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PROBLEM 

OF WAR AND PEACE 

In OVer half a century of existence imperialism has 
plunged mankind into two great world wars and is 
bringing it face to face with an extremely grave dan­
ger of a world nuclear war of unparalleled devasta­
tion. The world's people have the urgent task of doing 
their utmost to prevent the breaking out of a new 
world war, and to defend world peace. Lenin has 
taught us : "The question of imperialist wars has been 
the keystone of the entire policy of all countries of the 
globe since 1914. It is a question of life and death for 
millions and millions of people." * 

Today the question of war and peace is not only 
the question of life and death for tens but hundreds 
of millions of people_ It is plain that the communists 
cannot fail to pay serious attention to such an impor­
tant question. On the contrary, they were and are 
being in the lead of the struggle for the defence of 

* LENI~: Fourth anniversary of the October Revolution. 

Selected W:orks, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 
1952, p. 597. 
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peace, and have been doing their best resolutely to 
bring complete victory to this struggle. That struggle 
will certainly succeed because of the emergence after 
the Second World War of the unprecedented possibi­
lity of preventing a new world war. It is essential at 
present to have a correct line for the defence of peace 
capable of turning this possibility into reality. At pre­
sent there is an acute struggle between two lines on 
the problem of war and peace: the Marxist-Leninist 
line and the modern revisionist one. 

A correct line for the defence of peace must proceed 
from a number of objective prerequisites the first of 
which is the estimation of the nature of imperialism. 
The problem is whether the aggressive and warlike 
nature of imperialism remains unchanged, whether 
imperialism is still the source of War in our era. 

CAN THE NATURE OF IMPERIALiSM CHANGE? 

Modern revisionism holds that a qualitative change 
of war technique, concretely speaking, the appea­
rance of nuclear weapons, has created so pro­
found and revolutionary changes as to make it 
necessary to revise many fundamental laws of social 
development, and many basic Marxist-Leninist prin­
ciples, among them the problem of the nature of 
imperialism. 

According to modern revisionism, with the stocks 
of nuclear weapons in the possession of the big 
powers, with the irresistible transcontinental missiles 
capable of bringing nuclear war heads to any place 
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on earth, a new world war means the end of the world, 
and the annihilation of every living creature on earth. 
Therefore the principle defining that war is the conti­
nuation of politics is worthless. Moreover, today, the 
imperialist camp no longer holds the monopoly of 
nuclear weapons and transcontinental missiles, the 
socialist camp also has them and has the superiority 
in this domain. In such a situation, any party that 
madly launches an offensive against the other, will 
inevitably suffer reprisals. Therefore, the imperialists 
begin to realize that the waging of a new world war 
is tantamount to a suicide. And within the monopoly 
bourgeoisie of imperialist countries two tendencies 
have appeared. The first is that of peace, moderation 
and good sense. This is the renouncing of war, consi­
dered as a means to solve international issues, the 
acceptance of the peaceful economic competition with 
socialism, the consent to general and complete disar­
mament ; the substitution of the "strategy of peace" 
for the war policy. This tendency has prevailed: the 
leaders of the big powers - the U.S.A., Britain, 
France - such as Eisenhower, Kennedy, McMillan, 
and De Gaulle (formerly) have it. Many representati­
ves of this tendency are still cautious, hesitating, and 
not bold enough because the international atmosphere 
is still poisoned by suspicions accumulated in the past, 
because they still doubt the desire of the socialist 
countries for peaceful co-existence, suspect them of 
wanting to annihilate capitalism by the export of 
revolution or by a surprise attack, and because they 
are still under the pressure of the bellicose elements. 
The second is the warlike and adventurous tendency 
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of a number of circles or individuals: generals in the 
Pentagon and U.S. Congressmen, West-German 
revanchists and Japanese militarists. These circles and 
individuals have this tendency because they still hope 
to defeat the socialist camp in a new world war 
without suffering any punishment. But with the 
successes in economy and national defence of the 
socialist camp in peaceful competition, and the conti­
nuous growth of its superiority, their hopes become 
more and more precarious and vanish gradually and 
those adwnturous hot heads will cool down. The 
time will come when the superiority of the socialist 
camp proves to be absolute and so evident that even 
the hottest heads must recognize hard facts: an 
attack on the socialist camp would unfailingly lead 
to their annihilation. They will then follow the 
moderate section, definitively relinquish the war policy 
and consent to the general and complete disarmament. 
In short, imperialism has been dropping the war 
policy for fear of death. 

Therefore, according to modern revisionism the 
aggressive and bellicose nature of imperialism has 
changed owing to the appearance of nuclear weapons. 
Today the source of war no longer lies in imperialism. 
but in the lack of confidence between the countries, in 
a number of warlike imperialists and even in some 
socialist countries having an adventurous and rash 
political line. Some people say: Has anyone stated 
that the nature of imperialism has changed? No one 
has made such a statement. But a question crops up : 
To recognize that imperialism has been relinquishing 
the war policy and carries on the policy of peace, that 
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it throws away all weapons and gives up all means of 
war, what else can it mean in practice and in essence 
if not that the nature of imperialism has changed? 
There are many versions for this question. If some peo­
ple conclude that facing the change in the balance of 
forces between the two camps in nuclear weapons, the 
imperialists consent to relinquish the war policy and 
throwaway weapons, then others can hold that the 
monopoly bourgeoisie will never do it of their own free 
will but can be compelled to do it by a co-ordinated 
struggle of the socialist camp and the popular masses 
in the imperialist countries. The latter hold that only 
those who say that the imperialists willingly relinquish 
the war policy recognize that the nature of imperialism 
has changed, while those who claim that the impe­
rialists are obliged to give up the war policy do not 
recognize it. The point at issue of the question whether 
6f not the nature of imperialism has changed is : can 
imperialism relinquish the aggressive and war policy, 
but not whether or not it gives it up willy-nilly. 

The Marxist-Leninists hold that the aggressive and 
bellicose nature of imperialism cannot change because 
it is determined by the imperialist economy. This 
economy gives birth to the basic policy of imperialism 
- the war policy. Lenin has stressed that violence is 
the fundamental tendency of imperialism. Nowadays, 
when the general crisis of capitalism has entered its 
third stage, when imperialism has been more and more 
weakened and must withdraw from one position after 
another before the storming offensive of the struggle 
and the revolutionary movement of the people of 
"arious countries and the oppressed peoples, this 
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tendency of imperialism to violence has not diminished 
but has intensified more than ever. Today imperialism 
considers the war policy as the most miraculous talis­
man to save it from extinction. When speaking of the 
fundamental policy of imperialism we mean the policy 
of a whole class-monopoly capitalism-and not that 
of some individuals. Today, the fundamental policy, 
the leading policy of monopoly capitalism, the ruling 
class of imperialist couniries, is a policy of war and 
not of peace. We emphasize that this is the policy of 
a whole ciass, and not that of some imperialists. 
Therefore, imperialism is the source of war in the 
present era. And the main force of aggression and war 
is U.S. imperialism. Countless events in the last 
twenty years bear out this assertion. It is crystal clear 
that at present all the imperialist countries frenziedly 
engage in arms race; their economy is militarized to 
the utmost; their military budgets are the tiggest never 
seen in peace time. It is clear enough that if after 
World War I and the end of the armed intervention 
of 14 imperialist and capitalist countries in the Soviet 
Union, there was a period of respite of many years 
before the breaking out of a relati\"ely big-scale im­
perialist war of aggression, that against three North­
Eastern provinces of China waged by the Japanese 
imperialists in 1931, immediately after World War II 
the imperialists' guns of aggression burst almost 
without cease up to now. In 18 years imperialism has 
waged over ten wars of aggression (limited war and 
"special war"). 

Is there, besides the war tendency, a tendency to 
peace within the bourgeoisie of the imperialist coun-
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tries? Contradictions about the problem of war and 
peace, and cven about that of tactics of the war policy, 
really exist within the bourgeoisie. We can and must 
take advantage of them in the struggle for world 
peace. The tendency to peace exists really. It is also 
true that this tendency is strengthened because of the 
appearance of nuclear weapons and the superiority of 
the Soviet Union in this domain. It remains to be seen 
whether this tendency is predominant in the policy 
of monopoly capitalism? No. It is only a tendency of 
the strata of non-monopoly capitalists and of some 
circles of monopoly capitalism having little interest 
in the arms race. These strata and circles cannot 
determine the policy of the imperialist countries 
because they are not the most influential in the eco­
nomic and political fields. The fundamental, main and 
predominant tendency in the policy of monopoly capi­
talism is the war tendency. The fact that monopoly 
capitalism of the imperialist countries, in specified 
conditions and for its own interests, stands for the 
extending of economic relations to the socialist coun­
tries could not be considered as a tendency to peace; 
this is not the main and predominant tendency in the 
policy of this class. 

After World War II the American monopoly bour­
geoisie has become the ringleader of the aggressive 
and bellicose forces of imperialism. It is the U.S. im­
perialists who have been the first to indulge in the 
arms race and on the biggest scale, have set up 
thousands of military bases everywhere in the world, 
organized many aggressive military alliances, fostered 
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and backed the \\'est German revanchists and Japan­
ese militarists, waged a series of wars against the 
people of various countries._. There is no ground to 
the assertion that the official representatives of the 
American monopoly bourgeoisie, such as Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, are eager for peace. 

The 1960 Moscow Statement has clearly said: 
"War is a constant companion of capitalism" ; "the 
aggressi\-e nature of imperialism has 110t changed": 
"U.S. imperialism is the main force of aggression and 
\var." 

The appearance of nuclear weapons, and the loss 
of the monopoly and superiority in this domain 

