vehicle for reaching the goal of 
communist society–a goal which is possible and which 
corresponds more than ever to the needs of the masses 
of the people on this earth. The Chairman of our Party, 
Bob Avakian, has been working for several decades on 
the vexing problem of learning from the past experi‑
ence, negative and positive, of the proletarian revolu‑
tion, and has developed a new synthesis which he has 
referred to as “a solid core with a lot of elasticity.” Com‑
rade Avakian put it this way:

“This new synthesis involves a recasting and 
recombining of the positive aspects of the expe‑
rience so far of the communist movement and of 
socialist society, while learning from the negative 
aspects of this experience, in the philosophical and 

ideological as well as the political dimensions, so 
as to have a more deeply and firmly rooted scien‑
tific orientation, method and approach with regard 
not only to making revolution and seizing power 
but then, yes, to meeting the material requirements 
of society and the needs of the masses of people, 
in an increasingly expanding way, in socialist so‑
ciety–overcoming the deep scars of the past and 
continuing the revolutionary transformation of 
society, while at the same time actively support‑
ing the world revolutionary struggle and acting on 
the recognition that the world arena and the world 
struggle are most fundamental and important, in 
an overall sense–together with opening up quali‑
tatively more space to give expression to the intel‑
lectual and cultural needs of the people, broadly 
understood, and enabling a more diverse and rich 
process of exploration and experimentation in the 
realms of science, art and culture, and intellectual 
life overall, with increasing scope for the conten‑
tion of different ideas and schools of thought and 
for individual initiative and creativity and protec‑
tion of individual rights, including space for indi‑
viduals to interact in ‘civil society’ independently 
of the state–all within an overall cooperative and 
collective framework and at the same time as state 
power is maintained and further developed as a 
revolutionary state power serving the interests of 
the proletarian revolution, in the particular coun‑
try and worldwide, with this state being the lead‑
ing and central element in the economy and in the 
overall direction of society, while the state itself is 
being continually transformed into something rad‑
ically different from all previous states, as a crucial 
part of the advance toward the eventual abolition 
of the state with the achievement of communism 
on a world scale.

“In a sense, it could be said that the new syn‑
thesis is a synthesis of the previous experience of 
socialist society and of the international commu‑
nist movement more broadly, on the one hand, and 
of the criticisms, of various kinds and from various 
standpoints, of that experience, on the other hand. 
That does not mean that this new synthesis repre‑
sents a mere ‘pasting together’ of that experience on 
the one hand, and the criticisms on the other hand. 
It is not an eclectic combination of these things, but 
a sifting through, a recasting and recombining on 
the basis of a scientific, materialist and dialectical 
outlook and method, and of the need to continue 
advancing toward communism, a need and objec‑
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tive which this outlook and method continues to 
point to– and, the more thoroughly and deeply it is 
taken up and applied, the more firmly it points to 
this need and objective.”

33

The above excerpt expresses in a concentrated way 
how we understand the process of making revolution 
and continuing to go forward toward communism. Our 
fear is that instead of sifting through, recasting and re‑
combining the criticisms of the socialist experience and 
integrating that into a deeper and more thorough un‑
derstanding of the need for a revolutionary state power 
of the proletariat to transform society, the comrades of 
the CPN(M) are actually uncritically adopting wholesale 
ideological and political positions of the opponents of 
the proletarian revolution. This is particularly the case 
in how “democracy” is being portrayed and promoted 
in a way that rips it out of its historic and class content, 
treats it as an end rather than a means, and reduces the 
struggle to one for formal political rights–bourgeois 
democracy. Twenty‑first century‑democracy as the 
comrades of the CPN(M) are portraying it, looks more 
like the 17th‑ and 18th‑century democracy proclaimed 
by Locke or Rousseau than the 21st‑century commu‑
nist revolution which we need to lead.

We cannot in this article review all of the many im‑
portant points of discussion that have emerged in the 
exchange between our Party and the CPN(M) or in 
the other contributions of RIM parties and organiza‑
tions. These questions of ideological and political line 
have immense implications for the future of our cause 
and we are more than a little disturbed by the fact that 
many or even most of the RIM parties and organiza‑
tions apparently do not consider the current debate a 
crucial matter. The comrades of the CPN(M) told us 
to “be patient–wait and see.” Well, we have not been 
patient and we have not just waited, but we most cer‑
tainly have seen. The ideological and political line that 
the CPN(M) adopted is being put into practice and 
the initial results are there to be seen now. Even more 
tragic and disastrous results will surely follow unless 
the Party leadership finds the orientation and resolve 
to chart a different, and in a fundamental way, an oppo-

33. Bob Avakian, Making Revolution and Emancipating 
Humanity, 2007 at revcom.us

site path. Contrary to the CPN(M)’s efforts to convince 
us that their theory is a result of their practice, we see 
the opposite. Theory, line, has preceded practice, has 
led practice, as indeed it must. In 1996 it was the adop‑
tion of Maoism by the CPN(M) and in particular the 
theory of new‑democratic revolution and people’s war 
that preceded and prepared the initiation of the great 
People’s War in Nepal and which remained the domi‑
nant and determining line through ten years of heroic 
struggle. Unfortunately, today it is an erroneous theory 
of fighting for a “transitional state” floating somewhere 
between the new democracy of the proletariat and 
bourgeois democracy (in its form in the semi‑feudal 
and semi‑colonial countries) which is preceding, shap‑
ing and guiding the practice of the Party.

What is needed now is for the RIM to come square‑
ly to grips with its urgent responsibilities and really be 
the center of the world’s Maoist forces that the world 
so desperately needs and really be the thorough‑going 
proletarian internationalists we claim to be. Today this 
is taking a particular focus in the struggle to save the 
revolution in Nepal. This very important battle is part 
of a greater process of rescuing the communist project 
in the only way that it can be rescued, by confronting 
the ideological and political questions of revolution in 
the 21st century, daring to examine and reexamine our 
precepts and understandings and forging the solution 
to the problems of humanity. Our own steps along this 
process have convinced us, more than ever, of the vi‑
ability and necessity of the communist revolution. The 
great lesson of ten years of People’s War in Nepal is 
that it is possible, even in a generally unfavorable in‑
ternational situation and in a small country, to lead 
the masses to break free from a system dominated by 
imperialism and reaction and in so doing hasten the 
downfall of that world system. Revolution in Nepal 
is, as any real revolution will be, exceedingly complex, 
rich, and difficult, and to advance from one step to an‑
other is not easy. The important thing is to get back on 
the right road and use the most advanced and correct 
understanding to guide the revolution forward.

The Revolutionary Communist Party, USA 
March 19, 2008
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Letter of the Communist 
Party of Nepal (Maoist) 
( June 2006)
To the Central Committee 
Revolutionary Communist Party, USA

From CC CPN (M) June 2006

Dear Comrades,

The letter your Party had written on 1 October 
2005 to ours had reached to our hand quite late, and 
it was necessary on our part to reply to it quickly. But, 
we failed to do so given that we were very busy with the 
speedily changing political situation in our country and 
the need to lead it closely. However, firstly, we appreci‑
ate the initiative your Party has taken up to put for‑
ward criticisms and raise questions on our ideological 
and political position and the tactics we have adopted 
in recent years and, secondly, we make an apology for 
being late in replying to your letter. We firmly believe 
that the exchange of opinion will undoubtedly help 
identify the points of unity and disunity among us that, 
through comradely struggle, will help develop a higher 
level of unity between us by narrowing down the gap. 
We are in no doubt that this process of line struggle 
based on the ideological unity we already have will help 
both of our parties learn more from each other and el‑
evate our ideological grasp to a higher level, which in 
fact can be one of the important cornerstones for de‑
veloping MLM in the twenty‑first century. Definitely it 
will have far‑reaching significance.

Nevertheless, the letter has raised serious criticism 
on the ideological and political line and tactics we have 
adopted to accomplish New Democratic Revolution in 
our country and pave the way for socialism and com‑
munism. Not only this, your letter has accused us of 
sliding towards revisionism, though not mentioned di‑
rectly. In this sense, the letter shows that we have seri‑
ous differences in our ideological and political grasp, 
which calls for thoroughgoing struggles. This reply of 
ours can only be the initiation of that struggle, not the 
end.

Historical Context
Your Party, the RCP, USA, is very much aware that 

we were trying to develop our ideological and politi‑
cal line in an adverse international situation.. We had 
shouldered this historic responsibility when the Inter‑
national Communist Movement was facing a serious 
setback the world over following counter‑revolution in 
Russia and China, when our philosophy of MLM was 
facing all‑round attack from the imperialists and revi‑
sionists, when the world imperialist system too had un‑
dergone a change in which inter‑imperialist rivalry had 
weakened and the unipolar imperialist plunder, mainly 
of US imperialism, was escalating all across the world 
in the form of a globalized state. In addition to this, 
the Peruvian People’s War, which was the most inspir‑
ing movement for our Party in the 1980s, had suffered 
a serious ‘bend in the road’, and when other ongoing 
revolutionary armed struggles, quite a few in numbers, 
were gaining no momentum but were cycling around 
the same circle year after year. On the other hand, the 
development of technology, mainly in the field of in‑
formation, was making this world a small unit, and the 
growth of bureaucrat capitalism in our semi‑feudal 
and semi‑colonial country had brought about a cer‑
tain change in the class relations of society. All of these 
questions were pressing us to think more creatively 
about how a revolutionary line in our Party could be 
developed. The semi‑Hoxhaite dogmatic legacy of the 
MB [Singh] school of thought, which was deep‑rooted 
in our veins, was also creating obstructions to going 
ahead creatively. It was really a challenging task sub‑
jectively for us to come out from the aforesaid adver‑
sities. We came to realize that the traditional way of 
thinking and applying MLM is not sufficient to face 
the new challenges created by the new situation. How‑
ever, we were confident that a firm grasp of MLM and 
a proletarian commitment to revolution could face this 
challenge.

Taking into account all these particularities of the 
new situation, our Party creatively developed its ideo‑
logical and political line. Of course, the way we tried 
to apply historical and dialectical materialism in the 
particularity of Nepalese society from the very begin‑
ning of developing our line and preparing for People’s 
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War, from the early 1990s, was to a great extent differ‑
ent from how other communist parties did before and 
were doing then in the world. The firm grasp of MLM, 
the ‘concrete analysis of concrete conditions’, the ‘correct 
application of mass line’ and the creative application of 
historical and dialectical materialism, the philosophy 
of revolutionary practice, in the particularity of Nep‑
alese society were the basis with which we fought back 
alien ideologies and reactionary and revisionist attacks 
against us, which in turn prepared the ground for us to 
initiate People’s War in 1996. What we have achieved 
during the past ten turbulent years of class struggle is 
before the world’s people.

In fact, the past ten years have not been years of 
smooth sailing for us. We have gone through twists 
and turns, ups and downs, and rights and lefts.. Every 
revolution does so. When we applied our line in revo‑
lutionary practice, it not only developed People’s War 
in leaps but also started generating new ideas so as to 
enrich the philosophical arsenal of MLM. It is known 
to your Party that the experiences and the set of new 
ideas that we gathered from the revolutionary practice 
of the initial five years had already been synthesized as 
Prachanda Path in 2001. It is heading towards a higher 
level of another synthesis.

From the time when we established our proletar‑
ian internationalist relations with your Party through 
RIM, though we have basic unity between our two par‑
ties, we have not found your Party satisfied with our 
political line and tactics at different historical turning 
points. Even now, your Party, RCP, USA, is looking at 
our Party mainly with the same eyes with which it used 
to see 15 years before. Frankly, RCP never correctly un‑
derstood our Party, its political line and the tactics we 
adopted at times. The traditional way of thinking and 
the dogmatic understanding of MLM that the RCP is 
suffering from has made your Party unable to under‑
stand ours at every turning point of history. Just for ex‑
ample, when we had united with Lamas, in 1991, your 
Party reached a conclusion that the unity was wrong 
and it was a deception to the proletarian revolution 
in Nepal. When we partially used parliamentary elec‑
tions, you thought that we were bogged down in par‑
liamentarism. In your Party’s opinion, MB Singh, who 

opposed our Party unity as revisionist and partial use of 
parliamentary struggle as parliamentarism, was correct. 
When we sat for two negotiations with the enemy you 
thought that we were finished. But, the objective reality 
never proved your judgment to be correct, because it 
was the result of your dogmatic analysis and subjec‑
tive synthesis. Now, we understand that you don’t agree 
with our present tactics of ceasefire, interim constitu‑
tion, interim government, constituent assembly elec‑
tion and democratic republic to be established by ex‑
tensive restructuring of the state. It is because your way 
of thinking is subjective and does not follow the mass 
line. The present letter is a proof of that.. However, it is 
our firm belief that with the correct grasp of MLM and 
its creative application in our particularity we will be 
able to establish a new democratic state under the lead‑
ership of the proletariat, possibly soon in our country, 
which will objectively prove your disagreement, serious 
criticism and indirect accusation of revisionism raised 
in the letter to be utterly subjective and wrong.

Experience Of History And Our Effort
History is a witness that the proletarian class had 

succeeded in establishing its power in almost one‑third 
of the globe, with the breath‑taking sacrifice of millions 
in the twentieth century. The imperialist world system 
of war and aggression for loot and plunder of the poor 
nations and people of the under‑developed countries 
was under threat from the socialist system. Poverty, 
deprivation, corruption, unemployment, etc. – the gen‑
eral phenomena of the capitalist mode of production 
– had been basically eliminated from those socialist 
countries.