. suffered by the imperialist camp have really made 
many imperialists think of the untoward consequences 
of a world nuclear war madly kindled by them, and 
some of them have already recognized that a nuclear 
war against the socialist camp is equivalent to a sui 
cide. But can one conclude therefrom that imperialism 
would relinquish the war policy? No_ At the time the 
U.S. imperialists had the monopoly of nuclear weap­
ons, they carried out the "brink of war" policy with the 
"mass retaliation", "mass suppression" military strat· 
egy, relied upon nuclear weapons feverishly to prepare 
for a world nuclear war aiming at annihilating th" 
socialist camp, "repulsing communism", and quench­
ing the revolutionary movement of the people of 
various countries and the oppressed peoples_ However 
practice ever more proves that the aforesaid policy 
and strategy cannot serve their schemes as efficiently 
as they have expected. This policy and strategy cannot 
hinder the national-liberation movement in Asia, 
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Africa and Latin America sucessively to score great 
victories, the socialist camp to grow in strength, and 
the movement of struggle of the working class and 
the toiling people of the imperialist countries to 
develop soon after their monopoly of nuclear weapons 
was checked and their superiority in this sphere was 
lost to the Soviet Lnion. All these truths finally oblige 
them to recognize that a military strategy solely relied 
upon nuclear weapons in a world war would inevi­
tatl)" lead to an imp","c. To get out of this situation 
the Kennedy government adopted a new militar) 
strategy, that of "flexible response", relying on 
both nuclear and conventional weapons, and three 
types of war: world war, limited war and "special 
w·ar". This change of strategy does not mean that 
the U.S. imperialists relinquished the war policy, but 
prows on the contrary that they carry it on more acti­
vely. For this change proves that they try to win back 
the initiative from a defensive position; far from 
giving up their preparations for a world nuclear war 
because they are unable to launch it, they feverishly 
intensify the nuclear arms race with the foolish hope 
to win back superiority in these weapons in order to 
be able to wage a nuclear war without suffering any 
punishment; moreover, they prepare not only a nuclear 
war, but also- and actively - a world war with con­
ventional weapons; they do not keep to a type of war 
only - the world war - but while actively preparing 
for it, they still find out means more actively to conduct 
the "special war" and the local war to serve their 
political aim. 
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Recently, U.S. imperialists have carried out the so· 
called "peace strategy", an ultra·Machiavellian 
scheme with a view to weakening and sabotaging the 
national-liberation movement and the anti-imperialist 
movement 01 the people 01 various countries, pushing 
forward neo·colonialism in Asia, Alrica and Latin 
America, and creating a "peaceful evolution" aimed at 
restoring capitalism in the socialist countries. Is it a 
prool that the imperialists have relinquished the war 
policy in I avour 01 the peace policy? No. The "peace 
policy" only aims at completing the war policy and at 
screening it. This is a double-laced scheme olten appli· 
ed by the imperialists. While they carry out the "peace 
strategy", the war policy remains their main policy. 
Representatives of imperialism such as Eisenhower 
and Kennedy, more often dilated on peace, peacelul 
co-existence, and disarmament. They declared thai 
obstruction to peaceful co-existence and general and 
total disarmament comes from Ihe socialist countries 
and not from theirs. They doubt the sincerity of the 
socialist countries concerning peacelul co-existence 
because, according to them, the latter do not "libera­
lize" national life (that is to abolish ,proletarian 
dictatorship), do not yet relinquish the "export of 
revolution", and" subversive activities", still have 
a plan for a surprise attack on imperialist countries, 
certain socialist countries are still adventurous and 
warlike, etc. These are only Machiavellian schemes 
aimed at supporting their war policy, paralysing the 
vigilance of the peoples, hoping to create favourable 
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conditions for the realization of their scheme to 
restore capitalism in the socialist countries, make the 
latter give up their international duty of helping the 
revolutionary struggle 01 the peoples, and sow discord 
among the socialist countrics. It is crystal clear that 
while speaking of peace they actually push forward 
the war policy more than ever before. 

It is also a groundless estimation to hold that in the 
future, when the socialist camp has huge superiority 
in rna teria I potential over the imperialist camp, the 
latter will relinquish its war policy. For il there is no 
revolution to annihilate imperialism, and if imperial­
ism still maintains its rule on a scale similar to that 
of today, then despitc the huge superiority of the 
socialist camp over the imperialist camp in material 
potential, the superiority acquired in fact by the rea­
lization of its construction, who can assure that the 
imperialists - subjective ty nature - will not make 
a wrong estimation of thcir forces and a wrong expec­
tation of the outcome of a war between the two camps, 
and will not venture to kindle a war? And, still 
another aspect of the problem: as long as they have a 
war potential which thcy consider as redoubtable, what 
guarantee is there that they will not use it in certain 
situations instead of willingly withdrawing from the 
arena of history) Let us not forget this either: who 
can fully assure that the imperialists consent to parti­
cipate in the economic competition between the two 
camps until the cnd without using the war with a 
view to annihilating the socialist camp? 
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POSSIBILITY OF PREVENTING 

A WORLD WAR 

Is there contradiction to assert on the one hand that 
the nature of imperialism remains unchanged, and im­
perialism never relinquishes its aggressive and war 
policy, and on the other to say that it is possible to 
prevent a world war? Here we deal with the second 
prerequisite: the possibility of preventing a world 
war? 

The Marxist-Leninists hold that the nature of im­
perialism remains unchanged, imperialism cannot 
relinquish its war policy, but today there is possibi­
lity of preventing a new world war because of the 
emergence of forces strong enough to smash the im­
perialists' war schemes, create countless difficulties 
for them in the carrying out of their war policy, and 
ultimately frustrate it. In other words, if it is possible 
to prevent a world war, it is not because imperialism 
has renounced its war policy, but because this policy is 
thwarted and cannot be applied. Imperialism's will cf 
war is an obdurate will, an extremely powerful 
will inherent in the imperialist economy; to prevent 
war, we must have a strong force capable of smashing 
all schemes and plans of war born of this will. This 
force can be the force of the popular masses only. From 
time immemorial, the forces of war are always those 
of the ruling exploiting class; the forces opposing war 
are always those of the popular masses, and the lalter 
while speaking of the peace they actually push forward, 
are always the biggest. When capitalism enters the 
imperialist stage, the forces of the popular masses 
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opposing imperialist wars grow with every passing 
day. But until World War II, being not sufficiently 
organized and having not struggled with all thc 
required ardour, they were not powerful enough to 
smash the war plans of the old ruling exploiting class 
and imperialism; that is why in the end aggressive 
and unj ust wars broke out, as was the case of 
the two world wars waged by the imperialists. The 
present situation is different: factors unknown until 
then have appeared on the international arena. Today 
the forces opposing imperialist wars, are still the 
forces of the masses but now they are organized and 
rise to struggle; and become powerful enough to smash 
the war plans of imperialism, hindering it from kindl­
ing a new world war. 

What are these forces and how can they thwart the 
war plans of imperialis.m ? They are the united forces 
of the socialist camp, the working class and the 
labouring people in the imperialist countries, the 
national-liberation movement and the peace and demo· 
cratic movement in general.They have gathered for the 
sake of peace in a vast anti-imperialist front taking 
as its core the socialist camp, the working class and 
the labouring people in the imperialist countries and 
the national-liberation movement. 

The forces of the socialist camp are also the forces 
of the masses, but they a re entirely new in nature, 
haVing been made up by 1,000 million people who, 
from their position of subjugated individuals, have 
risen to the role of rulers_ Besides the political 
strength which is the basic strength - that of the 
masses when they were subjugated individuals, but 
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now deYeloped to a higher degree and renO\'ated when 
thev become the masters of society - the socialist 
ca~p still has the strength of its economy and national 
defence - built on the basis of political and economic 
strength - which were not in their possession when 
they were ruled. The effect of the socialist camp in the 
smashing of the imperialists' war plans is making 
itself felt mainly on the following aspects: 

- The socialist camp has not only become a force 
capable of successfully coping with a new war madly 
kindled by the imperialists, but also to deal the im­
perialist camp decisive blows which will bury capital­
ism for ever. This makes the imperialists feel their 
preparations for a world war still unfit to protect 
them, and dare not wage a war against the socialist 
camp so far. 

- With its correct line for the defence of peace, the 
socialist camp 'has become a centre of rally, inspira­
tion and support for the working class, the toiling 
people and the peace-loving people all over the world, 
who are struggling resolutely and powerfully against 
the aggressive and war policy of imperialism. 

With the two aforesaid effects, the socialist camp i, 
the bulwark of world peace. 

But we cannot proceed from the above-mentioned 
remark to conclude that only the might of the socialist 
camp suffices to break the war plans of imperialism. 
Although this might is a factor of prime importance 
for tlie defence of peace, it cannot, by itself, prevent 
the imperialists from intensifying their preparations 
for war, and, if they can strengthen their latent poten­
tial, they may kindle a war should they estimate out 
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of SUbjectivism or for other reasons that they can 
defeat the socialist camp. To directly thwart the war 
plans of imperialism and weaken their war potential, 
thus decreasing their possibility to kindle a war, can 
be successfully made only by the forces which lie in 
the very heart of the economy giving birth to their 
war policy. These forces must be the working class 
and the labouring people of the imperialist countries, 
the oppressed peoples in Asia, Africa and Latin Ame­
rica, and the peace-loving people throughout the 
world. By what means can they directly smash the 
imperialists' war plans? 

- By struggling against their war preparations, 
and by creating difficulties and obstacles for these 
preparations. For instance: struggles against the arms 
race, the increase of war budget, the production of 
nuclear weapons, the establishment and maintenance 
of military bases in foreign countries, etc. 

- By daily struggling for economic interests and 
political rights, sowing confusion in the imperialists' 
rears, compelling them to face these struggles there, 
not leaving them a free hand to wage a world war; 
at the same time to wear out their forces, put obs­
tacles in their war preparations, and weaken their war 
potential, thus diminishing their possibility to provoke 
a war. 

- By undertaking revolutions to wipe out impe­
rialist domination wherever conditions permit. These 
revolutions foil the imperialists' war plans most effi­
caciously because they wipe out the economy givinJ< 
birth to the war policy, weaken the imperialist system 
as a whole, and rapidly weaken its war potential, thus 
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restricting its possibilities to wage war. These last 20 
years, Asia, Africa and Latin America are places where 
the revolutionary movement is the most seething and 
the most powerful and has won the greatest victories. 
Therefore, in this lapse of time the national-liberation 
movement is an extremely big and effective force for 
the defence of peace. The victories of the revolutions 
in China, Vietnam, Cuba, etc. have made great con­
tributions to the failure of many war plans of the 
imperialists and their lackeys. That is why, in the 
struggle against a new world war and for the defence 
of peace, if it wants to playa decisive role in the 
development of human society, the socialist camp, 
while endeavouring to strengthen its forces in all 
domains, must have a correct political line, and a 
correct line for the defence of peace aimed at inspiring, 
mobilizing, organizing and supporting the people 
of various countries and the oppressed peoples in their 
struggle against imperialism, and its policy of aggres­
sion and war, and ultimately making revolution to 
wipe out imperialist domination wherever conditions 
permit. 

LINE FOR THE DEFENCE OF PEACE 

From the aforesaid analysis, one can draw the 
following conclusions regarding the correct line for 
the defence of peace: 

I. As the aggressive and bellicose nature of impe­
rialism cannot change and imperialism cannot 
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relinquish its war policy, as the danger of war ori­
ginates from imperialism, first of all U.S. imperialism, 
it is necessary, for the defence of peace, resolutely 
and persistently to struggle against imperialism, 
against its aggressive and war policy. We must direct 
the spearhead of our struggle at the U.S. imperialists 
and their lackeys, ceaselessly unmask them and find 
every means to isolate them. 

2. As the forces capable of foiling the war plans, 
and defeating the war policy of imperialism are the 
united forces of the socialist camp, the working class 
and the labouring people of the imperialist countries, 
of the national-liberation movement and the general 
movement for peace and democracy, it is necessary, 
for the defence of peace, to develop them and ma'inly 
to rely upon them, first of all on the key forces - the 
socialist camp, the working class and the labouring 
people of the imperialist countries and the national· 
liberation movement. Only in this way can we unite 
with other forces to set up a broad and powerful front 
against the aggressive and bellicose imperialists, 
chiefly the U.S. imperialists and their lackeys, with a 
view to defending world peace. We must also rely 
upon this basis to take advantage of the contradictions 
between the imperialist countries and the imperialist 
cliques for the benefit of peace. 

3. As the forces of peace exert each a different effect 
on the smashing of the war plans of imperialism, 
it is of primary importance, for the defence of peace. 
to strengthen the forces of the socialist camp, to have 
a correct political line, and to bring it to the popular 
masses outside the socialist camp. To strengthen the 
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relinquish its war policy, as the danger of war ori­
ginates from imperialism, first of all U.S. imperialism, 
it is necessary, for the defence of peace, resolutely 
and persistently to struggle against imperialism, 
against its aggressive and war policy. We must direct 
the spearhead of our struggle at the U.S. imperialists 
and their lackeys, ceaselessly unmask them and find 
every means to isolate them. 