But questions have come up as to why those pro‑
letarian powers turned into their opposites without 
any bloodshed, right after the demise or capture of 
the main leadership? Why did Comrade Stalin fail to 
control the emergence of revisionists from within the 
Party he had led, despite that he did his best, includ‑
ing forceful suppression against them? Why did the 
CPC under Mao’s leadership, despite that it launched 
the Cultural Revolution, fail to stop revisionist Deng 
and his clique from grabbing power after his demise? 
Why did the Russian Red Army that was able to defeat 
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the fascist Hitler and his powerful army with the sacri‑
fice of about 20 million Russian patriots, fail to retain 
proletarian power after the death of Comrade Stalin? 
Why did the Chinese PLA, which was able to defeat 
Japanese imperialist aggression and 5.5 million in the 
Chinese reactionary army, turn out to be a silent spec‑
tator when the revisionist Deng clique grabbed power? 
Why did the Vietnamese people’s army, which was able 
to defeat the US army, the strongest army in the world, 
and equipped with the most sophisticated weapons, 
fail to notice the transfer of proletarian power into its 
opposite? These and alike are the questions for which 
we are trying to find correct answers. Only cursing the 
revisionists does not solve the problem.

It goes against dialectics to believe that we are im‑
mune to committing any mistakes while translating 
MLM into practice. Therefore, we not only welcome but 
demand suggestions and criticism from our comrades 
the world over. In this sense, we very much welcome 
your creative suggestions and criticism.. But, we have 
been very much frustrated by how you understand us, 
and your effort to teach us the basics of MLM as if we 
don’t know them at all or we have derailed from it. We 
clearly observe inconsistency between what ideological 
and political assistance we need from our international 
comrades and what they, presently the RCP, are provid‑
ing to us through this letter. We need assistance in our 
effort to try to connect the missing links in the ICM 
by which our class had to lose its power in the twenti‑
eth century, but your letter is trying to draw us back to 
the struggle around the basic and classical questions of 
MLM. We want debate on the aforesaid questions to 
overcome the problems our movement faced in the 20s, 
when we have got no undisputed answer to date. Your 
letter does not focus on those ideological and political 
questions, but mainly teaches the ABC of Marxism. It 
is frustrating us.

Historical and dialectical materialism is the phi‑
losophy of revolution; it not only applies to society but 
also in human thinking. The unity and struggle of op‑
posites is its fundamental law. It means every entity di‑
vides into two, and each of the two aspects transforms 
into its opposite. We think the latter is the principal 
aspect for us communists.

It is our opinion that the ICM, in general, failed in 
the past to grasp the totality of this law of dialectics. 
Our class paid more attention to ‘one divides into two’ 
in the past and is doing so at present, but knowingly 
or unknowingly it has skipped grasping and apply‑
ing in practice the transformation of one aspect into 
its opposite, the principal aspect. Because of this mis‑
taken grasp, in practice at least, our class applied the 
dialectics of negation in two‑line struggle so as to cre‑
ate splits among our own ranks instead of helping to 
unite by creating the material environment to make the 
wrongdoing comrades transform. In other words, our 
class practiced unity‑struggle‑split, not unity‑struggle‑
transformation. The fatal consequences that the com‑
munists are confronting to date justifies [proves] this 
fact. Our ranks must correct it, and our Party is trying 
to do so.

Now the question comes up, how can we help 
the fellow travellers to correct their mistaken ideas? 
Definitely, we don’t have any magical rod. Firstly, and 
importantly, it is the correct grasp and appropriate ap‑
plication of dialectical materialist principles in the prac‑
tice of two‑line struggle within the proletarian Party 
that can correct the mistaken ideas of given comrades. 
And secondly, it is the masses of the people, the prole‑
tariat and oppressed class, that can help their leaders 
transform by supervising, controlling and intervening, 
if necessary, upon them and the institutions they work 
in. We say, “Revolution from within the revolution”, 
and of course believe that it is the developed practical 
manifestation of and so the development of the Great 
Proletarian Cultural Revolution, as propounded by 
Mao. In other words, it is the process of making mass 
action against the mistaken leaders a regular phenom‑
enon under the dictatorship of the proletariat. We be‑
lieve this is how the Party of the proletariat can help 
the wrongdoing comrades to transform in the service 
of the oppressed people and thereby check counter‑
revolution from within its ranks. We will discuss later 
on how we are trying to develop the mechanism and 
methodology to achieve this goal.
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State, Democracy And Dictatorship Of  
The Proletariat

It is the ABC of Marxism that state power is an 
inevitable means to apply dictatorship upon one class 
by another in a class society. In a letter, dated 5 March 
1852, to Weydemeyer, Marx says, “What I did that 
was new was to prove: 1) that the existence of classes is 
only bound up with particular historical phases in the 
development of production; 2) that the class struggle 
necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat; 
3) that this dictatorship itself only constitutes the tran‑
sition to the abolition of all classes and to a classless 
society....” In the same way, in his famous work, State 
and Revolution, Lenin says, “Only he is a Marxist who 
extends the recognition of the class struggle to the rec‑
ognition of the dictatorship of the proletariat.”

For those who claim to be communists to think 
that both of the hostile classes in a society enjoy equal 
rights under the existing state power is sheer nonsense 
and unscientific. The fact is that the class in power en‑
joys democracy and applies dictatorship over the en‑
emy class. Hence, democracy and dictatorship are two 
opposites of a single entity, state power. That is why 
there can be no absolute democracy in a class society 
nor can absolute dictatorship exist there. It is entirely 
true for both of the states, the bourgeoisie or the pro‑
letariat. When classes cease to exist in society, then 
the state power too ceases to exist, and consequently 
both dictatorship and democracy wither away. Where 
should we focus on is how our practice of democracy 
and proletarian dictatorship can lead to the abolition 
of state power and the withering away of both democ‑
racy and dictatorship from society.

Of course, our Party’s serious concern is how the 
proletarian class, when it reaches power after the violent 
overthrow of its enemy, can strengthen the dictatorship 
over its antagonistic class so that it can continue to‑
wards the abolition of the state by preventing counter‑
revolution. We believe that the more democracy for the 
oppressed classes is guaranteed, the stronger will be the 
voluntary and principled unity among them, which as 
a consequence will strengthen the dictatorship over the 
bourgeois class. When democracy does not take root in 
the entire oppressed classes, then bureaucratic tenden‑

cies emerge in the Party, state and the society as well 
that consequently weaken the dictatorship of the pro‑
letariat. The history of the ICM and our own practice 
of people’s power, though in an immature form, have 
demonstrated us this. This is why we have been em‑
phasizing developing democracy under the proletarian 
dictatorship.

Now, we would like to see how our pioneering lead‑
ers looked at democracy under socialist society and the 
state. The Communist Manifesto, on page 57 writes, 
“... that the first step in the revolution by the working 
class, is to raise the proletariat to the position of ruling 
class, to win the battle of democracy.”

In his famous work, “The Socialist Revolution And 
The Right Of Nations To Self‑Determination (The‑
ses)”, Lenin writes, “The socialist revolution is not one 
single act, not one single battle on a single front, but a 
whole epoch of intensified class conflicts, a long series 
of battles on all fronts, i.e. battles around all the prob‑
lems of economics and politics, which can culminate 
only in the expropriation of the bourgeoisie. It would 
be a fundamental mistake to suppose that the strug‑
gle for democracy can divert the proletariat from the 
socialist revolution, or obscure, or overshadow it, etc. 
On the contrary, just as socialism cannot be victorious 
unless it introduces complete democracy, so the pro‑
letariat will be unable to prepare for victory over the 
bourgeoisie unless it wages a many‑sided, consistent 
and revolutionary struggle for democracy.”

Let us quote Mao from his “Speech at the Second 
Plenary Session of the Eighth Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of China”. (Vol. 5, 15 November 
1956). He says, “We are not even afraid of imperialism, 
so why should we be afraid of great democracy? Why 
should we be afraid of students taking to the streets? 
Yet among our Party members there are some who are 
afraid of great democracy, and this is not good. Those 
bureaucrats who are afraid of great democracy must 
study Marxism hard and mend their ways.”

From the above quotations we find the Commu‑
nist Manifesto, Comrade Lenin and Comrade Mao 
urging for democracy. But we find the past practice of 
proletarian democracy was inadequate, particularly in 
the lack of a specific mechanism and appropriate meth‑
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odology to institutionalize it, which as a consequence 
weakened the dictatorship of the proletariat. We are 
not arguing for something new, not in MLM, but what 
we are suggesting is to connect the missing link of the 
past to make both democracy and the dictatorship of 
the proletariat more effective. So, we don’t think your 
Party should be afraid of the democracy that we are 
talking about. Rather, we want your Party to concen‑
trate more on how the genuine democracy of the prole‑
tariat can be established so that the voluntary unity of 
the whole oppressed classes can exercise effective and 
real dictatorship over their class enemy.

Of course, we have put forward some proposals 
to develop a methodology and mechanism within the 
state so that it can effectively help implement the dia‑
lectical relation between proletarian dictatorship and 
democracy in society. We have seen Chinese practice, 
the latest, where we find eight different political par‑
ties of various sections of the masses, not of the en‑
emy class, playing a co‑operative role in the people’s 
government. We think it was mechanical and formal, 
so it is inadequate. What we have proposed is to raise 
this multiparty co‑operation to the level of multiparty 
competition in the proletarian state within an anti‑feu‑
dal (or anti‑bourgeois) and anti‑imperialist constitu‑
tional framework. The RCP’s criticism that the CPN 
(Maoist) is sliding towards the abandonment of the 
proletarian dictatorship by adopting bourgeois formal 
democracy reflects your Party’s unawareness to reach 
at the crux of the problem we are raising. So, instead 
of accusing us of having adopted bourgeois democracy, 
we request RCP to take it seriously and launch debate 
from the height we need.

Now a question arises, what the Party of the pro‑
letariat will do if it is defeated in elections under mul‑
tiparty competition, which we think is your main con‑
cern. We believe this question is less serious and less 
dangerous than, what will the proletarian class do if 
its Party in state power degenerates into revisionism? 
These are the questions related to how to develop a 
methodology and mechanism to continue the revolu‑
tion until communism amidst various internal and 
external threats of counter‑revolution. This is why we 
have proposed that the constitution, which is put into 

action after the proletarian class seizes power, should 
provide the right for the oppressed classes, not the ene‑
my, to rebel against the Party, if it turns revisionist, and 
to form a new one to continue the revolution under the 
given circumstances.

On the other hand, the Party’s necessity to go for 
the people’s mandate makes them more responsible to‑
wards the masses of people. If they are not to face com‑
petition among the masses to remain in the leadership 
of power, then there remains a material basis, in which 
the relation between the Party and the masses becomes 
formal and mechanical, consequently it provides an 
opportunity for bureaucracy to breed up from within 
the Party itself. Past experience justifies this. Hence, 
we believe multiparty competition for the people’s gov‑
ernment and, along with this, the people’s right to su‑
pervise, control and intervene, including the recalling 
of their representatives from power, provides a kind 
of hook in the hands of the masses that can drag the 
wrongdoing comrades into their court. This process 
makes the relation between the Party and the masses 
livelier and vibrant, which creates a helpful objective 
environment for the wrongdoers to transform, either 
in a positive or negative direction.

Criticizing our position, your letter writes, “We feel 
that to make the most essential question one of formal 
democracy, and its expression in elections, competing 
political parties, and the like, is a serious mistake and 
will strengthen tendencies toward the abandonment of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, or its outright over‑
throw by counter‑revolutionaries.” We don’t think the 
question is as simple as you have placed here. Everyone 
knows there was no multiparty competition, and the 
like, in Russia and China, which according to you is 
the main source of strengthening tendencies towards 
the abandonment of the dictatorship of the proletari‑
at. Then why did Russia and China fail to sustain the 
revolution and continue with the dictatorship of the 
proletariat until communism? Multiparty competition 
is not the only way by which imperialism can play a 
role to reverse the revolution. We request comrades to 
focus the debate on what positive and negative conse‑
quences it can lead to if such a competition is put into 
practice under the proletarian dictatorship, but not to 
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reject it outright by accusing it as formal democracy of 
the bourgeoisie. Simply criticizing our proposals, based 
on logical arguments, does not solve the problem that 
our class is confronting now. We think the fate of the 
proletarian revolution in the twenty‑first century relies 
on our generation, mainly our two parties at present. 
We request RCP to dare to break the traditional way 
of dogmatic thinking and raise the level of struggle to 
meet the need of the day.

We would like again to quote two sentences from 
your letter. It writes, “China did not just gradually be‑
come more and more capitalist, more and more ‘totali‑
tarian’, as the state grew stronger and stronger. In order 
for capitalism to be transformed state power had to be 
seized by the capitalist roaders, which they did through 
a coup d’état after Mao’s death.” Firstly, this kind of in‑
terpretation doesn’t represent dialectical materialism, 
because it negates the inevitability of quantitative de‑
velopment for a qualitative leap. There was a material 
basis mainly in the superstructure for the counter‑rev‑
olution to take place, which was constantly developing 
from within the socialist state itself. Had there been no 
such situation, why had Mao to struggle against vari‑
ous evils like, for example, the three excesses and five 
excesses and finally launch the GPCR against the revi‑
sionist headquarters? Had there been no such material 
basis, counter‑revolution could not have taken place in 
a single stroke on the wish of revisionists.. Rather, the 
fact is Mao was late to foresee this situation.