2. As the forces capable of foiling the war plans, 
and defeating the war policy of imperialism are the 
united forces of the socialist camp, the working class 
and the labouring people of the imperialist countries, 
of the national-liberation movement and the general 
movement for peace and democracy, it is necessary, 
for the defence of peace, to develop them and ma·inly 
to rely upon them, first of all on the key forces - the 
socialist camp, the working class and the labouring 
people of the imperialist countries and the national· 
liberation movement. Only in this way can we unite 
with other forces to set up a broad and powerful front 
against the aggressive and bellicose imperialists, 
chiefly the U.S. imperialists and their lackeys, with a 
view to defending world peace. We must also rely 
upon this basis to take advantage of the contradictions 
between the imperialist countries and the imperialist 
cliques for the benefit of peace. 

3. As the forces of peace exert each a different effect 
on the smashing of the war plans of imperialism, 
it is of primary importance, for the defence of peace. 
to strengthen the forces of the socialist camp, to have 
a correct political line, and to bring it to the popular 
masses outside the socialist camp. To strengthen the 
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forces of the socialist camp is first of all to consolidate 
and intensify the spiritual and political unity of the 
people in every socialist country, ceaselessly to raise 
their political consciousness, patriotism and prole­
tarian internationalism, their profound hatred for im­
perialism and their readiness to combat, and make 
every sacrifice in order to defend the Fatherland when 
it is attacked by bellicose imperialists, unceasingly 
to raise the economic potential of each socialist coun· 
try, ceaselessly intensify its national defence. And the 
possession of nuclear weapons by the two biggest 
socialist countries is a necessity as long as imperial­
ism embarks on the arms race concerning these wea­
pons. To strengthen the forces of the socialist camp is 
also to intensify the solidarity between the 13 brother 
socialist countries on the basis of Marxism·Leninism, 
proletarian internationalism and common task pres­
cribed by the struggle against the common enemy. 

Simultaneously with the strengthening of the forces 
of the socialist camp, we must attach a capital signi­
ficance to the eagerness of the popular masses outside 
the socialist camp who actively struggle against the 
aggressive and bellicose policy of imperialism, and 
actively make revolution to wipe out imperialist dom­
ination, and win national liberation, democracy and 
socialism. 

The line for the defence of peace that we have just 
pointed out is a line of class struggle, because the 
defence of peace against a world war is a class 
struggle against a given class - imperialist capital· 
ism, first of all against U.S. imperialists and their 
puppet reactionary forces, and to win success in this 

struggle we must mainly rely upon the forces of the 
masses. Stalin rightly said that peace would be main­
tained and consolidated if the people of various coun­
tries took up the safeguard of peace and defended it 
without cease. Such a line for the defence of peace is 
pointed out in the two Moscow Statements. The 1960 
Moscow Statement wrote: "To fight for peace today 
means to maintain the greatest vigilance, indefati­
gably to lay bare the policy of the imperialists, to keep 
a watchful eye on the intrigues and manoeuvres of the 
warmongers, arouse the righteous indignation of the 
peoples against those who are heading for war, orga­
nize the peace forces still better, continuously intensify 
mass actions for peace ... " It also wrote: " ... World war 
can be prevented loy the joint efforts of the world 
socialist camp, the international working ciass, the 
national-liberation movement, all the countries oppos­
ing war and all peace-loving forces." 

There is another line for the defence of peace, com­
pletely different from the aforesaid correct line. It has 
the following concrete contents: 

I. Because the nature of imperialists has changed, 
the imperialists have relinquished and are relinquish­
ing their war policy, and thev will throw off their 
weapons, the main obstacle on their way is the distrust 
between them and the socialist countries, therefore the 
line for the defence of peace must centre round the 
creation of a reciprocal confidence and an all-round 
co-operation between the socialist camp and the impe­
rialist camp, chiefly between the Soviet Union and the 
U.S.A. - the two big nuclear powers at the top of 
the two camps. 

25 

, '- , ;: $ 



I, 

'! 

The creation of this confidence and all-round co-
. operation, will very likel\' bring about peaceful co­
existence for a certain time, and thanks to it the 
socialist camp could, by its successes scored in the 
economic competition, absolutely surpass the imperial­
ist camp. As a result, the most inveterate warmon­
gers will renounce their war policy, thus will be 
suppressed the last obstacles on the path leading to 
a world without war. 

2. To create a reciprocal confidence and an all­
round co-operation between the two camps and the 
two big powers and consequently to defend world 
peace, a most efficient means would be to conduct 
negotiations, especially between the heads of the big 
powers. Only by so doing can we solve the interna­
tional issues deciding the fate of mankind. In the era 
of nuclear weapons, the masses no longer play the 
decisive role for these weapons can annihilate them. 
Today a war is a one-man press cutton war. It can 
break out from an extremely fortuitous and trifling 
cause: for today it would be carried out by automatic 
weapons, and would no longer be the work of the 
army. 

Another important means would be to compromise, 
make mutual concessions and even great sacrifices if 
necessary. Lenin said that to have peace, one must be 
ready to make concessions and the greatest sacrifices; 
and today more than ever this line has got a practical 
significance. 

3. It would not be necessary nor advisable to oppose 
imperialism any longer, first of all U.S. imperialism. 
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The struggle against weapons, the general and com­
plete disarmament would be the path leading to a 
lasting peace. For war and peace would have no 
longer a class character, and become a problem con­
cerning mankind as a whole. Facing the threat of a 
nuclear war capable of annihilating the whole man­
kind, all men living on earth feel that they partake 
of it. The struggle agains!.a nuclear war would be a 
problem capable of uniting aIJ the classes in all 
countries. 

\Vith the appearance of nuclear weapons, the source 
of war no longer lies in imperialism, but in weapons, 
and war means. Consequently, at present the best 
means to prevent war is to deprive war of the means 
to carry it on. 

Before the extreme seriousness of the danger of 
nuclear war, a conflagration would break out at any 
moment, which would annihilate the whole mankind, 
and to struggle against imperialism in these condi­
tions would only worsen the situation, aggravate the 
cold war and the atmosphere of distrust; this would 
be a real danger, for it could lead to a hot war. 

For imperialism has to be opposed not by curses but 
by concrete acts, by selfless labour. When the socialist 
camp already has its rockets and nuclear bombs in 
position of combat, the wisest means to struggle 
against imperialism would be to use sweet words to 
win over an ever greater number of people; to shout 
against imperialism would terrify, upset, keep the 
people away, and weaken the front for peace. 

For to strive to ox tal the words of peace uttered by 
the imperialist ringleaders, would be a means to 
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encourage them firmly to advance on the path of peace, 
at the same time a tactics to drive them into an 
impasse, forcing them to live up to their good words, 
etc. 

4. It would be necessary to oppose all kinds of war. 
A revolutionary civil war would be also a danger to 
be avoided for all wars would make the situation 
tense, and contribute to aggravate the cold war. A 
little spark could also lead to a world nuclear war. 
just wars existed only when there were no other 
means to bring about social progress; but in our era 
they exist no more as there have appeared other 
means which are more efficient and more human, such 
as the ideological struggle on the basis of economic 
competition. 

Today a war would completely annihilate mankind, 
entirely wipe out the people of the countries attacked 
as well as the country which would attack first, there' 
fore there would be no more distinction tetween just 
war and unjust one. 

5. It would not be necessary and advisable to make 
revolution, first of all revolution by violence. For, 
when the atomic war threatens as gravely as at pre­
sent, when human life is hanging by a hair, the 
problem to be solved first would be the liquidation of 
nudear weapons. Only by liquidating them could 
mankind subsist. Life is the most precious thing to 
man. When there is not yet a definitive solution to the 
question whether human existence is ensured or not, 
such other questions as to whether the peoples live 
under the capitalist regime or accede to socialism 
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'.Iould be insignificant. Ii mankind was annihilated 
what would be the use of principles, what sense 
would there be in socialism and communism? For 
should one consider that the liquidation of imperialism 
oy the revolution is the sine qua non condition to 
defend peace, one would recognize, in fact, that war 
is fatal, and would deny the possibility to prevent a 
world war, for this would mean' there cannot be 
peace so long as imperialism is still in existence. And 
at one time one would show oneself negative, passive, 
powerless, and inclined to capitulate before imperial­
ism in the question of war and peace. This is tanta­
mount to recognizing that for lack of conditions to 
carryon the revolution, there would be no other 
means than to fold one's arms waiting for war! Now 
the conditions to make revolution do not occur at 
any moment. To speak of revolution when there is 
not a revolutionary situation in the world would be 
adwnturous and utopian. 

6. The superiority in nuclear weapons enjoyed by 
one socialist country and its efforts to develop it 
would be a sufficient condition to discourage the impe­
rialists, make them relinqUish the war policy, accept 
the complete and general disarmament, a condition 
which would create a 'possibility for a co-operation 
between the two camps, and the two big powers at 
their top. That is why the solidarity of the socialist 
camp would be no longer an important factor. On the 
contrary, the disunicn in the socialist camp, the 
rupture between a socialist country and another, and 
the fact that one tries to isolate the other, would be 
sometimes advantageous to peace, for such acts 
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would create confidence and possibilities ior an all­
round co-operation between the big states, owners 
of the most poweriul nuclear weapons. 

7. To carry out the aforesaid contents would be to 
realize peaceful co-existence. Today peaceful co-exist­
ence has an entirely new content as for its nature. 
The absence of war between countries is not yet peace­
ful co-existence, a slate in which the countries would 
be determined to relinquish the war policy for ever, 
renounce violence, throwaway weapons, use economic 
competition and ideological struggle to solve the fun­
damental problems of the era, enter into negotiations 
to settle the international issues, and carry out a 
close all-round co-operation between countries with 
a view to the progress of human society such as co­
operation aimed at liquidating colonialism in all 
forms, helping the under-developed countries econo­
mically, etc. 

Thus, this fundamental line to defend peace could 
be summed up as follows: peaceful co-existence, or 
in other words peaceful co-existence consolidated by 
complete and general disarmament. 

UV1PROVEMENT OF RELATIONS BETWEEN 

COUNTRIES OF THE T\VO CAMPS 

Can there be Marxist-Leninists opposing the impro­
vement of relations tetween the socialist and capitalist 
countries, especially between the Soviet Cnion and 
the U.S.A. ? Actually they are whole-heartedly longing 
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and unremiitingly struggling for this improvement, 
regarding it as one of the aspects of the struggle for 
world peace. The difficulties to solve this problem do 
not rest with the socialist countries. If the relations 
between a number of socia list countries and many 
capitalist countries cannot be so far improved and 
normalized, for example between the U.S.A. and the 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam, between the U.S_A_ 
and People's China, between the U.S.A. and Cuba, 
etc. it is mainly due to the aggressive and bellicose 
policies toward to the socialist countries, pursued 
by the capitalist countries. Concerning the relations 
between the socialist and capitalist countries, 
especially between the Soviet Union and the U.S.A_, 
the Marxist-Leninists are opposed onlv to the 
following viewpoints: . 