Secondly, this kind of argument leads to the conclu‑
sion that it is the revisionists alone who are responsible 
for counter‑revolution. This way of thinking does not 
go into the depth of the problem but skips the ques‑
tion of why revolutionaries failed to prevent the emer‑
gence of revisionists from within a revolutionary party. 
Revolutionaries must not remain self‑content only by 
cursing revisionists for the damaging consequences, 
but should emphasize more what mistakes they made 
in the past and what measures they should take to cor‑
rect them at present. The trend of cursing others for a 
mistake and enjoying oneself from such acts does not 
represent either a proletarian responsibility or culture.

Democratic Republic –  
A Transitional Form

Let us initiate our discussion on this topic by quot‑
ing a sentence from your letter to us. It writes, “The role 
and character of the ruling classes and their political 
representatives, such as the parliamentary parties, are 
determined fundamentally not by their relation to the 
monarchy but by their relationship to imperialism and 
feudalism.” Strategically, it is very much correct. But, 
in our case, even though there is no fundamental dif‑
ference between monarchy and the parliamentarian 
parties strategically on the question of their relation to 
feudalism and imperialism, in a tactical sense there are 
some conflicting aspects existing between them. It was 
for this reason that we have been able to take advantage 
of their conflict during the past ten years of People’s 
War. This conflict is not yet resolved. Our political tac‑
tics of an interim government, constituent assembly 
and democratic republic of this conflict.

The political resolution that our Central Commit‑
tee Meeting adopted unanimously in 2005 clarifies our 
position on this tactical slogan. It reads, “Now the slo‑
gan of interim government, election of the constituent 
assembly and democratic republic that our Party, taking 
into account the international and domestic balance of 
power, has formulated is a tactical slogan put forward 
for the forward‑looking political way out. Remain‑
ing clear on the principle that the tactics must serve 
strategy, our Party has viewed the democratic republic 
neither as the bourgeois parliamentarian republic nor 
directly as the new‑democratic one. This republic, with 
an extensive reorganization of the state power as to 
resolve the problems related with class, nationality, re‑
gion and sex prevailing in the country, would play a role 
of transitional multiparty republic. Certainly, the reac‑
tionary class and their parties will try to transform this 
republic into a bourgeois parliamentarian one, whereas 
our Party of the proletarian class will try to transform 
it into a new‑democratic republic. How long the period 
of transition will be is not a thing that can right now be 
ascertained. It is clear that it will depend upon the then 
national and international situation and state of power 
balance. As for now, this slogan has played and will play 
an important role to unite all the forces against the ab‑
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solute monarchy dominant in the old state, for it has 
been a common enemy for both revolutionary and par‑
liamentarian forces.” We don’t think more explanation 
is required to clarify our position on this tactic.

The question of the People’s Liberation Army 
(PLA) is very much linked with this tactical slogan. 
Clarifying our position on the PLA, a unanimous reso‑
lution of the CC meeting held in 2006, writes, “In the 
present context, when domestic and foreign reactionary 
elements are conspiring against the Nepalese people’s 
aspiration of progress and peace, the whole Party from 
top to bottom must give maximum emphasis to the 
question of consolidating and expanding the People’s 
Liberation Army and keeping them prepared to go any 
time into the war front. In the present sensitive stage, 
when imperialism and reaction will struggle to disarm 
the People’s Liberation Army, and our Party will strug‑
gle to dissolve the ‘royal’ army in the front of talks, if 
the Party failed to consolidate and expand the People’s 
Liberation Army and keep it prepared 24 hours for 
war, the Nepalese people would suffer a big defeat. The 
Party can have a lot of compromises in the domain of 
politics and diplomacy, but will never give up the real 
strength, the People’s Liberation Army and the arms 
they posses that the Nepalese people have gained with 
the blood of thousands of martyrs. Its name and struc‑
ture can be changed in accordance with the verdict of 
the people, but even its name will not be changed as to 
benefit the imperialists and reaction and their wishes 
and demands. The Party will never tolerate any vacilla‑
tion in this basic class and theoretical question.”

In general, tactical political slogans are material‑
ized less in practice. This is because reactionary think 
tanks understand that it has a direct link with the stra‑
tegic goal of the revolutionaries, and they know that 
the proletarian class takes advantage of it. But some‑
times they are compelled to agree with it because the 
next alternative remaining for them becomes worse 
than that. In this sense, revolutionaries must not put 
forward tactical political slogans with the assumption 
that they are not being put into action. That is why our 
tactics has been so adopted that in both cases, whether 
it is being put into action or not, it can be linked with 
the strategic goal for a higher level of offensive against 

the enemy. The main thing it needs to have is the politi‑
cal strength to weaken and isolate the enemy by rally‑
ing people around this slogan. When the politics of the 
proletarian class gets established among the masses, 
then the masses will have no hesitation to rally around 
the Party raising that slogan. We believe this slogan has 
been doing this.

The democratic republic can take its shape only 
after the restructuring of the state, which the docu‑
ment has clearly mentioned. It will be structured so as 
to resolve the basic problems of the oppressed classes, 
nationalities, sex and regions, the content of the new‑
democratic revolution. In whatever ways we manoeu‑
vre in between with this terminology, it does not make 
any difference in the essence of the strategic goal. What 
we can say now to your Party is, just be patient – to 
wait and see.

Strategy And Tactics
Dialectical and historical materialism, the revolu‑

tionary ideology, is a science, and revolutionary politics 
is the art of developing tactics in favour of the proletar‑
ian class interest. Tactics cannot be copied from a book, 
nor can anyone away from the knowledge of objective 
reality suggest it. It is creatively developed on the basis 
of the concrete analysis of concrete conditions. In this 
sense, one should be very flexible in tactics, because the 
objective situation goes on changing. But strategy rep‑
resents a specific target or goal so as to resolve the basic 
contradictions in the given society. The revolutionaries 
must remain firm on strategy till the basic contradic‑
tions of the society are resolved. And tactics must serve 
strategy.

Memorizing things from books and interpreting 
for hours and hours on their basis is one thing, and ap‑
plying them in living practice is qualitatively another. 
Frankly speaking, it is very easy not to commit any mis‑
takes in strategy. But it is extremely difficult to take up 
and apply appropriate tactics in the service of strategy. 
It is dangerous too. Where there is more danger, there 
is more opportunity, this is dialectics. The test of revo‑
lutionaries, including your Party, is best taken by tac‑
tics, not strategy. Therefore, the fate of the revolution 
depends fully not on the strategy alone, but on what 
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kinds of tactical moves one adopts at various junctures 
of the revolution to attain the strategic goal.

We can confidently say that we have been correctly 
applying the dialectics of strategic firmness and tactical 
flexibility in our revolutionary practice, since before the 
initiation of the People’s War. It is open to the world’s 
people, including your Party, that we had united with 
revisionists, we had been in parliament with 11 MPs, 
we already had two rounds of negotiations with the 
enemies, and the third round is going on. The Interim 
Government and constituent assembly election are on 
the immediate agenda. Comrades, if we were wrong in 
handling the dialectics of tactical flexibility and stra‑
tegic firmness in our practice of waging class struggle, 
we would have been finished quite before. Any one of 
these tactical moves was enough to make us revisionist, 
the whole set was not necessary.

Yes, there is always a serious danger of tactics eat‑
ing up strategy or policy eating up politics, the synthe‑
sis of MKP according to your letter. Tactical flexibility 
without strategic firmness creates this danger, and its 
ultimate consequence is reformism and revisionism. It 
is manifested in the form of ‘fighting to negotiate’, not 
‘negotiating to fight’. But, there is other danger too, 
which you did not mention in your letter. It is: strategy 
becoming tactics, in other words, having no tactics, or 
politics eating up policies. To say this in another way, 
it is strategic firmness without tactical flexibility, of 
which the end result is dogmato‑sectarianism.

Those who are drowned in the quagmire of tac‑
tical flexibility without strategic firmness understand 
our Party as dogmatic, whereas, those who are suffer‑
ing from the jaundice of strategic firmness without tac‑
tical flexibility see us moving towards reformism and 
revisionism. Confidently, what we can say is that both 
of these accusations are wrong, but we are correct, be‑
cause we have been applying in our practice strategic 
firmness and tactical flexibility dialectically. The quali‑
tative leap of the People’s War in the past ten and a half 
years justifies this fact.

Our Party is very keenly trying to learn from the 
experiences of revolutionary struggles and tactical 
moves of the International Communist Movement, in 
general, and the latest experiences of Peru and Nicara‑

gua in particular.. We believe that both ways of adopt‑
ing tactics, in Peru and Nicaragua, were wrong. We are 
confident that we can protect our movement from the 
mistakes committed in these two countries.

On the basis of our experience of unity and strug‑
gle with your Party in the past in general and your let‑
ter at present in particular, we believe that your Party 
is deeply suffering from the dogmato‑sectarian trend. 
Therefore, we are not surprised to receive from your 
Party a warning bell through your letter in which it has 
doubted that our revolution is sliding towards revision‑
ism. We know it is not your wish to indirectly accuse us 
of revisionism, but it is your way of thinking that has 
led you to this conclusion. Nevertheless, we don’t claim 
that we are immune to committing any mistakes in our 
path. In this sense, your letter has contributed signifi‑
cantly to alerting us to the possible dangers ahead on 
our journey.

New Democratic Republic Of Nepal And 
The Army

What our present position is on the PLA in the 
context, when your letter has suspected us of dissolv‑
ing it, has been clarified in the part of the document 
excerpted before. We don’t think it necessary to elabo‑
rate on this more. But, given our geopolitical situation, 
we are developing some concepts about the strength of 
the army in the New Democratic Republic of Nepal. It 
is a geographical fact that our country, inhabited only 
by 25 million people, is sandwiched between two gi‑
ant nations, India and China, each of which has more 
than one billion inhabitants. Chinese military strength 
is being developed so as to counter US imperialism. 
The Indian army is known to be the fourth‑strongest 
army in the world. From the resources we have in our 
country and the strength of our PLA, even if we recruit 
all of the youths within it, we cannot think of defeating 
either of the armies neighbouring us, let alone the US 
imperialist army, to defend our geographical integrity 
from foreign military aggression.

In this objective situation, we have to maintain our 
army not to fight foreign military aggression, but so as 
to provide military training to the general masses in the 
form of the militia. Only the armed sea of the masses, 
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equipped with revolutionary ideology and politics, can 
defend our geographical integrity. Just for example, we 
have a brilliant history of heroic struggles in the past. 
The Nepalese masses equipped with domestic weapons 
and aged from 11 to 65 years had, under the leadership 
of patriotic army generals like Bhakti Thapa and Bal‑
bhadra Kunwar, defeated British aggressors attacking 
from the South, in Nalapani. Based upon the aforesaid 
historical facts too, we think that some thousands of 
the PLA will be sufficient to train the general masses 
so as to defend her geographical integrity under the 
New Democratic and Socialist Republic of Nepal.

Our Party has developed this concept on the ba‑
sis of the bitter experiences of the past revolutions too. 
This means it is related to how the relation between 
the army and the general masses can be maintained as 
cordial as it was before the capture of power. But, after 
the seizure of power, if the PLA are set in big perma‑
nent army barracks, objectively this would cut off the 
previous vibrant relation of ‘water and fish’ and ‘soil and 
seed’ between the general masses and their army, and 
consequently a bureaucratic set‑up would start getting 
its shape from within this. This is why we are for de‑
veloping a new methodology and mechanism by which 
bureaucracy could be frustrated from within the army, 
so that a strong people’s relationship with them is main‑
tained. We think this way of maintaining the People’s 
Army can democratize it more, can involve them more 
with mass activities and strong ideological and politi‑
cal unity, which so develops among their ranks and the 
masses, and enables them to fight unitedly against both 
threats, internal and external. This can also be a new 
concept for maintaining the army in the socialist coun‑
tries, in the 21st century, to fight international imperi‑
alism. We want to debate from this height.

Miscellaneous points
Let us excerpt some of the important parts of a 

sentence or sentences from the latter part of your letter 
under different headings like, “A Questionable Propos‑
al”, “On The International Community”, “Nepal and the 
Imperialist World Order”, etc. These are as under:

“And, it must be pointed out, if the enemies 
were to accept such a ‘political solution’ it could 
well be coupled with, or be a prelude to, relying on 

military means to enforce a military solution, as we 
have seen far too often in history (Indonesia, Chile, 
Iraq in 1965).”

“…it is equally true that the existing world or‑
der will not tolerate a genuine people’s revolution‑
ary state.”

“…an unwritten consensus in the international 
community that the Maoists must not be allowed 
to come to power. … We think it is very accurate.”

“…the ‘international community’ — will bit‑
terly oppose you and do everything they can to pre‑
vent you from coming to power in the first place, 
and to overthrow your rule, if you do succeed in 
coming to power, and this will very likely involve 
different types of military aggression as well as eco‑
nomic sabotage and blockade, espionage activities 
and the financing and training of counter‑revolu‑
tionaries all of which is “business as usual” for the 
imperialist states and India as well, for that mat‑
ter.”