First, that co-operation would be possible between 
the U.S.A. and the Soviet union for the defence of 
peace, and that if that co-operation were realized, the 
danger of war could be removed because anyone who 
wants to start war would recoil immediatelv at the 
least warning of these two powers. This vie\\~point is 
obviously erroneous because it regards the U.S.A., the 
enemy No. I of peace, as the champion No. I of peace, 
a pursuer of the common goal of defending peace like 
the socialist countries and the peace-loving peoples 
the world over while holding in contempt the role of 
the world people in the defence of peace. 

The co-operation of the Soviet Union with the U.S.A. 
to fight the fascists in World War II cannot be taken 
as a proof of the possibility of concrete co-operation 
between them for peace at the present time. In World 
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War II, the contradictions between the imperialist 
countries, in practice more acute than those between 
the Soviet Union and the imperialist countries, 
pitted the imperialist countries against one another, 
hence the alliance of the U.S.A. and other imperialist 
countries with the Soviet Union to fight the German­
Italian-Japanese fascist imperialist clique. While ally­
ing with the Soviet Union, the U.S.A. did not cease to 
pursue its own scheme, leaving no stone unturned to 
weaken the Soviet Union and eventually annihilate 
it. At present the situation is not the same; moreover 
the U.S.A. has become the topmost imperialist, the 
centre of international reaction, the main bulwark of 
the aggressive and warlike forces, the enemy No. I of 
world peace. Hence there can be no peace through the 
co-operation with U.S. imperialism. Peace can become 
true only by means of joining all forces to oppose U.S. 
imperialism. 

Second, that agreements between the heads of 
various countries, especially between the great powers, 
would solve the international issues determining the 
destiny of mankind. It is clear that this viewpoint 
stems from subjective idealism, because according to 
the tenets of historical materialism, the problems 
determining the destiny of mankind can be solved 
only through class struggles and revolutionary strug' 
gles wa ged by the masses of people and not through 
(he agreements between individuals. 11 the peoples in 
all countries were to believe in it, fhey would renounce 
class struggles and revolutionary struggles and 
remain in passive expectation. More, this viewpoint 
decks U.S. imperialism with ideals and a historic role 
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which it has not, because, far from having a historic 
role in speeding up the development of society, U.S. 
imperialism is the main object of the struggle waged 
by the world people to solve the issues determining 
the destiny of mankind. 

Third, that it would be possible to create a confi­
dence between the socialist and capitalist camps by 
means of prettifying and extolling U.S. imperialism 
instead of opposing it and laying bare its face. 

Some allege that however strongly we lay bare the 
face of imperialism, it cannot be wiped out and does 
not renounce its bellicose policy. They say that to 
enjoy peace, to oppose imperialism and finally wipe 
it out, we must have real forces, economic forces 
and modern weapons; and these real forces cannot be 
created by means of cursing imperialism, but by work­
ing hard. 

Here the problem is not that whether or not the 
socialist countries must endeavour to develop their 
economy and build up their national defence potential, 
and equip their armies with weapons, including 
nuclear weapons, in accordance with the reqUirements 
of modern military technique. The problem to be made 
clear is how imperialism should be exterminated, and 
what is to be done to smash its warlike schemes. 

Is it true that the socialist camp needs only to have 
many and powerful nuclear weapons to make impe­
rialism give up its warlike.policies and weapons, and 
withdraw from the historical arena. To pin one's hope 
on this is a mere illusion. 

It is true that the socialist camp needs only to sur­
pass the capitalist camp in overall industrial and 
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agricultural production and in per capita output to 
make imperialism give up its warlike policies and 
weapons and withdraw of its own free will from the 
historical arena? This viewpoint is also an illusion, 
and in practice it denies revolution. 

To have peace, the main thing is to rely on the 
struggle of the masses against imperialism and its 
aggressive and bellicose policies in order to frustrate 
the latter. Imperialism will be eliminated not by 
nuclear weapons but by the revolution put up by the 
masses. And this revolution does not wait until the 
socialist camp surpasses the capitalist camp in overall 
production and per capita output, to break out. The 
October Revolution has ushered in the period of col· 
lapse of imperialism. Since then conditions have been 
created for the peoples of various countries successi­
vely to make revolution, especially since World War II, 
these conditions have multiplied with every passing 
day for revolutions to break out and triumph. 

To help the masses of people resolutely struggle 
against imperialism and its aggressive and warlike 
policies, and rise up to make revolution and eliminate 
it, we must lay bare its true face, especially that of 
U.S. imperialism, stir up the world people's hatred for 
its aggressive and warlike policies, and its domination 
in general. 

Some people have gone so far as to say that the 
struggle against the imperialist bellicose policies con­
sists mainly in always keeping ready for combat the 
socialist camp's rockets and nuclear weapons and that 
this is a condition sufficient' to discourage imperialism. 
In their opinion once this is done, the wisest policy is 
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to use mild \\wds in dealing with imperialism. This 
viewpoint is also entirely erroneous. Naturally the 
socialist camp is the bulwark of world peace but the 
might of the socialist camp alone is not sufficient to 
frustrate the warlike policies of imperialism. To this 
end, there must be a struggle put up by the broad 
masses of people outside the socialist camp. It is clear 
that the extolling of the U.S. imperialists' "good will 
for peace" only weakens that struggle because it 
makes the masses of Reople in all countries ground­
lessly pin their hopes on the imperialists' good will 
for peace. To weaken this struggle is tantamount to 
encourage the imperialists to intensify their prepara­
tions for war. Regarding the socialist countries, the 
national defence potential consists not only of rockets 
and nuclear weapons, but its determining factor is 
the morale of the people and army. The blustering 
propaganda for the U.S. imperialists' "good will for 
peace" only weakens the opposition to imperialism, 
and the revolutionary militancy of the people and 
army, and is tantamount to fundamentally weakening 
the national defence of the socialist camp, thus encou­
raging imperialism in its aggressive and bellicose 
schemes. 

NEGOTIATIONS, COMPROMISES, 

CONCESSIONS, SACRIFICES 

So far in the course of its struggle, the proletariat 
is used to negotiate with the bourgeoisie and other 
enemy classes to reach definite goals. However it 
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never regards negotiation as a unique or highest 
method of struggle, but only as the outcome of real 
struggle. To what extent this outcome can reach is a 
question resting with the state of real struggle. What 
cannot be reached in real struggle cannot be hoped 
for in negotiation. 

Today in their struggle for peace, the Marxist­
Leninists never refuse to negotiate with imperialism, 
but they do not regard negotiation as the highest and 
most effective method which by itself can solve various 
issues. They hold that only by relying on the struggle 
of the masses can negotiation come out successful, 
hence, the struggle of the masses should not be weak­
ened for the sake of negotiation. It will be harmful to 
peace and negotiation will come to no success if the 
masses are made to believe too much in the effecti­
veness of the negotiation J::etween the heads of states 
to the extent that they have illusions on it, passively 
wait for its outcome, and slacken their struggle 
against the imperialists' aggressive and warlike 
policies. 

Some hold the view that today negotiation has 
become a method of decisive importance because there 
are only two roads to solve international issues: 
either to negotiate or to kindle a nuclear war. But 
such is not the reality. Since World War II impe­
rialism has prepared for a nuclear war and simulta­
neously held negotiations, but have not used these 
means to solve the issues between them and the peo­
ples in all countries for which purpose they have used 
local wars or "special wars" instead. On the people's 
side, they have had to wage a revolutionary struggle 
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to solve the issues between them and imperialism, 
some of which were solved through struggle and not 
negotiation, for example the Chinese people drove the 
u.S. imperialists out of the Chinese continent, others 
had gone through long-term struggles before being 
solved through negotiation, such as the withdrawal of 
French imperialism from Vietnam. 

Some others say that today negotiation has become 
a method of decisive importance because it now relies 
on the balance of forces advantageous to the socialist 
camp, and that in conditions of the latter. having 
supremacy in nuclear weapons, it is very poss!J::le that 
imperialism will accept negotiation for fear of bemg 
destroyed. The Marxist-Leninists esteem that in lead­
ing negotiation with the imperialists, it cannot be hoped 
that our menace of a nuclear war will compel them to 
make concessions because they are well aware that 
the socialist camp will never be the first to use nuclear 
weapons, and will never use nuclear war to force them 
into making concessions if they refuse to do so in 
negotiation. Therefore, to use the nuclear menace and 
on this pretext, to raise negotiation to the level of a 
solelv Leninist method in our era, and to hold in con­
temp-t the struggle of the masses, thereby weakening 
this struggle, is in practice, not only an illusion but 
also a dangerous line. 

In class struggles, compromises and mutual conces­
sions are unavoidable. It is likewise in the struggle 
for peace. But Marxism-Leninism requires that a diffe­
rence must be made between prinCipled and unprin­
cipled compromises. 
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If the danger of a nuclear war which would destroy 
all mankind is taken as a pretext to regard the pre· 
servation of life as the highest principle, and hence, 
any concession to imperialism is regarded as a prin­
cipled compromise provided it helps check a nuclear 
war because it satisfies the highest principle which is 
to preserve the life of mankind, and is only a capitu­
lation of life to death and not to anyone else ... , in 
practice such a viewpoint has gone teyond the limit 
of principled compromises. This Viewpoint is harmful 
to the fundamental and durable interests of revolution 
and in practice only encourages the imperialists "to 
take an ell once they see that they are given an inch" 
and to become ever more arrogant. In essence this is 
a viewpoint leading to class capitulation. Is it possible 
to invoke a number of Lenin's policies when he had to 
sign the Brest-Litovsk treaty, in order to plead for 
this viewpoint of unprincipled compromise? At that 
time the Soviet Union had just completed the October 
Revolution, its forces were very weak, the Soviet 
power not yet consolidated, hence it had to take 
advantage of the contradictions between the imperial­
ist countries, sought ways and means at all costs to 
win time for the consolidation of the Soviet power, 
and preparation of forces to cope with the coming 
imperialist attacks. At that time Lenin's policy of 
exchanging a great concession for a temporary peace 
was the only correct principled policy because only by 
so doing could he then defend the fundamental and 
durable interests of revolution. The present situation 
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is altogether different. The socialist camp alone is 
powerful enough to cope victoriously with and return 
deadly blows to the imperialists if they frenziedly 
attack it. The movement of struggle of the peoples 
outside the socialist camp, is deep-going and more 
powerful than ever tefore. In this situation, it is 
wrong to copy exactly the policy Lenin had to apply 
when signing the Brest-Litovsk treaty. Is it possible 
to recall the directives Lenin gave afterwards to plead 
for the viewpoint of unprincipled compromise? It is 
true that in 1921, after defeating the foreign invaders 
and the traitors at home, Lenin said, "To maintain 
peace for which we had to pay such a high price, we 
are ready to make the greatest concession and 
sacrifices".* 

But for whose sake did Lenin make these conces­
sions and sacrifices? For the sake of the peoples who 
had been dominated by the Tsar, and were given back 
independence by the Soviet power, and not for impe­
rialism; Lenin also said that we are ready to make 
the greatest concessions and sacrifices, but not what· 
ever concessions and sacrifices, and not indefinitely. 

To say that Lenin's aforesaid directives mean th.,t 
he advised the communists to be always ready to 
make the greatest concessions and sacrifice, to impe­
rialism for the sake of peace, is to distort his ideas. 

* LEl':IN Ninth Congress of the Russian Soviet. 
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND DISARMAMENT 

Nuclear weapons have an unheard-of destructive 
force. If the imperialists were adventurous enough to 
kindle a nuclear war, it would cause untold sufferings 
to the world people. 

The appearance of nuclear weapons and inter-con­
tinental ballistic missiles capable of carrying nuclear 
war heads, has brought about deep changes in military 
strategy and tactics. But has it deprived the most 
fundamental laws of war and peace of their effecti­
veness? It has not. Today the masses of people 
remain the determining factor in war. The more 
complex the military art, and the more destructive the 
weapons, the greater, and not the lesser, the role of 
man in war. For in the direction and use of 
various war means, however high the degree of me­
chanization and automation, etc., man remains in the 
end the maker and user of these means. For today it 
is not that man ceases to be a support in the prepa­
ration for, conducting of and gaining war; on the 
contrary he must be relied upon, manpower and 
wealth must be mobilized not in small quantity but to 
a degree higher than ever before, and the mocilization 
involves not only tens but hundreds of millions of 
people. Hence the view holding that today the masses 
playa negative or secondary role in the opposition to 
imperialist War and the frustration of imperialist 
schemes, is a wrong view contrary to reality. 

For this reason, it is absurd and idealistic to 
hold that today an individual can start a war to 
eliminate all mankind. It is still more so as a class 
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will never give the right of its phYSical annihilation 
to a man when it knows that to start a nuclear war 
means to commit suicide. 

Today the principle that war is the continuation of 
politics, and the principle on the just and unjust war 
still hold true. For these last twenty years the local 
or "special" aggressive wars kindled cy the imperial­
ists and the revolutionary wars and liberation wars 
carried on by the peoples of various countries have 
proved this reality. Theoretically speaking those who 
deny these principles have made at least one mistake 
which lies in their failure to realize that though there 
exist possibilities of preventing a world war, so long 
as imperialism exists, certainly there can break out 
aggressive and counter-revolutionary wars kindled 
by the imperialists, and liberation wars and revolu­
tionary wars put up by the people. 

For nearly 20 years now, the U.S. imperialists and 
their clique have brought into full play their propa' 
ganda machinery to sow among the peoples of various 
countries a psychology of terror with regard to 
nuclear weapons. Their perfidious scheme is to use 
the nuclear blackmail in an attempt to suppress the 
revolutionary militancy of the oppressed peoples and 
nations, and make the peoples of the socialist coun­
tries abandon their task of giving assistance to that 
struggle. The task of the Marxist-Leninists is to lay 
bare the nature of this nuclear blackmail, not to fear 
it and play into the imperialists' hand. It is true that 
the destructive power of nuclear weapons is appal­
ling. But it is not that these weapons have no reverse, 
hence though the imperialists always brandish them 
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to menace other people, they cannot use them of their 
free will, and unleash them at any time. For, first they 
must think of the seething indignation of the world 
people against their' acominable crime; second, they 
are not the only ones to have these weapons, they 
must think that they will be also attacked by these 
weapons; if they want to annihilate others, they will 
be annihilated too; third, their objective when kind· 
ling a war is to oppress and exploit other people, 
plunder the resources of other countries; if a nuclear 
war is kindled, the destructive power of nuclear 
weapons will prevent them from attaining their 
objectives. 

The reality of the past 20 years has proved this 
truth. Even at the time when the U.S. imperialists 
had the monopoly and supremacy in nuclear weapons 
and the means of delivering them, though they did 
everything in their power to reel back communism, 
they were pushed back successively in China, I(orea, 
Vietnam, they had to swallow their defeat without 
daring to use nuclear weapons. The factor which stays 
their hands is not as yet their fear of reprisals by. the 
socialist camp's nuclear weapons but of the indigna· 
tion of the world people which they had experienced 
when they dropped the first two nuclear bombs on 
Japan in World War II. It is precisely due to these 
reasons and afterwards due to the fact that the Soviet 
Union has beaten down their monopoly and supre­
macy in nuclear weapons and the means of their 
delivery, that as aforesaid the U.S. imperialists had 
to change their strategy. Also due tei the aco\(e·men· 
tioned reason, we believe that if the world people 
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continue their resolute and consistent struggle, they 
wil! be able to compel the imperialists to sign a pact 
completely banning the nuclear weapons. The road 
leading to this goal is stil! hard because at present 
the imperialist countries, instead of destroylllg 
nuclear weapons, are intensifying their production; 
hOlwever the complete ball of nuclear weapons is a 
real possibility. 

Nevertheless, the serious danger of a nuclear war 
stil! persists; moreover, the peoples of various 
countries must think of another possibility: what 
would the situation be if the imperialists defying 
everything, adventurously start a nuclear war? It is 
clear that to avoid the havoc of a nuclear war, the 
world people have only one road: to make any sacri· 
fices and resolutely to rise up and make revolution in 
order timely to eliminate imperialism. And in order 
to react timely in this eventuality, right now they 
must be ready; the struggle against the danger of a 
nuclear war must be carried on in a correct spirit so 
that the people may translate their hatred for the 
aggressive and bel!icose imperialists into a firm 
determination to rise up and eliminate it when 
necessary . . 

Tae 1960 Moscow Statement pointed out clearly: 
"Should the imperialist maniacs start war, the 
peoples will sweep capitalism out of existence and 
cury it." 

Obviously today the world peoples have a1l possibi­
lities to destroy - and will certainly destroy­
nuclear weapons. The allegations holding that today 
the masses are helpless because nuclear weapons will 
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destroy them, that mankind can be annihilated by 
nuclear weapons, are idealistic, extremely pessimistic 
and groundless ones. The allegations that no one 
would come out victorious of a modern war, are 
extremely dangerous defaitist ones. Can the allega­
tions of that type raise the determination and mili. 
tancy of the peoples of various countries, and of the 
armies and peoples of the socialist countries? And do 
they not in practice encourage the warlike ideas of 
the imperialists? 

We are determined in our struggle to compel the 
imperialists to carry out disarmament and sign a pact 
completely banning nuclear weapons. Today as in the 
past, the Marxist·Leninists regard the disarmament 
slogan (in the sense of armament reduction) as a 
militant slogan against the aggressive and bellicose 
policies of the imperialists. The 1960 Moscow State' 
ment wrote that it is necessary to carryon a struggle 
against the bellicose and aggressive forces for ever 
larger-scale disarmament, "strive perseveringly to 
achieve tangible results - the banning of the testing 
and manufacture of nuclear weapons, the abolition of 
military blocs and war bases on foreign soil and a 
substantial reduction of armed forces and armaments, 
all of which should pave the way to general disarma. 
ment. Through an active, determined struggle by the 
socialist and other peace-loving countries, by the 
international working class and the large masses in 
all countries, it is possible to isolate the aggressive 
circles, foil the arms race and war preparations, and 
force the imperialists into an agreement on general 
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disarmament." This deals with the struggle· for 
disarmament, or in other terms, for general disarma­
ment (also in the sense of armament reduction) which 
the Marxist-Leninists are carrying on together with 
the world people. 

As for general disarmament, that is the problem of 
a world without weapons and army, it can be carried 
out only when imperialism is wiped out of the life of 
human society. As armies and weapons are tools 
essentially to maintain imperialist domination, espe· 
cially in the present stage of general capitalist crisis, 
imperialism will never of its free will throwaway 
all its weapons and disband its armies because it will 
never willingly withdraw from the historical arena. 
How should we understand the view holding that the 
world people will compel imperialism to throwaway 
all its weapons and disband its armies? But let us 
pose the question: if the world people are strong 
enough to compel imperialism to do this, are they not 
strong enough to eliminate imperialism? And if they 
are already strong enough to eliminate imperialism, 
why don't they do this instead of only compelling 
imperialism to throwaway weapons? Therefore, it is 
a groundless viewpoint to hold that there is no need 
of eliminating imperialism I;y revolution and that 
even while imperialism exists, complete and general 
disarmament can be carried out and a world without 
weapons and armies will come into existence. More­
over to make the world people pin all their hopes of 
peace, national independence, build-up of a national 
economy and socialism, etc., on the realization of 
complete and general disarmament is to lead them 
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onto a wrong path harmful to the struggle against 
aggressive and bellicose imperialism, and to the 
defence of peace. 

It is also a wrong "iewpoint when asking why the 
conventional weapons which are not so dangerous as 
nuclear weapons cannot be done away with if imperial· 
ism can be made to destroy nuclear weapons. As W'e 

have said, compared with conventional weapons, 
nuclear weapons are more effective in one respect : 
their destructive power; but at the same time they are 
less effedive in the other: their utilization cannot 
serve the imperialist goal as effectively as conventional 
weapons. Therefore we have clearly pointed out the 
reason why the imperialists might be compelled to 
agree with the banning of the nuclear weapons while 
they refuse to destroy the conventional weapons. 

While the imperialists are feverishly stepping up 
arms race - and arms race in nuclear weapons -
the intensification by the socialist camp of its defence 
potential, including the conquest at all costs of the 
supremacy in nuclear weapons, is most necessary for 
its self-defence and the defence of world peace. The 
production of nuclear weapons by the socialist coun­
tries and their conquest at all costs of the supremacy 
in these w'eapons are a most necessary adion whic~ 
is however done reluctantly. For when the imperialist 
countries with the nuclear weapons in their posses· 
sion, are threatening to destroy the socialist countries 
with these weapons, if the socialist camp does not 
have nuclear weapons and the supremacy in these 
weapons, the imperialists might adventurously kindle 
a war against the socialist camp. For this reason, our 
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Party has time and again declared that our Party and 
people are profoundly grateful to the Soviet Union 
people who have endured many sacrifices, to develop 
their wisdom and talent to deprive the capitalist camp 
of its monopoly and supremacy in nuclear weapons. 

If the socialist countries are compelled to have 
nuclear weapons, it is to defend themselves and world 
peace, and to make the imperialists more heedful so 
that they dare not adventurously attack the socialist 
camp. Nuclear weapons in the hands of the socialist 
countries are for self-defence, the socialist countries 
will never be the first to Use nuclear weapons. They 
u'se them only in absolute necessity to offer a counter­
offensive against the imperialists if the latter fren­
ziedly attack the socialist countries with nuclear 
weapons. 

The Marxist-Leninists in the socialist countries 
never fear the imperialist nuclear t1ackmail, never 
carry out a line of unprincipled compromise with the 
imperialists for fear of that blackmail, and abandon 
their international tasks. At the same time they never 
allow themselves to resort to the nuclear blackmail, 
as the imperialists have done, not only is it impermis­
sible for them to use the nuclear blackmail adventu­
rously in order to bargain with the imperialists, but 
also they cannot allow themselves to tune with the 
allegation of the imperialists who use the nuclear 
blackmail to prevent the oppressed peoples in various 
countries and nations from waging a revolution 
against imperialism, and the peoples of the socialist 
countries from supporting this revolution. 
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It cannot be said that only the possession by the 
socialist camp of the supremacy in nuclear weapons 
is sufficient to discourage the bellicose imperialisb, 
smash their war plan, and compel them to give up 
their warlike policy. Moreover, it is impossible to say 
that the possession by one socialist country alone, of 
nuclear weapons, is already a shield strong enough 
to protect the whole socialist camp against the attack 
of imperialists. It is still more so to say that the 
possession by one socialist country, of the nuclear 
weapons is sufficient to win peace without the neces­
sity of the unity of the socialist camp. 