First of all, we would like to say that your concerns 
expressed in these excerpts is very much correct, so we 
share them. Imperialism will not tolerate any revolu‑
tionary to rule in any part of this earth as long as they 
can.. It was not true that the CPSU and CPC first 
made imperialism happy with their politics and tactics, 
and then collected support to establish the dictatorship 
of the proletariat in their countries. Also it was not 
true that they successfully established the dictatorship 
of the proletariat because they were superior to impe‑
rialism militarily. The fact was that the Party of the 
proletariat was superior in mobilising people around it, 
handling contradictions among the enemies and using 
them in one’s favour dialectically, because their outlook 
was scientific and they were far‑sighted. The same is 
true for now also.

From the whole of your letter, it implies that im‑
perialism will not allow any revolutionaries to have a 
political settlement in a peaceful way and will conspire 
with ‘business as usual’ to destroy revolution.. And it 
also implies that what our Party is doing now tactically 
is wrong and nonsense. Therefore your letter has sug‑
gested us to go straightforward in a military way, with 
‘business as usual’. We appreciate your concern; but we 
understand imperialism will not tolerate us in power at 
all, as long as they can, even if we go with ‘business as 
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usual’ too. That is why, whether imperialism will tol‑
erate us or not is not the question at all behind our 
tactics; with which tactics we can defeat imperialism 
in the present context is the only question. We are not 
self‑assured on the question that imperialism will al‑
low resolving the civil war peacefully in the way our 
Party wants, but we are confident that we can defeat 
imperialism and their puppets in the military front by 
going through this tactic only. This is the question of 
applying the mass line correctly.

Yes, there are some confusing positions in our in‑
terpretations, in several contexts. We think sometimes 
they are necessary. If we can confuse our enemies and 
the international community with our tactical deal‑
ings, it can divide them to a certain extent, which will 
benefit our revolution. Problems will arise only if the 
Party of the proletariat itself is confused. So long as 
the ideological and political line is clear and the Party 
is committed to accomplishing its strategic mission, it 
can lead the masses in all circumstances. Revolutionar‑
ies can lead the masses ahead from the height of con‑
sciousness they acquire from the class struggle in soci‑
ety, not from the height of consciousness the Party of 
the proletariat has. It is a question of not dictating to 
them to do what we want, but of being together with 
the masses to deal with the situation and applying the 
mass line to develop their consciousness.

Your letter has very apprehensively raised one 
question. If the enemy accepts your demand, just for 
example, a constituent assembly, you are obligated to 
agree with it; otherwise you will lose the confidence of 
the masses. We appreciate your anxiety. But we under‑
stand that a constituent assembly in itself is not a solu‑
tion, but its political content can be. For example, if the 
constituent assembly can ensure the dissolution of the 
royal army, the reorganization of the national army un‑
der our leadership, the implementation of revolution‑
ary land reform based upon the policy of land to the 
tiller, the right of nations to self‑determination, an end 
to social discrimination, development and prosperity, 
etc., why should one oppose it? By this, we mean that 
the constituent assembly is decided by its political con‑
tent, not by its form. It is not an inert thing but full of 
contradictions, only what is required is our capability 

to use those contradictions in favour of our strategic 
goal.

The masses never compromise with their necessi‑
ties but prefer peaceful execution. It is the task of the 
revolutionary parties to prove through practice that 
their necessities are not met by peaceful means. And 
only by doing this can the Party of the proletariat lead 
them to violent struggles. We understand that the en‑
emy will not allow us to attain our strategic goal in 
a peaceful way, but we can lead the masses in violent 
struggle to overthrow them with such political tactics.

Conclusion
This is our short response to your letter dated 1 

October 2005. We hope we succeeded to place our po‑
sition clearly, mainly on the questions you have raised 
in the letter.

We understand that our two Parties have a conver‑
gence of views on the need to synthesize the positive 
and negative experiences of the past successful revolu‑
tions. Also we have convergences of views on the need 
to develop MLM to confront the challenges before our 
class in the twenty‑first century. We believe that MLM 
can be developed in the course of applying histori‑
cal and dialectical materialism in the practice of class 
struggle in society, two‑line struggle among the entire 
revolutionary ranks all across the world, and the cor‑
rect synthesis of past experience. Our two parties have 
a good opportunity to wage struggle, both being to‑
gether in RIM. As an internationalist class, both of us 
have an important responsibility to fight unitedly for 
our class in the USA, in Nepal and the world as well. 
We take this response of ours as a first step towards 
that direction.

With Revolutionary Greetings!

From the Central Committee, 
Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist)
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Letter of the RCP, USA 
(October 2005)
To Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist)

Dear Comrades,

Our party, and especially its leadership, has paid 
close attention to the unfolding of the People’s War in 
your country and the thinking of your party. We have 
particularly appreciated the orientation of Comrade 
Prachanda that Marxism‑Leninism‑Maoism advance 
into the twenty‑first century and that the lessons of 
the first great wave of proletarian revolution beginning 
with the Paris Commune and continuing up until the 
defeat of the proletarian revolution in China must be 
summed up.

As you know the Chairman of our Party, Bob 
Avakian, has made the study of this experience a ma‑
jor focus of his attention. In many important aspects 
we have noticed a convergence between positions put 
forward by your party and the directions that we have 
also set forth. However, for some time now we have 
been disturbed by some of the political positions and 
their theoretical justifications that have been adopted 
by your party or, at least, by some leading comrades. 
Many of what we consider incorrect, or confused and 
eclectic positions are to be found in issue number 9 
of The Worker, particularly, but not only, in the article 
by Comrade Baburam Bhatterai on “The Question of 
Building a New Type of State” (hereafter referred to as 
“New State”).

Our growing concerns over the questions of politi‑
cal line and approach – especially on the question of 
dictatorship of the proletariat and democracy – are not 
just points of abstract theory, they very much have to 
do with the key line questions that in turn are relevant 
in terms of the immediate tasks of the revolution in 
your country when the old state is on its death‑bed and 
the question arises if the revolution will be fully victori‑
ous, what type of state will replace the monarchy, what 
will be the role of this new state in world politics and 
how your struggle will help advance the world proletar‑
ian revolution.

The two‑line struggle that has broken out in your 
party is focusing on precisely those questions where 
your past positions were, in our opinion, unclear, prob‑
lematic or eclectic. “One is dividing into two” or at least 
it appears so, and it provides a great opportunity for 
the party to cast aside those aspects of its previous 
understanding and political line which go against the 
mainly correct orientation your party has been follow‑
ing throughout the long and complex course of the 
People’s War.

Our own central understanding of the question of 
democracy and dictatorship is best expressed by the fol‑
lowing quotation from Comrade Avakian: “In a world 
marked by profound class divisions and social inequal‑
ity, to talk about ‘democracy’ – without talking about 
the class nature of that democracy and which class it 
serves – is meaningless, and worse. So long as society 
is divided into classes, there can be no ‘democracy for 
all’: one class or another will rule, and it will uphold 
and promote that kind of democracy which serves its 
interests and goals. The question is: which class will rule 
and whether its rule, and its system of democracy, will 
serve the continuation, or the eventual abolition, of class 
divisions and the corresponding relations of exploita‑
tion, oppression and inequality.”

Our concerns center on two basic levels. First of 
all, the theoretical understanding of democracy under 
the socialist transition presented in “New State” loses 
sight of the most essential problems of advancing so‑
cialist society toward communism and, in particular, 
undermines the understanding that it is not possible 
to transform society and advance toward the commu‑
nist future without the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
Secondly, and partially flowing from the erroneous 
conception of democracy expressed in “New State”, ar‑
guments are made that tend to negate the necessity of 
establishing a new democratic (People’s Republic) as 
the immediate goal of the People’s War in Nepal and 
would instead argue for instituting some kind of bour‑
geois democratic republic as a necessary step.

Democracy: Form And Content
In the different documents of The Worker num‑

ber 9 a great deal of emphasis on the importance of 
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democracy under the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
the transition toward communism. It is very important 
that your party is emphasizing the state as a transition‑
al form to the final goal of communism. It is also cor‑
rect to stress that the concrete measures, policies and 
features of the state system that are developed in the 
transition period must have as their aim the achieve‑
ment of this final goal.

The viewpoint that “New State” implies is that the 
simple extension of formal democracy is the main as‑
pect in leading toward the “withering away of the state”. 
In support of this argument it quotes Lenin “the more 
complete the democracy, the nearer the moment when 
it becomes necessary.” But several points need to be 
made here. 1) The experience in the USSR and China 
and the world revolution generally has shown that the 
need to develop and build up a powerful state machin‑
ery is not something that can be quickly dispensed 
with after the victory of the revolution in a particular 
country. In a world still dominated by imperialism it is 
quite impossible to imagine that the need for a pow‑
erful standing army, to take one key example that is 
cited in “New State”, will quickly disappear. This has 
clearly turned out to be a more protracted process than 
envisioned originally by Marx and Engels and even by 
Lenin when he wrote State and Revolution on the eve 
of the Bolshevik Revolution. 2) When Lenin writes 
of “democracy” in the passage cited in “New State” he 
is clearly not mainly talking about formal democracy, 
such as elections and the right to vote. Rather, he is 
emphasizing that the majority of society will “have 
learned to administer the state themselves.” This, too, is 
not something that is easily accomplished and will no 
doubt take generations to accomplish on a world scale, 
especially with the remaining strength of international 
imperialism. But it does provide one very important 
measure for determining to what extent the proletarian 
state is truly democratic in the most profound sense of 
the word and, specifically, in a way that is consistent 
with and serves rule by the proletariat and the advance, 
under that rule, toward the goal of communism and, 
with the achievement of communism, and not before, 
toward the abolition, the “withering away,” of the state. 
The bourgeois concept of democracy is that election 

and formal rights is the essential feature of democracy. 
The classical revisionist conception is that as long as 
the state is acting in the “interests of the people” it can 
be considered democratic with or without elections. 
But Mao situated the fundamental and essential prob‑
lem elsewhere – in the problem of eliminating what the 
Chinese comrades referred to as the “4 Alls” in refer‑
ence to an crucial citation from Marx when he said the 
communist revolution must aim at the elimination of: 
all classes and class distinctions generally, all the rela‑
tions of production on which they rest, all the social 
relations corresponding to them, and all the ideas that 
result from these social relations.

As long as the three great differences exist, as long 
as relations of production are still not completely free 
of bourgeois right, as long the differences and inequali‑
ties left over from the old society still exist, as long as 
production and exchange of commodities and the law 
of value persist, even if restricted, then the possibility of 
the emergence of new forms of exploitation exists and 
there will be representatives who emerge to champion 
these exploitative relations of production and ultimate‑
ly attempt to establish a different class rule. And the 
existence of these various expressions of social inequal‑
ity and of bourgeois right will, for a long time, exist at 
the same time as and in connection with – and will be 
interacting with, and reinforced in important ways by 
– the existence of, and the influence of, imperialist and 
reactionary states and their continual attempts to over‑
throw the dictatorship of the proletariat where it exists. 
The world‑historical problems connected with all this, 
the reasons why this emphasizes the need for the dicta‑
torship of the proletariat, until communism is reached, 
worldwide, and crucial questions bound up with how 
to exercise the dictatorship of the proletariat so as to, 
at one and the same time, continue to transform society 
toward the goal of communism, in unity and dialectical 
relation with the world revolution, and to develop the 
proletarian dictatorship as a state that is radically dif‑
ferent from all previous forms of the state – these and 
related questions are at the heart of, and provide the 
foundation and framework for, how as communists we 
have to understand and approach the specific question 
of democracy, its class character in different societies, 
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under different systems of class rule, and its relation to 
the goal of moving beyond the whole realm – and, as 
Marx put it, the narrow horizon – of bourgeois right, 
both in the material world in the thinking of people.

Formal Democracy Under Socialism
One important common concern of both our par‑

ties is to sum up the whole experience of the proletar‑
ian revolution and the proletarian dictatorship to date. 
It is certainly the case that we will not be able to make 
revolution in the twenty‑first century if we fail to really 
examine, from many angles and in depth, the positive 
and negative experience of our class in this respect.

We cannot go into depth in this letter into this 
crucial question of the understanding of the transition 
period – the dictatorship of the proletariat. Comrade 
Avakian has written a great deal on this subject, and 
we would like to call your attention in particular to his 
article “Democracy: More than Ever We Can and Must 
Do Better Than That” refuting K. Venu in number 17 
of A World To Win, the article “Dictatorship and De‑
mocracy, and the Socialist Transition to Communism” 
[.....], and the article on “Discussion With Comrades 
On Epistemology – On Knowing And Changing The 
World” an excerpt of which was submitted for publi‑
cation in an upcoming issue of your English language 
journal The Worker..

In order to achieve a higher level of synthesis on the 
problem of the socialist transition, even as we correctly 
refuse to exempt anything from critical re‑examina‑
tion, it remains necessary to firmly uphold certain basic 
principles of our understanding, including the central 
Marxist thesis on the nature of the state and the need 
to maintain a dictatorship of the proletariat. And while 
the dictatorship of the proletariat is upheld in words 
in the “New State” article, the article actually promotes 
a bourgeois‑democratic orientation that would, if fol‑
lowed, lead to not establishing a proletarian dictator‑
ship1 or to abandoning it if it were established.