With regard to a nuclear war, it is clear that the 
possession of nuclear weapons by two biggest coun­
tries of the socialist camp, will be effective in making 
the imperialist maniacs more heedful than when only 
one of them has these weapons. At present, there is 
not only the danger of a nuclear war, but also the 
danger of a big war between the two camps with con­
ventional weapons. We must take into consideration 
this possibility: the imperialists will start a war with 
conventional weapons, and use nuclear weapons only 
as a blackmail, and if they do not use nuclear weap­
ons, is there a reason for the socialist camp to use 
them? And in this eventuality, it is clear that the 
nuclear shield of a socialist country alone is not suffi­
cient to stay the imperialists' hands. What make them 
thoughtful and cautious and prevents them from 
adventurously starting a war with conventional 
weapons against the socialist camp, is precisely the 
unity of the peoples and armies of the socialist camp 
as a whole. If this unity does not exist, the imperial-
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ists feel that they are more encouraged. Therefore any 
action sabotaging the unity of the socialist camp will 
increase the danger of war. 

REVOLUTION AND PEACE 

Here we do not deal with the whole problem of 
relation between revolutionary struggle and the 
struggle for peace; we only speak of the influence of 
the former on the latter. The Marxist-Leninists hold 
that revolutionary struggle and the struggle for peace 
are closely interrelated. This relation can be summed 
up in three aspects: 

I. The struggle for peace is an anti-imperialist 
struggle in many respects, but on the upshot the pro­
blem whether peace can be maintained, whether it is 
possible to prevent imperialism from unleashing a 
new world war is basically decided by the balance of 
force in the world arena. linceasingly to weaken the 
imperialist force of aggression and war and to 
strengthen the force of peace, is the most basic way to 
defend peace. That is why the revolutionary move­
ments for national liberation in Asia, Africa and Latin 
America and the revolutionary struggles of peoples 
of other countries are the huge forces to weaken impe­
rialism, hence the huge forces to defend world peace. 

This has precisely been substantiated by the revo­
lutionary struggle of our compatriots in South 
Vietnam. Since long the U.S. imperialists and their 
henchmen have frenziedly built South Vietnam into 
a military base to attack the socialist camp. They even 

49 

-~ 

-~-~-~--.----------------II 



d 
II' ' , i 

"~, 

elaborated a plan to "march to the North", made 
their troops ready to attack the North of our country 
and threatened to bring the war to South-East Ash. 
However, from the time the revolutionary movement 
developed strongly in the South, their plan to "march 
to the North" was upset and they have been compel­
led to disperse their forces in order to cope with the 
situation in the South, and the revolutionary struggle 
of our compatriots there is directly effective in smash­
ing the U.S. imperialists' plan of bringing the war 
to North Vietnam and South-East Asia and in defend­
ing peace in this region. Of course the imperialists 
and their henchmen have not relinquished their plan 
of carrying the war to the North, therefore our 
northern people must constantly heighten their 
vigilance. 

If we recognize that the recent appearance of the 
possibility of preventing a new world war is due to 
the radical change in the balance of force in the world 
and this change is the outcome of anti-imperialist 
revolutions, it is clear that the triumph of these revo­
lutions (including the revolutions leading to the 
establishment of the socialist camp) has created the 
possibility to defend world peace in our era. Today, the 
revolutions remain the most important factor to main­
tain and strengthen this possibility. 

Naturally, to secure peace it is necessary to have 
a skilful tactics. But this tactics will be beneficial to 
peace only when it relies on the ever increasing 
strength of the forces fighting against imperialism and 
for peace and on the gradua I decline of the force of 
aggression and war. 
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2. No possibility of preYenting world war existed 
prior to World War II; the revolutionary movement 
of peoples of various countries was not so strong as it 
is today. That is why the watchword of Marxist­
Leninists was to turn the unavoidable imperialist war 
into revolutionary civil war and in case the imperial­
ists kindled war, to rOUse the p"-oples of imperialist 
countries to turn their guns against the ruling class, 
seize power for the people and abolish the imperialists' 
rule, thereby putting an end to the war. 

Today owing to the high tide of the revolutionary 
movement of peoples of various countries, the problem 
is different. Today there is great possibility to make 
the revolution to overthrow imperialism and prevent 
in time a new world war if ever it is unleashed by 
imperialism. 

To say that today it is possible to prevent a new 
world war does not mean that the possibility of 
kindling a new world war and the threat of this war 
exists no more. Of course, with the intensification of 
the struggle for peace it is possible to reduce the 
threat of war and to consolidate peace; however, so 
long as imperialism exists on a certain scale, and still 
has a certain war potentiality, there cannot be com­
plete guarantee that it will not provoke a new world 
war. That is why in case the ruling class of certain 
imperialist countries, riding roughshod over every­
thing, is so daring as to ignite war, the only way to 
prevent war is that the peoples of these countries 
should not flinch from any sacrifice and should stand 
up resolutely and make the revolution to overthrow 
the imperialist ruling class before they would kindle 
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this war. Otherwise there is no other way to stop war. 
Such a situation requires of course, a preparation in 
normal time; the struggle for peace at present should 
be waged with a very resolute anti-imperialist revo­
lutionary spirit. 

3. The possibility to prevent a world war does not 
mean that the threat of this war can be definit~ly 
averted. Should the present struggle for peace not be 
developed to the extent that the threat of a world war 
can be definitely removed there will not be full gua­
rantee that a new world war will not flare up and at 
present world peace cannot be regarded as a lasting 
one. Therefore, the path to defend peace at all costs 
is the path toward the definitive suppression of the 
threat of world war. Today conditions are available 
to attain this goaL This situation is different from that 
prior to World War II. What condition is required to 
ban definitively the threat of a world war? This con­
dition was clearly mentioned in the Moscow Statc· 
ment. We think that the condition to avert definite Iv 
world war cannot be the general and complete disar-­
mament carried out by imperialism - because its 
nature cannot be changed and the imperialists are 
never willing to withdraw from the historical arena­
but the non-existence of imperialist domination at 
least in the leading imperialist countries at present. 
This condition may be created only by the revolution 
overthrowing imperialism. This condition, formerly 
non-existent, has become now a real possibility pre­
cisely because since the end of World War II, the 
world has been witnessing a continuous high revolu­
tionary upsur~e of various peoples, especially of the 
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peopes in Asia, Africa and Latin America. This move­
ment has hammered and is hammering at imperialism 
from all sides; it has shattered great parts of the im­
perialists' rule; it has repelled imperialism gradually, 
defeated it piecemeal and is on the way to eliminate it 
once for alL For this reason, the revolutionary strug­
gle to overthrow imperialism is the only way leading 
to a lasting peace. Therefore though the struggle for 
peace waged at present is mainly a democratic 
struggle, yet it is necessary and possible to develop 
it into the revolutions to overthrow imperialism where 
conditions are available. 

As for suppressing definitively the social cause of 
all kinds of war, it is necessary to abolish imperialism 
completely as pointed out in the Moscow Statement 
in 1960. 

In a word, the triumph of the anti-imperialist revo­
lutions has changed the balance of force in the world 
arena, thereby creating the possibility to prevent a 
new world war, and to defend world peace. The anti­
imperialist revolution will be effective in increasing 
the possibility to defend peace and will be the huge 
force to defend peace. These revolutions will stop 
short the new world wars in time, if ever the impe­
rialists attempt to unleash them. The revolutions con­
tinue to suppress the imperialist rule step by step, and 
will, at a certain time, create a new world situation 
free from the threat of world war. When imperialism 
is entirely wiped out by the revolution, all kinds of 
war will disappear from social life. 
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PEACEFUL CO-EXISTENCE BETWEEN 

COUNTRIES WITH DIFFERENT POLITICAL 

AND SOCIAL SYSTEMS 

The policy of peaceful co-existence was put forth by 
Lenin. The policy of peaceful co-existence of the 
socialist countries lies on two bases. 

The first basis is co-existence, the inevitable co-exist­
ence between the socialist and the capitalist countries 
throughout a historical period, the period of transition 
from capitalism to socialism on a world-wide scale. 
Owing to the law of uneven development of proleta­
rian revolution in different countries - the law discov­
ered by Lenin - the proletarian revolution cannot 
triumph simultaneously in all countries at a time, but, 
at the beginning only in a few countries or in one 
country and continues to triumph in others; in the 
meantime the remaining countries are either capi­
talist or pre-capitalist. These remaining capitalist 
countries are not capable of annihilating the newly 
born socialist countries. Hence this co-existence ap­
pears as an indispensable objective reality, inevitable 
between countries with different political and social 
systems. 

The second basis of the peaceful co-existence policy 
is the nature of the socialist system, which engender~ 
the peaceful foreign policy of the socialist countries. 

The imperialists are never willing to co-exist peace­
fully with the socialist countries. They seek every way 
and means to annihilate the socialist countries and 
only when all their means are exhausted without 
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yielding any positive result are they compelled to 
co-exist with the socialist countries. For this reason, 
in the course of history, the relation between the 
socialist and the capitalist countries bears in itself 
many states - from the state of total war to that of 
peaceful co-existence - and between these two states, 
there exist a great many intermediate states such as 
the states in which the imperialist countries ignite 
local armed contlicts, unleash commando raids to 
sabotage the socialist countries, indulge in subversive 
activities, run economic blockades and pursue a policy 
of non-recognition of the socialist countries. Formerly 
the Soviet Union faced the same state. It was the 
same with other socialist countries born after World 
War II. 

The peaceful co-existence policy of the socialist 
countries is precisely to seek means to discard all 
other states and to create the state of peaceful co­
existence between the socialist and the imperialist 
countries. 

This policy is applied not only to the imperialist 
countries but also to the nationalist and the capitalist 
countries in general. Its content has been gradually 
developed in the practical conditions of the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries according to the 
change in the balance of force on the internation~1 
arena. In the present world situation it is possible to 
co-exist peacefully under the following conditions: 

- Implementation of the fin principles of peaceful 
co-existence and the ten principles of the Bandung 
conference. 
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- Development of trade, cultural and scientific 
relations. 

- Settlement of conflicts between nations through 
negotiations. 

Only by a resolute and persevering struggle of the 
socialist camp, the working class and tOiling people 
of imperialist countries, the national-liberation move­
ment and other forces of peace against imperialism, 
to thwart all its schemes of annihilation and destruc­
tion of the socialist countries, are the imperialists 
compelled to agree to co-exist peacefully, which they 
never accept of their free will. Once peaceful co-exist­
ence was secured, a tireless struggle should be con­
tinued to smash all the imperialists' attempts and acts 
of sabotage in order to maintain the state of peaceful 
co-existence. 

It is clear that the struggle for peaceful co-existence 
is but a part of the struggle for peace; it is clear that 
we cannot consider the whole policy on the defence of 
peace as only one part of the policy of peaceful 
co-existence, nor ascribe the whole foreign policy of 
the socialist countries to the peaceful co-existence 
policy because apart from peaceful co-existence with 
countries having differing political and social sys­
tems, the foreign policy of the socialist countries 
involves the mutual co-operation with and assistance 
to other socialist countries in a comradely spirit and 
the wholehearted support and help afforded to the 
movement for revolutionary struggle of the peoples 
and nations outside the socialist camp. 

While grudgingly accepting the policy of peaceful 
co-existence of the socialist camp, the imperialists 
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never give up their policy of oppression, exploitation, 
aggression and war. That is why the policy of peace­
ful co·existence will turn into an impracticable policy 
if it contains such provisions as : both sides shall be 
resolved to give up all attempts at making war, and to 
throwaway their weapons; they shall carry out only 
economic competition and ideological struggle in a 
spirit of mutual confidence and all-round co·operation, 
and entirely suppress the cold war and world tension, 
etc. Moreover, it would be a greater illusion to think 
that a peaceful cO'existence with such a content would 
possibly to be reached through negotiations, and a 
much greater illusion still if peaceful co-existence i~ 
regarded as the fundamental road leading to a world 
without army. weapon and war or to socialism on a 
world-wide scale. As we have analysed it. such a 
peaceful co-existence policy stems from the erroneous 
prerequisites that imperialism has changed in nature 
and that. due to the emergence of nuclear weapon. it 
has relinquished its policy of war and aggression and 
adopted of its free will the peaceful co-existence policy. 

Peaceful co·existence among the nations with dif­
fering systems and revolutionary struggles are related 
to one another. The role of revolutionary struggles is 
to weaken imperialism and compel it to scatter its 
forces to face the situation everywhere and not to 
concentrate them to oppose the socialist countries; by 
their victories, revolutionary struggles strengthen the 
force of the socialist camp and. consequently create 
more favourable conditions for the struggle for 
peacefUl co-existence. Conversely. the peaceful co­
existence policy of the socialist countries paves the 
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way for the development of their force, contributes tu 
expose the aggressive and warlike policy of imperial­
ism, musters a great force against this policy, isolates 
imperialism further, thereby it is advantageous to the 
revolutionary struggle of the world's people. There­
fore, parallel with the struggle for peaceful co-exist­
ence between the countries with differing political 
and social systems it is necessary to step up the revo­
lutionary struggles of the world's people and oppress­
ed nations. This is advantageous to the defence of 
world peace. 

A correct policy on peaceful co-existence is a part 
of the struggle for peace. Conversely, an incorrect 
policy on peaceful co-existence not only fails to con­
tribute actively to the struggle for peace but is harm­
ful to it. This policy will not serve peace if it is given 
an unpractical content because it makes the masses 
forsake their correct goal to run after an illusion. 

The "peaceful co-existence" policy will be harmful 
to peace if one believes that it can be materialized 
through negotiations and concessions between the 
heads of big powers without waging an anti-impe­
rialist struggle, because this is to paralyse the people's 
will to carry out this struggle. 

The "peaceful co-existence" policy will be harmful to 
peace if one thinks that peaceful co-existence does not 
imply political struggles but is a state in which 
economic competition and ideological struggle will 
become the decisive factor of class struggle on the 
international arena; if peaceful co-existence is under­
stood as mutual confidence and all-round co-operation 
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between the big powers and considered as the unique 
and best means to solve every problem deciding the 
destiny of mankind, and as the highest form of class 
struggle in the world; if peaceful co-existence is con­
sidered as the foundation of the common line of the 
international communist movement; if it is further­
more considered as a policy imposed on the oppressed 
nations and classes in their relationship with impe­
rialism; if all the successes scored by the world's 
people in their revolutionary struggle after World 
War II are groundlessly ascribed to one cause: peace­
ful co-existence; if it is considered as an opposition 
to all kinds of wars, etc.; this is because, in essence, 
the above-mentioned viewpoints aim at suppressing 
and opposing revolutionary struggle under the cloak 
of "peaceful co-existence". 

"Peaceful co-existence" will be harmful to peace if it 
is regarded as the common line of the foreign policy 
of the socialist countries; if it is alleged that peaceful 
co-existence will enable the socialist countries to influ­
ence the evolution of the society, mainly by economic 
construction; if the most important conditions for 
peaceful co-existence is absolutely to forbid the assist­
ance given to peoples of various countries to make 
the revolution, because this is to "export the revolu­
tion". The essence of these viewpoints is to demand 
the socialist countries to relinquish their international 
duty of helping correctly the movement for revolu­
tionary struggle of the world's people in the name of 
peaceful co-existence. 
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CONCLUSION 

The peace policy of Marxism-Leninism is a positive 
policy which attacks unremittingly and weakens th~ 
aggressive and bellicose imperialists, first the U.S. 
imperialists and their henchmen and constantly 
strengthens the forces of peace. This is a sound policy 
to maintain peace, prevent a new world war and 
advance toward the complete suppression of the threat 
of a new world war. 

The peace policy of modern revisionism weakens the 
forces fighting against aggressive and warlike impe­
rialism, it encourages imperialism to step up war 
preparation. The modern revisionists are much afraid 
of war and long for peace, but objectively their policy 
will yield a result contrary to their expectation; this 
policy will not lead to peace but increase the threat 
of war. 

Therefore, those who cherish peace and are inter­
ested in stepping up the struggle for pe~ce, cannot 
take apart this struggle from the struggle against th~ 
dangerous peace policy upheld by modern revisionism. 
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SOME VIEWPOINTS 

ON WAR AND PEACE 

The problem of war and peace affects the fate of 
billions of people the world over. As the imperialists 
are frenziedly preparing for war, the peace of nations 
is now seriously threatened. Therefore the problem of 
war and peace becomes a burning topic of our time. 

The communists cannot remain indifferent to this 
daily concern of the broad masses; in all countries 
they are keen on studying and discussing it to find it 
a solution. While they seriously and frankly exchange 
views on this subject, the modern revisionists seek to 
worm their way in to indulge in provocation and 
division, to lay a smokescreen around this problem, 
mingle black and white, turn the truth upside down, 
distort Marxism-Leninism and carry out propaganda 
in favour of revisionism. That is why it is necessary 
for the time being to recall the fundamental view­
points of Marxism-Leninism on the problem of war 
and peace, apply them to the present world situation, 
clarify this problem and distinguish between black 
and white, and right and wrong. 
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SOllRCE AND CHARACTER OF WAR 

War is a social phenomenon. Like other phenomena 
it has a beginning and an end. The founders of Marx­
ism-Leninism clearly pointed out that war is a pro­
duct of a society divided into classes. It is a historical 
phenomenon of society; it appears concurrently with 
the system of private ownership of means of produc­
tion and the division of society into antagonistic 
classes. War depends on the mode of production and 
the class structure of society. The mode of production 
exerts a decisive influence on the method of conduct­
ing war. Only when antagonistic classes disappear 
, rom society will war disappear altogether. In the 
Manifesto or the Communist Party, Marx and Engel. 
said, "In proportion as the exploitation of one indivi­
dual by another is put an end to, the exploitation of 
one nation by another will also be put an end to. In 
proportion as the antagonism between classes within 
the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to an­
other will come to an end.·" The path of eradicating 
war is to wage revolution for the triumph of socialism 
and communism throughout the world. 

War is an organized armed conflict between various 
social classes or various states to attain a certain 
political or economic aim. Having no class, no state, 
the primitive communist regime experienced no war. 
When it had disintegrated, the system of private 
ownership of means of production made its appearance 

• I(. MARX and F. ENGELS, Selected Works. Foreil1n Lan-
2"ua~es Publishin2" Hause, Moscow, Vol. I. p. 51. 
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as the result of division of labour in society and 
brought about the emergence of classes and the 
formation of a State apparatus to defend the interests 
of the ruling class. Together with the State, the army 
came into being. War became a regular function- of 
the State which represented the interests of the 
exploiting class, and a means for the State to extend 
its sway and plunder the peoples of other countries. 

With the emergence of capitalism, wars have ex­
panded in size. The launching of aggressive wars 
against other countries to rob them of their raw 
materials and dirt-cheap manpower and turn them 
into consumption market is indispensable for' the 
development of capitalism. In the period of imperial­
ism, capitalism reaches its highest stage: the rule 
of the monopoly organizations and of finance capital 
is established, the export of capital is of utmost im­
portance, the world is partitioned by international 
trusts, the capitalist powers have finished parcelling 
the world. Monopoly capitalism has sharpened the 
contradictions inherent in capitalism. The« young" 
imperialist countries which had just come to the fore, 
realized that most of the colonies had been taken up 
by the "old" imperialist countries. They could not 
refrain from claiming their share. Imperialism ushered 
in an era of fierce struggle between the imperialist 
countries to redivide the world. The "under-developed" 
nations torn by these countries were compelled to rise 
against imperialism. The peoples of imperialist COUIl­

tries who could no longer let themselves exploited 
and used as cannon fodder, also stood up and strug­
gled against their rulers. That is why the period of 
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Imperialism is the period in which wars take an ever 
larger scale unknown in history. 

Wars draw their source from the social system 
having antagonistic classes in general, and capitalism 
and imperialism in particular. Where does- war stem 
from? The following formula worked out by Lenin 
is quite clear on this subject: "War = a tremendously 
profitable thing = immediate and inevitable product 
of capitalism." The modern revisionists repudiate 
these Marxist-Leninist viewpoints and seek by all 
means to conceal the real source of war. They hold 
that it lies in weapons, especially nuclear weapons. 
Hence for them, to combat war, it is necessary to 
oppose the use of weapons, to throwaway all kinds 
of weapons, and not to oppose imperialism and 
capitalism, and abolish the regime of exploitation of 
man by man. They maintain that the source of war 
is arms race. In the article" War is not inevi/aa/e", 
Tito wrote, "Experiences of the past show that all 
arms races inevitably lead to war." * The strength­
ening of national defence by the socialist countries 
to defend themselves is also considered by the revi­
sionists as "arms race", and therefore, as a source of 
war. They claim that the source of war is the forma­
tion of "blocs" in the world. In the same article, Tito 
wrote, "Blocs comprising many countries have been 
set up, hindering the implementation of the policy of 
co-existence and threatening the peace and independ­
ence of the peoples of various countries." The world 

* TITO; "War is not inevitable", R.eview Current Problems of 
Socialism published by the Yugoslaw News Agency, N! 52, 1959, 
p. 22. 

socialist system comprising the peace-loving countries 
which have cast off the capitalist yoke is considered 
by the revisionists as one of these "blocs" and is thus 
a source of war. The nations which are divided by 
imperialism such as Vietnam, Korea and Germany, 
are also considered by the revisionists a source of war. 
In the above-mentioned article Tito said, "Among the 
delicate questions resulting from World War II, one 
must enumerate first of all the division of the peoples 
of Germany, Korea and Vietnam, which has created 
new permanent hotbeds of international conflicts:' 
Each of these three countries is divided into two 
zones: one is occupied by the imperialists and the 
other, liberated, is now under socialist construction. 
The revisionists lump together the different social 
systems of these two zones and hold that the socialist 
countries such as the Democratic Republic of Vietnam. 
the Korean People's Democratic RepUblic, and the 
German Democratic Republic, are also "permanent 
hotbeds of international conflicts" and consequently 
a source of war. They also maintain that the fierce 
struggle put up by the oppressed peoples against the 
imperialists increases the danger of war. This is tanta­
mount to saying that the source of war is the oppressed 
peoples. All these assertions of the modern revisionists 
are aimed at misleading the world's people in their 
search of the real source of war. Only by finding this 
source can ccrrect measures be decided to oppose war 
and defend peace. If not, only erroneous measures 
would certainly come out and spoil this struggle. It 
is obvious that by advancing the above-mentioned 
arguments, the modern revisionists are playing the 
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role of clumsy advocates of the imperialists who are 
the instigators of so many murderous wars against 
the peoples of the world and are franticaHy preparing 
for a new world war with mass destruction means. 