1. In speaking of the dictatorship of the proletariat we 
are also including forms of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
involving different class alliances, particularly the new demo‑
cratic, or people’s democratic dictatorship, under the leadership 
of the proletariat that Mao describes.

The articles in The Worker number 9 address the 
difficult question of what forms of laws, elections and 
so forth should take place under the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. We feel that to make the most essential 
question one of formal democracy, and its expression in 
elections, competing political parties, and the like, is a 
serious mistake and will strengthen tendencies toward 
the abandonment of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
or its outright overthrow by counter‑revolutionaries. 
This orientation actually directs attention away from 
the main source of capitalist restoration and away from 
the main vehicles for involving the masses in the fur‑
ther revolutionizing of society.

Finally, it should be noted that elections in socialist 
society are no guarantee at all against the rise of re‑
visionism in the state apparatus or its conversion into 
machinery of oppression against the people. In same 
way in which the bourgeoisie in the West generally 
finds bourgeois democracy suitable for exercising its 
dictatorship, indeed the “most suitable” form as Lenin 
put it, new exploiters, arising within socialist society, 
and in particular within the state and the party leading 
the state could also keep the masses ignorant, inactive 
politically and oppressed while allowing them to cast a 
ballot every few years.

Does this mean we are arguing that there is no im‑
portance to formal democratic rights under socialism, 
or that there does not have to be a Constitution, a set 
of laws, norms which take into account the rights of the 
people? No, this is not our understanding. Comrade 
Avakian has stressed in his recent writings on this sub‑
ject the importance of such guarantees in keeping with 
the Maoist understanding that even under the dicta‑
torship of the proletariat the contradiction between 
the people and the state will continue to exist, albeit 
in a different way than under the rule of the exploiting 
classes. He has also explored the possibility of allowing 
competing political parties, using elections and so forth 
as part of the socialist state system. At the same time, 
these possibilities have been put forward in a frame‑
work of what Comrade Avakian has referred to as “sol‑
id core with a lot of elasticity” – the solid core being the 
dictatorship of the proletariat led by its vanguard party. 
Without this “solid core” elasticity turns into bour‑
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geois‑democratic pluralism, which will quickly lead to 
the re‑establishment of capitalism and a real dictator‑
ship over the vast majority of the people. Again, in this 
letter we can only briefly refer to and characterize these 
important points, and in addition to calling comrades’ 
attention to the talk on “Dictatorship And Democ‑
racy, And The Socialist Transition To Communism” 
by Chairman Avakian, as well as the polemic he wrote 
against K. Venu, we have included, along with this let‑
ter, two short excerpts from a recent talk by Chairman 
Avakian – “Some Further Thinking On: The Social‑
ist State As A New Kind Of State” and “The Creative 
Development of MLM, Not Of Revisionism” – which 
deal with questions concerning the nature of the state, 
the proletarian state in particular, and the transition to 
communism.

We see this as a different approach than that ar‑
gued for in “New State” and some other documents. 
For example, there is the suggestion that it should be 
possible to adopt wholesale the methods of direct rule 
used in the Paris Commune or to dissolve the standing 
army. But there will be no dictatorship of the prole‑
tariat in the conditions of the world today without a 
standing army, and in fact, to dissolve the revolution‑
ary standing army, once socialism has been established 
and consolidated – to a certain beginning level only, in 
relation to the long‑term and strategic task of advanc‑
ing through the socialist transition to communism, on 
a world scale – to dissolve the people’s army in those 
circumstances would be to invite, and in reality to be 
defenseless against, attack at the hands of counter‑rev‑
olutionaries within the socialist country and imperial‑
ist and reactionary states, with the objective effect that 
the socialist society would be crushed and abolished 
and the masses subjected, once again, to the horrors of 
rule by imperialism and reactionary classes. And it will 
not be possible to utilize the Commune forms such as 
the direct election of all officials as a general principle 
in running the state. History has shown than without 
the leadership of a genuine proletarian party there will 
be no seizure of power or possibility of consolidating 
and maintaining that power after it has been seized.

The quotation from Rosa Luxemburg’s 1918 criti‑
cism of the October Revolution, reprinted favourably 

in “New State”, argues that the leadership of the party 
will inevitably lead to the dictatorship of the party. It is 
definitely true that the very existence of the proletar‑
ian state, a vanguard proletarian party, a standing army, 
etc., all can be transformed into their opposite – a state 
of the bourgeoisie oppressing the masses of the people. 
The same can be said for the revolution itself – there 
is no guarantee that it will continually advance toward 
communism – revolutions can be and unfortunately 
many have been aborted or turned into their oppo‑
sites. But this is no argument not to make a revolution. 
Whether a state continues to advance toward the ulti‑
mate goal of communis m, and its own eventual with‑
ering away, depends on whether and how that state is 
fighting to transform all of the objective material and 
ideological conditions that make the existence of the 
state still necessary. There is no easy way around this. 
Relying on the institutions and practice of formal de‑
mocracy will not solve the problem – it will not remove 
the contradictions that make the dictatorship of the 
proletariat absolutely necessary, it will only strengthen 
the hand of those forces who are seeking to overthrow 
and abolish the dictatorship of the proletariat, and who 
can draw strength in these efforts from the remaining 
inequalities in socialist society and from the existence 
of reactionary and imperialist states, which for some 
time are likely to be in a position of “encircling” socialist 
states as they are brought into being through revolu‑
tionary struggle. Abolishing or undermining the mo‑
nopoly of political power and, yes of armed power, by 
the proletariat, and its vanguard leadership – in what‑
ever form this is done, including by having elections in 
which the vanguard party and its role is put up for deci‑
sion in general elections – this will, for all the reasons 
we have spoken to here, lead to the loss of power by 
the proletariat and the restoration of reactionary state 
power, with everything that means.

“New State” argues that past proletarian states, 
“instead of serving the masses and acting as instru‑
ments of continuous revolution turned into masters of 
the people and instruments of counter‑revolution, and 
rather than moving in the direction of withering away 
transformed into huge totalitarian bureaucracies and 
instruments of repression..”  This description suffers 
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from a classless treatment of the state more reflective of 
the petty bourgeois belief that oppression springs from 
contradiction between society and the state, rather than 
the Marxist understanding that the state exists to en‑
sure the dominance of one or another class in society. 
And, to be frank, it echoes much of the slanders of the 
bourgeoisie itself against the dictatorship of the pro‑
letariat and falls, to a significant degree, into accepting 
the outlook and methods of the bourgeoisie and the 
corresponding “verdicts” against revolutions led by the 
proletariat, through its communist vanguard, and aim‑
ing for socialism and ultimately communism. While 
we share with your Party the understanding that it is 
crucial to engage deeply and sum up comprehensively 
the experience of socialist society and the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, it is also crucial that we do this from 
the standpoint of, and with the scientific method of, 
MLM and not allow the influence of the outlook of 
the bourgeoisie and its “verdicts” to distort and subvert 
such a scientific summation.

The proletarian dictatorship is portrayed in “New 
State” as, at best, a “necessary evil.” In fact, state power 
in the hands of the proletariat and its class allies is a 
tremendous positive achievement that can actually al‑
low the masses of people to transform the world and 
themselves in the process. There is no reason to be 
apologetic about this. In Nepal itself we have seen the 
transformations in social conditions and culture that 
have already taken place in the liberated areas, which 
give a glimpse of the even greater things that will be ac‑
complished when nation‑wide power is in the hands of 
the masses under the leadership of the vanguard pro‑
letarian party.

We can see from the very clear example of revo‑
lutionary China that the proletarian dictatorship was 
not a “totalitarian bureaucracy”. When the state, in‑
cluding the army, was under the leadership of Mao and 
the genuine revolutionaries, tremendous revolutionary 
transformations were able to take place, including, very 
importantly, the incorporation of more and more of the 
masses into the administration of the state through dif‑
ferent vehicles (“three and one committees” and so on). 
China did not just gradually become more and more 
capitalist, more and more “totalitarian”, as the state 

grew stronger and stronger. In order for capitalism to 
be transformed, state power had to be seized by the 
capitalist roaders, which they did through a coup d’état 
after Mao’s death.

Similarly, for the reasons we have touched on here, 
Luxemburg’s remedy of general elections, “unrestricted 
freedom of press and assembly”, and the elimination 
of the leading role of the party will only ensure that 
instead of “a few dozen” party leaders leading the pro‑
letarian state, a few dozen (or less) opportunists and 
capitalist roaders will monopolize the state and use 
that monopoly of state power to ensure that no real 
democracy exists for the masses of people, as we have 
seen time and time again in history.

Competition between different political parties 
cannot be made an absolute under the dictatorship of 
the proletariat – it cannot be raised above, or even put 
on an equal level with, the need for the state to continue 
to reflect, and to reinforce and further, the objectives of 
the proletarian revolution, in defending what has been 
won through revolutionary struggle, continuing to fur‑
ther revolutionize society, in the economic base and the 
political‑ideological superstructure, supporting revolu‑
tionary struggles through world, and advancing toward 
the achievement of the “4 Alls” and the goal of com‑
munism, on a world scale. Whether or not a state is, in 
its principal aspect, furthering those objectives (and not 
whether or not, or to what degree, there are elections 
with competing parties, etc.,) is essential in determin‑
ing whether or not the state, in reality, represents the 
fundamental interests of the proletariat and masses of 
people. And while, once again, we can recognize a role, 
and importance, in socialist society for things like elec‑
tions, even with some aspect of competition between 
different trends and even organized forces – and while 
we must recognize the importance of a Constitution, 
laws, and so on, which give expression to democracy, in 
a broad sense, for the masses of people, on the basis of 
rule by the proletariat – all those things too are depen‑
dent on, and find their role in relation to, that funda‑
mental question of whether the state is actually further-
ing the objectives we have referred to here, or whether it 
is in fact working against the further revolutionization 
of society and the achievement of the “4 Alls” and com‑
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munism, world‑wide strengthening instead the bases 
for the restoration of capitalism, expanding the scope 
and influence of bourgeois right, in the production re‑
lations, the social relations, and the political and ideo‑
logical superstructure of society, and in the relation of 
the society to the world situation and the struggle be‑
tween revolution and counter‑revolution throughout 
the world.

Certainly the genuine proletarian revolutionaries 
cannot and should not allow the dictatorship of the 
proletariat to be overthrown by a vote. And, it is possi‑
ble to envision circumstances when, even in conditions 
of proletarian rule, the majority of the masses might 
– under the pressure of the world imperialist system as 
well as the domestic reactionary classes – vote against 
their own class interests. One thing can be sure – if 
the reactionary classes return to power through a vote, 
they will stay in power – there cannot be democratic 
“alternating” between proletarian and reactionary state 
power. Again, this does not rule out the advisability of 
some degree of electoral competition under socialism, 
but any such measures must take placewithin the pro‑
letarian dictatorship – they can never “stand above” the 
actual class struggle, both within the particular country 
and on an international level, and the dialectical inter‑
penetration and interplay between the two.

Yes, there is a real and difficult problem of how 
to maintain a vibrant political and cultural life, how 
to train the masses of people to more and more take 
the affairs of state into their own hands, how to enable 
them to become fit to rule, to paraphrase Marx. There 
is a great deal to be summed up about difficulties our 
class has had in managing this correctly in the past and 
a great deal we will have to struggle over and learn. But 
one thing is certain, it is impossible to solve these prob‑
lems unless the authority of the proletariat is strong. 
Again, we can see the dialectic between Mao’s authority 
in China, which as we know was considerably strength‑
ened during the GPCR and the unparalleled flourish‑
ing of mass democracy that also took place2. As for 

2. Our point is not that revolution cannot advance beyond 
the heights achieved during the GPCR. Both the weaknesses as 
well as the great accomplishments of the Cultural Revolution 
must be examined critically. But the basic point is that democ‑

those who opposed Mao’s “dictatorial” role – we know 
where their type of democracy led the people.

People’s Republic Or “Transitional Forms”
In “New State” the point is made that “we should 

not rule out the possibilities of having to pass through 
various mixed and transitional forms of democracy 
in the process of marching from autocratic monarchy 
through bourgeois democracy to proletarian democ‑
racy.” This sentence is arguing (or at the very least “not 
ruling out”) that the revolution in the monarchy of Ne‑
pal must “pass through” bourgeois democracy as a dis‑
tinct phase, require a distinct form of state rule, before 
“proletarian democracy” can be established. This same 
theme has appeared in other documents of the party as 
well, in particular in an article aimed at “Our American 
Friends” in which it specifically states that the imme‑
diate goal of the revolution in Nepal is not a people’s 
republic but rather a bourgeois democratic republic re‑
ferring to the bourgeois republic established by George 
Washington after the US War of Independence. This 
is most assuredly not the kind of society and kind of 
state that the masses in Nepal, the United States or 
elsewhere need at this stage of world history.

It should be noted in passing that this article is 
overly generous toward the democracy of the US 
bourgeoisie – the bourgeois republic established after 
independence from Britain did not even abolish slav‑
ery until a bloody civil war followed eighty years later. 
And US bourgeois democracy has always meant real 
dictatorship over the masses of people including mur‑
derous suppression aimed at the working class and the 
oppressed nationalities in the US.

We see in “New State” where the theoretical con‑
fusion about democracy, especially the over‑emphasis 
on certain forms of bourgeois democracy (competing 
parties, elections and so forth), leads in the direction 
of abandoning the Maoist understanding of the new‑
democratic revolution. We all know that the stage of 
the revolution in Nepal is one of completing the bour‑
geois‑democratic revolution, as was case in China and 
as is generally the case in the countries of the Third 

racy for the masses is dialectically related to advancing the pro‑
letarian dictatorship.
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World. But what this article misses is that the bour‑
geois democratic tasks are solved under the leadership 
of the proletariat, and that it must lead not to the estab‑
lishment of a bourgeois republic but rather to a new‑
democratic or People’s Republic, which is, in essence, 
a form of the dictatorship of the proletariat in alliance 
with all other revolutionary and progressive sections of 
society, including the national bourgeoisie.

The article hinges its argument mainly on the spe‑
cific conditions of Nepal, in particular that it has a 
monarchy, which somehow requires a special sub‑stage 
of struggle. No doubt the existence of the monarchy is 
a an important factor to take into account in analyzing 
Nepal, and developing and applying the strategy and 
corresponding tactics to advance the revolution in Ne‑
pal, but it would be wrong to conclude from this that 
Nepal exists in a completely separate category than 
other oppressed countries of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America, and that the political questions involving the 
stage of the revolution are fundamentally different.

Every country will have its particularity – in Iran 
the reactionary dictatorship takes the form of a theoc‑
racy,3 in many other Third World countries there are 
essentially one party dictatorships, with or without a 
parliament, in some countries there is military rule, 
and there are other countries with monarchies. Again 
these particularities need to be analyzed and taken into 
account as part of developing a genuine revolutionary 
strategy and the corresponding tactics in every country. 
But we have seen again and again that arguments have 
been made that these specific forms require a specific 
stage of first establishing (or “passing through” to use 
the terms of “New State”) a “pure” bourgeois democrat‑
ic republic and only then can the revolution advance to 
a proletarian stage.  And nowhere have such arguments 
contributed to – or have attempts to implement such a 
program led to – the eventual victory of the new‑dem‑
ocratic revolution and the advance to the socialist stage 
of the revolution.

The role and character of the ruling classes and 
their political representatives, such as the parliamen‑

3. Although it should also be pointed out that Iran has a 
vigorous and functioning Parliament, competing political par‑
ties, and so forth, within the framework of its theocracy.

tary parties, are determined fundamentally not by their 
relation to the monarchy but by their relationship to 
imperialism and feudalism.

The goal of the new‑democratic revolution can‑
not be a bourgeois republic and that the state system 
it establishes cannot be a bourgeois democracy. In‑
deed this was one of Mao’s most important theoretical 
breakthroughs, which led the way to the establishment 
of the People’s republic of China. He stressed that the 
bourgeoisie always hides behind the category of “citi‑
zen” to conceal the real class distinctions in society and 
Mao stresses that instead of bourgeois democracy it is 
necessary to establish a state structure based on “demo‑
cratic centralism” because “only a government based 
on democratic centralism will allow the whole of the 
revolutionary people to express themselves freely and 
combat the enemies of the revolution with a maximum 
of energy”. (“On New Democracy”.)

“New State” cites an important passage from Len‑
in “The transition from capitalism is certainly bound to 
yield a tremendous abundance and variety of political 
forms, but the essence will inevitably the same; the dic‑
tatorship of the proletariat.” But then it goes on to say 
in the next paragraph that, “In the transitional period 
of backward society like Nepal, where the transition 
has to take place from semi‑feudal autocracy through 
bourgeois democracy to communism, there would be 
naturally more diversities and complexities.”

The above situation is a basically wrong approach to 
understanding the transitional stage. The leadership of 
the proletariat means that the bourgeois democratic 
tasks – freeing the country from feudalism and foreign 
imperialism – can take place without creating a bour‑
geois democratic state. It is the new‑democratic sys‑
tem itself that is the actual application of Lenin’s point 
of the “tremendous variety abundance and variety of 
political forms” of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
New‑democracy is the form of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat particular to the oppressed countries and 
which completes the bourgeois democratic revolution 
and transforms it, without interruption, to the socialist 
stage.

In our epoch the liberation of countries and na‑
tions cannot take place through bourgeois democratic 
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revolution of the old type. This is not some mere “aca‑
demic” point – or, worse yet, a dogmatic insistence on 
strategy divorced from actual conditions – but is a fun‑
damental principle based in reality and confirmed by a 
wealth of experience, both positive experience and, all 
too often, negative experience paid for in the blood of 
masses and the severe setback of the struggle for the 
emancipation of the masses. This is mainly because the 
strength of international imperialism reinforces the 
subordination of the oppressed nations and, as part 
of this, tends to preserve and utilize backward aspects 
of the socio‑economic base and superstructure, such 
as feudalism and the monarchy in Nepal, even while 
penetration of imperialist capital undermines some as‑
pects in pre‑capitalist society and intensifies the class 
struggle. Exactly because imperialism is a world system 
and because, in the final analysis only another world 
system, communism, can finally supplant it, in this ep‑
och no state can exist, at least not for any significant 
period of time, which is not led either by the proletariat 
or by the reactionary classes connected to the imperi‑
alist system itself.. Parliament or monarchy, junta or 
single party dictatorship, all the various forms of reac‑
tionary comprador bureaucrat capitalist regimes in the 
Third World share common class features and we must 
indeed “rule out” (to use the term of “New State”) any 
“transitional form” which is not based on the leader‑
ship of the proletariat. Indeed history has shown that 
when communists participate in such a government 
the transition is not toward socialism and communism 
but rather a transition of the party that takes part to‑
ward disaster.

If a bourgeois democratic republic is established 
in whose hand will be the state, and in particular, the 
army? Would it be in the hands of the revolutionary 
masses of Nepal who have been struggling and sacrific‑
ing or would it be in the hands of the reactionary class‑
es, in Nepal and internationally, who have been waging 
the counter‑revolutionary war? It has, alas, often been 
the case that the oppressed classes and their leader‑
ship, including communists, have not sought to smash 
the resistance of their enemies, but it has never been 
the case the exploiting classes fail to use state power to 
try to suppress the revolutionary masses. What poli‑

cies will such a state enforce and in what direction will 
society go? Will the state be allied with the revolution‑
ary masses the world over or will the new state itself 
become part of the “international community” led and 
shaped by the imperialists? It is not only basic Marxist 
theory but life itself that continually shows that there 
is no such thing as a state that does not have a class 
character, that is not an instrument in the hands of one 
class to suppress another.

Tactics And Strategy
We have concentrated on what we consider to be 

the main questions of political and ideological line that 
have surfaced in the discussion of democracy and dic‑
tatorship in your part. Clarity on strategic questions 
concerning the nature, stage and tasks of the revolution 
are essential in guiding any party to correctly adopt the 
necessary policies and tactics to advance in the complex 
swirl of revolution. It is not within our capabilities to 
have opinions on specific tactics that your Party might 
engage in – for example, we are not in a position to 
know whether the current unilateral ceasefire declared 
by your party is correct and useful nor do we feel quali‑
fied to form definitive opinions on such matters as “stra‑
tegic offensive” or the precise form of the class alliances 
or all of the specific political maneuvering that you are 
undertaking. On the other hand, we do feel that tactics 
in a revolutionary process in a specific country can, and 
sometimes do, come to concentrate major questions of 
political line in which case it is incumbent on comrades 
in the international movement to understand these 
questions as fully as possible and, where they feel it is 
necessary, raise major concerns or disagreements. Even 
more importantly, there are basic principles involved in 
the relationship between strategy and tactics that are 
common to all revolutionary processes and involve the 
basic principles of MLM.

Often we say “firm in principal and flexible in tac‑
tics”. This accurately describes the unity of opposites 
between strategy and tactics. The principal aspect of 
this contradiction, the aspect that determines its char‑
acter, is strategy. This is why the same tactic can take 
on a completely different meaning depending on what 
strategy it serves and flows from. We saw, in our study 
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of the negotiations in relation to Peru, the fundamental 
difference between “negotiating in order to fight” and 
“fighting in order to negotiate”. In other words, both a 
revolutionary and a revisionist strategy make room for 
both tactics of fighting and talking (and many other 
forms of political activity as well). But in the revolu‑
tionary perspective, the strategy of the complete de‑
struction of the old reactionary state leads and deter‑
mines when, if and how, the tactics of negotiations and 
compromises are necessary. In the revisionist orienta‑
tion, for example the strategy openly argued for by Vil‑
lalobos of the CP of the Philippines in the 1980s, the 
objective was to arrive at a compromise at the strategic 
level, “partial power”, where the proletariat would share 
power with the reactionary classes (the famous “Nica‑
ragua model”). And this “Nicaragua model” requires 
armed struggle as a tactic, as well as negotiations, in 
order to achieve its strategic goal of “partial power”.

Thus we see that both models, both roads, use all 
kinds of tactics in pursuit of certain strategic goals. But 
we cannot conclude from this that any strategy justifies 
any tactic. For example, reactionary military officials 
often study Mao Tsetung not only to understand the 
tactics of communists but also, in some cases at least, in 
hopes of applying some of Mao’s principles and tactics 
to their own counter‑revolutionary war. For example, 
it is not hard to understand the advantage of having a 
population that is favorable to your army in providing 
intelligence as to the whereabouts of the opposing forc‑
es, and so forth. During the Vietnam war the US army 
called this the policy of “winning the hearts and minds” 
of the people. Of course, they were completely incapa‑
ble of “winning hearts and minds” and this very phrase 
came to be something that was ridiculed and scorned 
by millions of people in the US as well as all over the 
world. But does this mean that the US really did not 
want to, or care, about “winning hearts and minds”, that 
this was only hypocrisy and crude propaganda to cover 
over their slaughter and torture? No, the US military 
very much wanted and needed to win over masses in 
Vietnam, but their strategic goals – preserving reac‑
tionary rule in Vietnam and subjugating the nation to 
US imperialism – was in antagonistic contradiction 
to the tactics of winning over the people.. Instead the 

reactionary goal required and relied upon reactionary 
tactics of mass murder, torture and rape.

The purpose in going in to this example is once 
again to illustrate the relationship between strategy 
and tactics. While many, even most, tactics may be 
used by any class force, there are some tactics that must 
never be used by the proletariat – such as mass murder, 
torture, or rape. And there are tactics such as relying on 
the masses, suffering weal and woe with them, practic‑
ing democracy in the army that cannot be effectively 
employed by the reactionaries even if they want to do 
so. It is not only, or mainly, a question of subjective in‑
tentions, but very much a question of class character 
and class objectives that ultimately determine specific 
tactics.

If the goal is a “political solution” then it becomes 
possible and necessary to make the war serve this 
strategic goal and this can take the form of frequently 
stopping and starting the fighting, or making military 
tactics aimed at very specific and immediate political 
results. We can see this among nationalist forces and 
the kinds of military actions they often use (such as 
kidnappings, attacks on the civilians of the dominant 
nationality, etc.) In a revolution led by a MLM van‑
guard guided by the goal of radically transforming so‑
ciety and advancing to socialism and ultimately com‑
munism throughout the world must have the goal of 
completely smashing the old reactionary state and thus 
the tactics employed must, primarily, be determined by 
the strategic laws of warfare.

Do tactics and strategy influence each other? Yes 
they very much do. In particular there is the danger 
of tactics transforming strategy. The comrades of the 
MKP in Turkey and North Kurdistan summed up this 
problem as “tactics eating up strategy” and “policy eat‑
ing up politics”. There is the danger of the contradic‑
tion between tactics and strategy becoming antagonis‑
tic, in which case either the tactics must be changed 
and brought in line with the strategy or there is the 
danger of the strategy itself becoming something dif‑
ferent. In the case of a people’s war there is the danger 
that a war begun with the intention of accomplishing 
the new‑democratic revolution throughout the entire 
country could be transformed into a war whose goal 
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is to achieve “partial power.” Not only can this trans‑
formation take place, especially in a situation in which 
the party is trying to unite with intermediate and vac‑
illating classes, this negative transformation, from a 
revolutionary to a reformist orientation, is very likely to 
happen unless the conscious leadership, the proletarian 
revolutionaries, are constantly struggling to ensure that 
the tactics of the struggle correspond to the strategic 
revolutionary objectives.

“Fighting to negotiate” or “negotiating to fight”: 
this is a fundamental question and dividing line that 
our movement confronted sharply in the struggle over 
how to evaluate the “peace accords” tactic being put 
forward by the Right Opportunist Line in the Com‑
munist Party of Peru. Clearly, negotiating or not ne‑
gotiating, cease‑fire or no cease‑fire, is not the central 
question. Revisionism has been able to use to armed 
struggle – and the whole Nicaragua model is precisely 
an illustration of this, especially as raised to the level of 
theory by Villalobos of the CP of the Philippines with 
the argument that the goal should be “partial power”. 
Partial power means accepting a commitment to not 
thoroughly destroy the old state apparatus, to not fun‑
damentally change the economic and social structure 
of the country, and to not establish the dictatorship 
of the proletariat (in whatever form and alliances are 
historically evolved in a given country). Sometimes re‑
visionists and opportunists openly proclaim the goal of 
“fighting to negotiate” but whether the principle being 
applied is “fight to negotiate” or “negotiating in order to 
fight” is not only a question of the subjective intention 
of the leadership. It is inseparable from the ideological 
and political line being practiced by the party.

A Questionable Proposal
In issue number 9 of The Worker there is the fol‑

lowing statement, “In the given context of the exis‑
tence of two ideologies, two armies and two states in 
the country, the Party is agreeable to demobilization 
of both the armies and carrying out of elections to the 
Constituent Assembly under the supervision of United 
Nations organization and international human rights 
organizations.” In our view this “tactic” is one that is an‑
tagonistic to the goal of new‑democratic revolution. If 

it were to be fulfilled, that is, if the Royal Government 
and the “international community” were to accept this 
demand and if the PLA were to be demobilised and 
ultimately dissolved it would lead to very serious set‑
backs in the revolutionary struggle and quite possibly 
it’s actually smashing at the hands of the reactionaries. 
(And, indeed, the reason the class enemies might ac‑
cept such a proposal would be to inflict such a setback.)  
This is clearly an example of where a tactic is incom‑
patible with, i.e. antagonistic to, the very revolutionary 
strategy itself.

Promising “full and fair elections”, especially under 
conditions of control by the United Nations or other 
imperialist auspices and with the proletariat shelving 
or “soft peddling” its demand for a people’s republic, 
could lead to an unfavorable alignment of class forces 
and strengthen the possibility of a negative, even quite 
possibly a disastrous, outcome, which would amount to 
the Party, and the masses of people it has for 10 years 
led in people’s war, losing through this process of elections 
what it has won, at the cost of heroic struggle and great sac-
rifice, on the battlefield – losing this at a time when the 
possibility of advancing this struggle toward the goal, 
and great leap, of seizing power nationwide has come 
more clearly into view and closer within reach, precisely 
because of the advance of the people’s war.

And what would be the case if the party refused 
to recognize the results of such imperialist “supervised” 
elections? The very classes and strata you were hoping 
to attract to your banner would feel betrayed. Your tac‑
tic would boomerang.

Does the fact that this tactic is unlikely to be ad‑
opted – that is, that for the time being the ruling classes 
are not inclined to accept such a proposal – justify it? 
Do communists have the right to say or promise any‑
thing if they are convinced they will not be required to 
fulfill these promises? No, there is the basic obligation 
of communists to speak and represent the truth. (For 
example, we cannot say that if a socialist state is estab‑
lished there will be no more poverty in Nepal – but we 
can say that under socialism the social barriers prevent‑
ing the people from using their efforts and energy to 
step‑by‑step solve the problems of the masses will be 
eliminated in a qualitative way.) Furthermore, making 
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promises that communists should not keep and should 
not want to keep can leave the door open to possible 
setbacks with potentially disastrous consequences.

There is the danger that what seems impossible to‑
day may become necessary for the reactionaries to grant 
tomorrow, in which case the earlier calls would greatly 
undermine the Party’s ability to unite the masses against 
the kind of “solution” that is now being put forward in 
words at least. The reactionaries in your country and 
their international masters are clearly convinced that 
any durable “settlement” passes through and must in‑
volve the destruction of your vanguard Party (and only 
then might the militarily, politically and ideologically 
weakened elements of your Party be permitted a “le‑
gitimate” place in the reactionary led “political process.” 
But they may be forced to conclude that the only way to 
avoid their own crushing defeat is to accept some kind 
of solution along the lines proposed in the statement 
cited from The Worker, issue number 9 above. And, it 
must be pointed out, if the enemies were to accept such 
a “political solution”, it could well be coupled with, or 
be a prelude to, relying on military means to enforce a 
military solution, as we have seen far too often in his‑
tory (Indonesia, Chile, Iraq in 1965).

And, in line with the point we emphasized above 
about the danger of setting the revolution up for a 
crushing defeat we would like to stress that even if‑
nothing ever comes of this “tactic” it still has negative 
consequences in so far as it promotes an erroneous un‑
derstanding of the nature of the state (both the exist‑
ing reactionary state and the future dictatorship of the 
proletariat in whatever form the latter is created in Ne‑
pal). The history of our movement from its beginning 
is full of numerous distortions or attacks on the basic 
Marxist understanding of democracy and dictatorship 
and there are material and ideological reasons why this 
will be a protracted struggle that will recur again and 
again including in new forms. It has also been shown 
that it is not so easy to defeat opportunist and revi‑
sionist lines on this point. If, through our tactics, the 
communist revolutionaries themselves spread unclar‑
ity, eclectics, or even outright erroneous views on this 
vital point it will be all the more difficult to win victory 

when the inevitable revisionist and opportunist distor‑
tions arise.

On The “International Community”
There can be no doubt that the “international com‑

munity” means, in essence, world imperialism, the reac‑
tionary states under its domination and influence, and 
those statesmen, public figures, journalists, and intel‑
lectuals attached to the world imperialist system. Does 
this mean that the “international community” is with‑
out contradiction, that it is a monolithic reactionary 
bloc? No, there are important and growing contradic‑
tions among the imperialists and there are significant 
sections of the intelligentsia and others who criticize 
and oppose different aspects of the imperialist system 
– contradictions that make it correct and necessary 
for the proletarian party to make use of the contradic‑
tions in the enemy ranks and to win over some of those 
“opinion makers” normally attached to the ruling class. 
But here, as in all things, it is necessary to be clear on 
the principal aspect – the defining feature of the “inter‑
national community” – not only in general but specifi‑
cally in relation to the People’s War in Nepal.

An article appeared in the Indian press in the sum‑
mer of 2005 saying that there was “an unwritten con‑
sensus in the international community that the Mao‑
ists must not be allowed to come to power.” Is that an 
accurate summation of the attitude of the various reac‑
tionary states who in essence and as the defining aspect 
comprise the “international community”? We think it 
is very accurate. Among the imperialist powers, as the 
revolutionary Chinese comrades used to emphasize, 
there is both contention and collusion. But in relation 
to the People’s War in Nepal collusion is principal over 
contention – the contradictions among them have not 
sharpened to the degree that, nor has the overall inter‑
national situation intensified to the point where, major 
imperialist countries will “break ranks” in any funda‑
mental way over policy in Nepal.

It is true that different actors on the international 
scene play different roles, give different speeches, etc., 
including India, China, Britain and the United States. 
In the case of the US and the UK it has been proven 
over and over again that their imperialist interests are 



��

very much intertwined with one another and that the 
whole imperialist strategy of the UK is based on ac‑
cepting and serving US world hegemony. Tony Blair’s 
shameless vassalage to George Bush in the Iraq war 
was only the latest evidence of this “special relation‑
ship”. What is different between the US and the UK is 
that, even when they are completely united in their im‑
perialist marauding, they have different specific roles, 
particularly in the realm of public opinion. The UK 
continues to embellish imperialism with more honey‑
coated phrases about democracy and human rights, 
while the US, which also uses these words, is also able 
and required to openly flaunt its biggest “argument” 
– its huge economic and especially military strength. 
This is nothing new – even on the eve of the victory of 
the Chinese revolution Mao talked about the division 
of labour of these two predators. It is clear to see that 
in certain situations in the world today the UK and the 
US are playing a “good cop, bad cop” routine.

What about countries such as France and Germa‑
ny whose opposition to the Iraq war illustrated grow‑
ing conflict with US imperialism? Yes, these contradic‑
tions are real and growing. But they do not mean that 
these countries will, in any fundamental way, oppose 
the dominant Nepal policy of the imperialists and re‑
actionaries.

And we all know the nature of India and what role 
it is playing in relation to the People’s War, even turn‑
ing in comrades to the Royal Nepalese torturers.

To call on these forces and others like them – and 
this is exactly what the UN means – to “supervise elec‑
tions” in Nepal is a dangerous ploy that will have no 
positive benefit but has plenty of potential for harm 
and could even lead to a devastating defeat.

We can learn lessons from the invasion of Iraq. 
Even in that case, when the imperialist countries really 
were sharply divided and when the Saddam Hussein 
regime had long and extensive relations with differ‑
ent imperialist countries, the UN helped set the stage 
for the US aggression. When, at the last minute, the 
UN Security Council refused to give its approval for 
the war, it did nothing to condemn it, let alone struggle 
against it. At this moment in history, and especially in 
relation to a genuine people’s revolutionary struggle, 

there is no possibility of the UN playing any role that 
fundamentally opposes the interests and objectives of 
US imperialism.

Even the current positions of France and Germany 
in relation to Iraq are revealing. Yes, the invasion was 
wrong, perhaps even illegal or unjust, they say, but now 
that it has happened “we have no choice” but to hope 
that the US “succeeds” since the alternative scenario, 
that the US is driven out, would leave that important 
area of the world unstable and “unpoliced”.

If there is any thought that the “international com‑
munity” will be more tolerant of the Maoists than, say, 
of Saddam Hussein, this is a dangerous illusion that 
should be quickly abandoned. Who is a democrat, who 
is violating human rights, who is a tyrant or a terror‑
ist and who is a saint in the eyes of “the international 
community” is not based on whether political forces 
or regimes are “democratic” or not, but whether a force 
is considered harmful to the interests of the world 
imperialist system. Witness the recent promotion of 
Colonel Gadafy of Libya from terrorist to responsible 
statesman, or the demotion of Robert Mugabe from 
reasonable ex‑revolutionary to bloody tyrant after six 
(yes, six!) white farmers were killed in the land reform 
process, etc. The fact that your Party has deep and close 
ties with the masses, enjoys their support and relies on 
them, the fact that you have built a broad united front 
involving the great majority of society – none of this 
will mean that you are granted a status of legitimacy by 
the “international community”. Mao and the Chinese 
communists were derided as “totalitarian” during the 
GPCR at the very time they were engaged in what re‑
mains the most massive political mobilization of mass‑
es in any society and the most widespread democracy 
ever seen on earth – real democracy in the sense of the 
right to criticize, struggle and transform society.

Nepal And The Imperialist World Order
In reality, appealing for the assistance of the “inter‑

national community” amounts objectively to a decla‑
ration that the revolution will not “disturb” the exist‑
ing set‑up in the world, that the kind of state that the 
revolutionaries are striving for, to replace the monarchy 
in Nepal can “settle into” the network of international 
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relations as it now exists. While it is certainly true that 
new‑democratic revolution in Nepal cannot, by itself, 
abolish the existing world order, it is equally true that 
the existing world order will not tolerate a genuine 
people’s revolutionary state. And, of course, this has 
particular and direct relevance in the case of India.

If the revolution is to do what it must, that is em‑
bark on transforming the existing social conditions and 
building an economic system not based on “integration 
into” and in fact subordination to the imperialist world 
order, if it will fulfill its obligation of supporting the 
revolutionary struggle around the world, then there 
can be no doubt that the imperialists and the reaction‑
ary states – the “international community” – will bit‑
terly oppose you and do everything they can to pre‑
vent you from coming to power in the first place, and 
to overthrow your rule, if you do succeed in coming to 
power, and this will very likely involve different types 
of military aggression as well as economic sabotage 
and blockade, espionage activities and the financing 
and training of counter‑revolutionaries all of which is 
“business as usual” for the imperialist states, and India 
as well, for that matter.

Any election “supervised” by these imperialist ma‑
rauders and their client states will never allow a genuine 
revolutionary state to emerge. Just consider what they 
consider a “fair” election. The elections in Iraq, under 
conditions of US occupation, are considered very fair 
– even by those powers such as France and Germany 
who did not support the invasion in the first place. The 
recent re‑election of Mubarak in Egypt is considered 
“exemplary” even though only 16 percent of the popu‑
lation thought it was worthwhile going to the polls. But 
when an election does not give the desired results, such 
as in Zimbabwe or Venezuela it is considered “flawed” 
or “unacceptable” even though, in those cases, the heads 
of state who were elected were not even consistently or 
thoroughly anti‑imperialist, to say nothing of real revo‑
lutionaries and communists. In Nepal only an election 
that will block the emergence of a people’s republic will 
be acceptable to the “international community”.

The above is only the immediate and more overt 
way in which the international community supervises 
the actual process of the election itself. There are other 

deeper and more important ways in which the “interna‑
tional community” controls (“supervises”) the supposed 
sovereign will of the people by using its economic, dip‑
lomatic and political and military strength to “mould” 
the opinion and votes of the people. For example, in 
the 1980s “free elections” were forced on the Sandinista 
regime in Nicaragua. This meant that the US was free 
to funnel huge amounts of money to the opposition 
candidates. And it also meant that the elections took 
place in circumstances where to vote in favour of the 
regime meant to vote in favour of extreme economic 
deprivation, continued counter‑revolutionary incur‑
sions and violence and the threat of even more massive 
and destructive military intervention by imperialists 
and reactionaries and so forth, while a vote against the 
regime meant the end to the blockade and the promise 
of “peace” and improvement in living standards. Under 
these conditions it is not surprising that large numbers 
of people, and not only among the most backward, vot‑
ed “freely” against the Sandinista regime.

 Our point is not that the party or the new state 
that it brings into being should passively accept this 
– certainly there is a very important role to be played 
by struggle in Nepal and internationally against impe‑
rialist and reactionary intervention against the People’s 
War – “Hands Off People’s Nepal” must become a cry 
of the revolutionary masses and growing numbers of 
people more broadly the world over, especially in the 
US, India and other countries most directly interven‑
ing. But the Party must never harbor illusions in this 
sphere or fail to explain the real situation clearly to the 
Party members and the masses. Whether or not you 
are “democrats” or “terrorists” in the eyes of the “inter‑
national community” is overwhelmingly a question not 
of your nature but of their nature – which is why Mao 
stressed, correctly, that to be attacked by the enemy, to 
be painted without a single virtue, is a sign that our 
work is good and that if we were not attacked in this 
way, if the enemy we were to praise our “democratic” 
side, it should be considered cause for alarm. Articles 
and appeals misrepresenting the nature of the United 
Nations and the “international community” spread 
confusion as to the true nature of these forces and un‑



�0

dermine the capacity of the revolutionary forces and 
masses to stand firm in the face of them.

Democracy And The Middle Strata
It is very clear that one of the important tasks of the 

new‑democratic revolution, especially in order to take 
nationwide political power, is winning over the nation‑
al bourgeoisie in the cities and those classes and strata 
who are under its influence. It is these sections in the 
oppressed countries who historically are most infatu‑
ated with the trappings of formal democracy while the 
basic masses, especially in the countryside, whose life 
goes on pretty much the same with or without a parlia‑
ment, are much less susceptible to these illusions.

Because of the bourgeois democratic nature of the 
new‑democratic revolution it is both possible and nec‑
essary to win these strata over and guarantee that their 
interests will be protected for a substantial period of 
time (and even after the revolution moves ahead to its 
socialist stage the basis is laid to transform and lead the 
individuals of that class in remolding and finding a full 
place in the future society.)

But it is also clear that there many features of the 
national bourgeoisie which make it difficult for it to 
unite with the proletariat: 1) it lives by capitalist ex‑
ploitation 2) it has connections to the world imperialist 
system on which it depends for supplies, technology, 
sometimes even markets 3) it has connections to land‑
ed property as well. All this means that the national 
bourgeoisie will continue to vacillate up to and beyond 
the completion of the new‑democratic revolution.

This dual character of the national bourgeoisie is 
determined by its class character and not fundamen‑
tally by the policy of the communists. Of course, what 
the communists do will has a significant influence on 
whether and to what degree the national bourgeoisie 
and those sectors attached to it ideologically and prac‑
tically will unite with the revolution, but their attitude 
toward the revolution will mainly depend on the con‑
crete strength of the contending camps and their own 
class nature and interests.

It is also quite natural that now as the possibility 
of the defeat of the monarchy is looming large, the na‑
tional bourgeoisie will be in turmoil. Some of them may 

now sense that it is now possible to actually achieve a 
bourgeois republic, even some reactionaries may be‑
lieve that the monarchy has now become a liability that 
must be liquidated. Many are no doubt happy to see 
the revolution on the verge of seizing power, others 
may not be so sure.

The idea of a bourgeois democratic republic in a 
Nepal free of imperialism and feudalism is an illusion 
to dangle in front of the masses.. But the national bour‑
geoisie and even some sections of the petite bourgeoisie 
and intellectuals attached to it actually believe in this 
illusion. No matter how often history in Nepal and the 
world hammers at this possibility, the class position of 
these strata coupled with the ideological influences of 
imperialism means that this illusion will be continually 
generated.

* * * * * * 
Because the illusion of a pure (bourgeois) democ‑

racy in the oppressed countries really is just an illusion, 
reality keeps intruding on these strata, forcing them 
to define their position in terms of the actually exist‑
ing state power and the contending class forces. This 
means that, however much some of the national bour‑
geoisie and those sectors attached to or influenced by 
it may oppose the reactionary ruling circles, there will 
continue to be a strong tendency for these sectors to 
seek accommodation with reaction and imperialism. 
But when a real and concrete alternative state power is 
posed, things can change dramatically. In Nepal we have 
seen that the parliamentary parties objectively aligned 
themselves with the reactionary system, through their 
participation in the parliament and government and in 
other ways, most fundamentally through their oppo‑
sition to the people’s war. Now that the revolution is 
showing a clear possibility of taking nationwide power, 
there is a solid base for many of the former doubters 
and vacillators from the middle strata to be won to 
support revolution and for the doubt and vacillation to 
sweep over those sectors who had previously been firm 
in opposing the revolution. All this is important and a 
good advantage for the revolution.

But the key to this is the strength of the people’s 
forces, the firmness of the proletariat’s determination 



��

to continue the revolution through to the end, and, on 
the other hand, the increasing bankruptcy of the old 
order. All of this forces the whole society to choose with 
which future, with which state power, it will ally. With‑
out that compulsion to choose one destiny or another, 
all of the illusions of the national bourgeoisie and the 
urban petite bourgeoisie will return and these illusions 
will be transformed into political programs and poli‑
cies.

Revolution is an act of force by which one section 
of society seeks to overthrow another. Even though the 
revolution is in the interests of the people, and even 
in the interests of the national bourgeoisie to a large 
degree, it still does, and indeed must, create compul‑
sion on various forces in society, even among the people 
themselves. For example, when the armed struggle be‑
gins in the country or starts in a new area it inevitably 
is responded to by vicious counter‑attack by the reac‑
tionary ruling class. Even those sections of the masses 
not initially mobilized in the revolution will soon be 
compelled to “choose their camp”, and because of their 
class nature and interests, as well as the political, ideo‑
logical and educational work of communists, the vast 
majority of the workers and peasants will side with the 
revolution. But the intermediate strata, such as the na‑
tional bourgeoisie, will hesitate between the two camps 
and will continually seek some illusory escape from the 
basic choice confronting society.

Can there be any doubt how most of the middle 
classes would have voted if they had been given a “free 
choice” in 1996: should the CPN(M) launch a People’s 
War or should it pursue its goal by more “reasonable” 
means? Today a great portion of these strata has been 
won to the revolution, has chosen to support the new 
state power in the countryside over the old state power 
in the capital. But if these strata are given a different 
choice – the opportunity to vote their illusions – there 
is a strong possibility that hesitating support could 
turn into opposition.

We fear that the policies your Party is adopting to‑
ward the national bourgeoisie, as reflected, for example, 
in calls for elections to a constituent assembly, tends to 
over overlook this basic reality. Instead of calling on the 
national bourgeoisie to join a state apparatus that will 

clearly be under the leadership of the proletariat there is 
too much of a tendency to promise that the proletariat 
will respect a form of state, a bourgeois republic, which, 
objectively, corresponds to the interests and outlook of 
the bourgeoisie.

Not only would such a bourgeois republic fail to 
solve the fundamental problems of the masses, it would 
also miserably fail to resolve even the bourgeois demo‑
cratic tasks of the first stage of the revolution, of thor‑
oughly destroying feudalism and breaking the hold of 
imperialism on the country. Even if the leaders of such 
a bourgeois republic wanted to truly liberate the coun‑
try from imperialism, feudalism and bureaucrat capi‑
talism, they cannot do so precisely because a bourgeois 
state will reflect and enforce the relations of produc‑
tion in the old society and the relations between Nepal 
and the world imperialist system. Haven’t we seen this 
time and again in the world? Nor should we delude 
ourselves into thinking that if communists were to lead, 
or a play a role in leading, a bourgeois republic the re‑
sults would be fundamentally different. “Communist 
Allendes”, or “communist Aristides” would be trapped 
by the very nature of the republic they were presiding 
over, unable to fundamentally change the relations in 
society, unable to break from the smothering grip of 
imperialism and forced to either become themselves 
representatives of reactionary relations of production 
and/or crushed.

A bourgeois republic in Nepal would not be a 
“stepping stone” to a people’s republic. All we have to 
do is look around the world at the scores of reaction‑
ary republics to see what the essential features of such 
a state would be or would soon become and what it 
would mean for the vast majority of people.

In our opinion, the erroneous understanding 
about the relationship between the dictatorship of the 
proletariat and democracy most sharply expressed in 
“New State” goes hand‑in‑hand with the idea that the 
revolution must pass through a stage of establishing a 
bourgeois republic. In both cases democracy is treated 
as unconnected to the problem of class rule, something 
that somehow stands above the cleavage of society into 
antagonistic classes. This is reflection of a bourgeois 
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democratic outlook, not the communist dialectical ma‑
terialist world view.

There is much of importance to be learned in 
how Mao handled similar contradictions in the final 
months of the civil war with Chiang Kai Shek.4 Once 
the imperialists concluded that the old KMT regime 
was soon to be finished, they placed their hopes on 
precisely those sections of the national bourgeoisie and 
the intelligentsia who were hesitating between the two 
camps.

“Part of the intellectuals still want to wait and 
see. They think: the Kuomintang is no good and the 
Communist Party is not necessarily good either, so we 
had better wait and see. Some support the Commu‑
nist Party in words but in their hearts they are wait‑
ing to see. They are the very people who have illusions 
about the United States...They are easily duped by 
the honeyed words of the US imperialists, as though 
these imperialists would deal with People’s China on 
a basis of equality and mutual benefit without a stern, 
long struggle. They still have many reactionary, that is 
to say, anti‑popular, ideas in their heads, but they are 
not Kuomintang reactionaries. They are the middle‑
of‑the‑roaders of the right‑wingers in People’s China. 
They are the supporters of what Acheson calls “dem‑
ocratic individualism”. The deceptive manoeuvres of 
the Achesons still have a flimsy social base in China.” 
(“Cast Away Illusions, Prepare for Struggle”, Selected 
Works, Vol.. IV, p 427).

Isn’t this similar in some important ways to the 
situation in Nepal today? The important thing to 
note is that in the above passage and many others like 
it from that period only months before the final vic‑
tory of the Chinese revolution Mao is recognizing that 
these middle forces need to be won over, that they can‑
not be treated like “Kuomintang reactionaries” but at 
the same time they are very much capable of becoming 
tools in the hands of international imperialism, espe‑
cially because of their bourgeois democratic illusions. 
Mao sought to win these forces over, but he did not let 

4. See in particular “On the People’s Democratic Dictator‑
ship” and the following four articles in Volume IV of Mao’s Se‑
lected Works addressing the “White Paper” prepared by Dean 
Acheson, a leading representative of US imperialism, about the 
Chinese revolution.

these kinds of forces set the terms. Rather, by advancing 
the revolution he continued to compel these forces to 
choose whether or not to accept theterms of the people, 
of the new-democratic revolution, and then did every‑
thing in his power to encourage these forces to choose 
in the correct way.

Mao also was clear that, once the Kuomintang re‑
actionaries were defeated, international imperialism 
would seek to rely on the supporters of “democratic in‑
dividualism” as Acheson called them. We have seen the 
same pattern in our own times as well, where imperial‑
ism seeks out and props up forces who, on their own, 
may have played a positive social role under certain 
conditions. This is the case today, for example, in Iraq, 
Zimbabwe, and Venezuela, as well as in the example 
of Nicaragua cited earlier – in all of these cases impe‑
rialism finds some national bourgeois and other strata 
(we are leaving aside the case of outright reactionaries), 
which it can build up and transform in a negative direc‑
tion. Haven’t we seen in country after country, for ex‑
ample, how the whole NGO apparatus has been used 
precisely to transform and channel what are often the 
genuine progressive sentiments of some sections of the 
middle strata into programs that objectively accommo‑
date to the domination of imperialism? The very class 
position of these forces, their dominant ideology, and 
their political program makes the supporters of “demo‑
cratic individualism” susceptible to the sugar‑coated 
bullets of the bourgeoisie. In fact, we must clearly rec‑
ognize and educate the masses that “democracy” and 
“human rights” are the ideological battering rams of 
world imperialism even when the imperialists themselves 
are promoting measures against democracy at home and 
abroad. Yes, we must expose the contradiction between 
the words of the imperialists and their evil deeds, but 
we cannot avoid the fact that theideology of bourgeois 
democracy corresponds to their mode of production 
internationally, not the one that we are fighting to bring 
about. While we oppose their undemocratic institu‑
tions, policies and actions we must not willingly or un‑
willing extol the bourgeois democracy and bourgeois 
democratic political structures of the old type, that is 
those which have been built up and incorporated by 
the world capitalist system. We must be clear ourselves 
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and help others to understand that the bourgeois dem‑
ocratic ideology cannot lead the revolution in the di‑
rection it must go if it is really to liberate the masses 
and advance as part of the worldwide process toward 
communism. We will never succeed if we claim their 
banner as our own, that is, arguing that the commu‑
nists, not the imperialists and the bourgeoisie, are the 
“real, consistent bourgeois democrats”. Rather, any at‑
tempt to do so will lead to confusing our own ranks as 
well as the people more broadly and make it difficult to 
correctly struggle and unite with those whose class ori‑
entation and ideology remain in the bourgeois‑ demo‑
cratic framework.

We are offering this letter as part of what we be‑
lieve to be our proletarian internationalist responsibil‑
ity to support, in the best and most appropriate way we 
can, your Party and the People’s War you are waging. 
Our parties are linked together in the Revolutionary 
Internationalist Movement and we have both an op‑
portunity and a responsibility to struggle over the vital 
questions of revolution in each of our countries and in 
the world as a whole. Not only are we linked in striv‑
ing for the common goal of communism, the advance 
of the internationalist communist movement and the 
class struggle at this juncture makes it necessary and 
urgent that our parties vigorously pursue our efforts 
to understand the world more completely in order to 
meet the challenges before us. We are sure that you will 
consider the observations and criticisms raised in this 
letter in that spirit.

Our sincere communist greetings,

The Revolutionary Communist Party, USA 
October 2005
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