There are people who search the source of war not 
in the social system but in the brain of the leaders 
of bourgeois governments. They pretend that there 
would be peace if the government leaders of a given 
imperialist country were animated with a "good will", 
and war if they had an "ill wilI". Since long Lenin had 
dismissed the allegation to find the source of war and 
peace in these "ill will" and "good will". In his work 
On the tasks of the proletariat in the present Revolu­
tion, he wrote on World War I as follows: "The war 
is not a product of the evil will of rapacious capi­
talists although it is undoubtedly being fought only 
in their interests and they alone are being enriched 
by it. The war is a product of half a century of devel­
opment of world capital and of its billions of threads 
and connections." * Lenin pointed out in the same 
work, "What is required of us is the ability to explain 
to the masses that the social and political character 
of the war is determined not by the "good will" of 
individuals or groups, or even of nations, but by the 
position of the class which conducts the war, by the 
class policy of which the war is a continuation, by 
the ties of capital which is the dominant economic 
force in modern society, by the imperialist character 
of international capital." ** 

* LENIN, Selected Works, Foreign Languages Publishing 
House, Jo,loscow, Vol. II, part I. 

.. LEKlt'-J, Ibid, VoL II, part I, p. 34. 

The Marxists resort to dialectical materialism and 
historical materialism to find out the source of war 
and to analyse its character, and reject the idealist 
method in this analysis. To find out the source and 
character of a war, it is necessary to study the (home 
and foreign) policies pursued by a ruling class or state 
before the war and leading to war. This ruling class 
with its state has its own political line to defend its 
interests. In peace time, it employs political, economic, 
ideological and diplomatic means to realize this line. 
Should these means be insufficient to reach its goal, 
it would resort to violence, to war. Therefore war is 
a violent means used by a class to pursue the political 
line it has followed in peace time. Class struggle 
exists in all society divided into antagonistic dasses ; 
the irreconcilable struggle between classes will lead 
to various kinds of war. War is a form of class 
struggle waged l:y force of arms. All class struggle 
has a political character. War, too. Marxism-Leninism 
has clearly pointed out the relation between politics 
and war. All war is closely linked to the political 
system which has started it. 

In his War and Revolution Lenin pointed out, "War 
is the continuation of politics by other means. Any 
war is inseparably linked to the political system it 
stems from. It is the policy carried out long before the 
war by a given state, a given class within that state, 
which that class inevitably and unfailingly pursues in 
the course of war, by altering only the form of its 
action". * In the study of a war, it is necessary to find 

• LENIN, Collected Works. Les Editions sociales, Paris, Vo1. 24 . 
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the specific conditions which have led to it. the classes 
which have prepared and waged it and the objective 
they want to attain. It is impossible to analyse the 
charader of a war without establishing the relations 
which closely link this war to the political line 
followed in the past by the belligerent countries and 
their ruling class. No waris waged without a political 
goal. As there is no politics which stands above class, 
there is no supra-class war. Politics determines the 
character of a war; it fixes the concrete objective of 
military strategy. In a war, military strategy is based 
on political strategy and subordinated to it. Therefore, 
Lenin's thesis that "war is but the continuation of 
politics by other means" is perfectly correct. 

The modern revisionists claim that today this 
famous view is superannuated. In a speech delivered 
at the C.N. 15th plenary session at the end of 1960, 
Tito said, "From now on the definition ihat war is the 
continuation of politics by other means is not com­
plete". In this argument TitD's aim is to reject the 
political chartic!cr, the class charader of war. He 
wanted to mingle all kinds of war - just war with 
unjust war, aggr"ssive and predatory war with war 
for self-defence, for national liberation. 

It is regrettable that the above-mentioned argument 
advanced by Tito has exerted some influence over a 
number of comrades in some communist and workers' 
parties. Here and there, the communist and workers' 
press has carried articles dismissing the view that 
"war is the continuation of politics". To easily reject 
this viewpoint, Clausewitz's and not Lenin's name has 
been mentioned. The view is said to be advanced by 
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the Prussian military theorist, Clausewitz, and is no 
longer correct. It is true that this sentence was 
Clausewitz's and was repeated by Lenin who, at the 
same time, gave it a completely new class content. In 
his War and Revolution Lenin wrote, "People know 
the thought of Clausewitz, one of the famous authors 
who have studied the philosophy of the war and mili­
tary history: 'War is the continuation of politics by 
other means'. This is the saying of a writer who had 
studied the history of wars and drawn philosophical 
lessons from it some time after the Napoleonic wars." 
In his book Socialism and War, after quoting Clause­
witz, Lenin wrote, "That famous sentence is from 
Clausewitz, one of the authors who have the keenest 
knowledge of military science. The Marxists always 
take this thesis for their theoretical foundation to 
analyse a war; it is quite correct. It is precisely on 
the basis of this viewpoint that Marx and Engels 
studied various kinds of war" * Lenin's approval of 
Clausewitz's viewpoint does not mean that the former 
entirely agreed with the latter on this point. In truth 
Lenin had a class standpoint which differed entirely 
from that of Clausewitz, a Prussian aristocratic 
thinker who separated politics from economics, thereby 
depriving politicS of its class content. Clausewitz was 
not able to distinguish wars according to their class 
character. Lenin's conception that war is the continua­
tion of politics by means of violence, is based on the 
analysis of the class character of politics; hence he 
analyses the class character of war, distinguishes the 

* LENI~~Collected Yt7orks, Les Editions sociales, Paris, Vol. 21. 

69 

., 



wars according to their character and on this basis, 
takes a definite stand with regard to the different kinds 
of war. Lenin's view that "war is the continuation of 
politics" is entirely correct. It helps us analyse wars. 
II politics has an imperialistic character, that is if it 
upholds the interests of the imperialists who plunder 
and oppress the peoples of under-developed countries, 
then the war ignited by this politics is an imperialist 
war. II this politics has national liberation as objective 
that is if it champions the interests of the oppressed 
peoples, opposes the exploitation and oppression by 
the foreign imperialists, then the war waged as the 
consequence of this politics is a war for national libe­
ration. So long as the society is divided into antago­
nistic classes and gives rise to class struggles, the 
possibility of war still exists and the above-mentioned 
view advanced by Lenin retains its value. In the Mili­
tary Programme of the Proletarian Revolution Lenin 
wrote, "From the theoretical point of view, it is a 
serious mistake to forget that any war is only the 
continuation of politics by other means." * Up to now 
this view holds water. To say that it is now superan­
nuated is to forsake Leninism. 

JUST WAR AND UNJUST WAR, DEMOCRATIC 
PEACE AND ANTI-DEMOCRATIC PEACE 

The communists do not oppose all kinds of war; 
nor do they approve all kinds of peace. In his article 

., LENIN, Selected Works. Vol. I, part 2. 
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War and Revolution Lenin said, "There are wars and 
wars ... It is necessary to point out the historic condi­
tions which lead to war, the classes which make it and 
the goal they pursue." In his report at the 8th Con­
gress of the Russian Communist (Bolshevik) Party in 
March 1919, Lenin said: "We always say 'there are 
wars and wars'. We condemn imperialist wars, we do 
not oppose wars in general. The communists' attitude 
toward a war (or peace) depends on the nature of 
that war (or that peace). Whom does this war (or 
peace) benefit and what class' interests does it serve ?" 
The communists study the question of war and peace 
from the class viewpoint of Marxism-Leninism. Lenin 
said: "The proletarian outlook requires a clear ana­
lysis of the class content of war ... '" Marxism­
Leninism hands out to us a guiding thread to analyse 
the chaotic phenomena in society; this thread is the 
theory on classes and class struggle. Lenin taught us 
that as long as we cannot distinguish the interests of 
one class from those of another through a word, a 
statement or a promise having a moral, religious, 
political or social character, we are but naive people 
who are deceived by ourselves or by others in matter 
of politics. 

When studying and discussing the problem of war 
and peace, we cannot depart from the Marxist-Leninist 
class standpoint; otherwise we will commit the errors 
pointed out by Lenin nearly half a century ago. In his 
work War and Revolution, dealing with discussions on 

... LEi\IN, Collected ~rorks, Les Editions sociales, Paris. Vol. 2,1. 
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war and peace at that time, he wrote, "It seems to 
me that the main thing that is usually forgotten in 
the question of war, which receives inadequate atten­
tion, the main reason why there is so much controver­
sy and, I would say, futile, hopeless and aimless contro­
versy, is that people forget the fundamental question 
of the class character of war; why war breaks out; the 
classes that wage it; the historical and historico­
economic conditions that gave rise to it". It is to be 
regretted that at present a number of communists still 
commit the mistakes pointed out by Lenin nearly 
fifty years ago. In the same work, Lenin wrote, 
"According to the Marxist viewpoint that is modern 
scientific socialism, the foremost problem for the 
socialists when discussing on how to assess a war 
and the necessary attitude toward it is to find out the 
purposes of the war and the classes that have pre­
pared and conduded it." In the Proletarian Revolu­
tion and the Renegade Kautsky Lenin raised the class 
standpoint in the assessment of war as a "basic 
problem" and regarded it as the criterion of every 
socialist. He wrote: "The class charader of the war, 
that is the fundamental question which confronts a 
socialist (if he is not a renegade) ... Whoever departs 
from this view of war is not a socialist."· 

Basing itself on the class character of war, Marx­
ism-Leninism draws a clear line between two kinds 
of war bearing diametrically opposed characters: Just 
war and unjust war. A just war is a war of liberation, 

* LENIN, Selected Works, English edition, Foreign Languages 
Publishing House, Moscow, Vol. II, part 2. p. 97. 
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not predatory in character. This war is waged by the 
working class, the peasantry and other sections of the 
toiling people of a country against the capitalists and 
landlords who rule this country. It is the war of an 
oppressed people against the foreign imperialists, the 
war for self-defence of one or many socialist countries 
against the armed invasion by one or many imperial· 
ist countries or other reactionary aggressors. An 
unjust war is a war having a predatory character. It 
is unleashed by the imperialists and other reactionaries 
to repress the uprisings of the people of their coun­
tries, to invade and enslave other nations and to 
invade the socialist countries. The differentiation 
between these two kinds of war is a problem of prin· 
ciple of Marxism-Leninism. Lenin wrote, "It is abso­
lutely necessary to distinguish clearly imperialist 
wars which are aimed at disputing capitalist interests 
and strangling the smaller and weaker nations, from 
revolutionary wars for self-salvation against the 
counter.revolutionary capitalists and to overthrow 
their domination." * At the meeting held on August 
23, 1918, dealing with the attitude of the communists 
towards war, Lenin said, "All the wars that stem from 
the barbarous ambition of the kings, princes and capi­
talists are, in our view, criminal because they are 
detrimental to the labouring classes and amass huge 
profits for the ruling bourgeoisie. However there are 

• LENIN, Collected Works, Les Editions sodates, Paris, Vo1. 33. 
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wars which must only be called just wars by the work­
ing class, that is wars for self-liberation from enslave­
ment and oppression of the bourgeoisie. And these 
wars are necessary because we cannot liberate our­
selves without struggling'. 

The attitude of the communists towards war differs 
completely from that of the bourgeois pacifists. The 
communists clearly see the close relations between 
war and the class struggle in their country. They 
maintain that if classes are not aholished to establish 
socialism it will be impossible to eliminate war. It 
is preCisely in this meaning that they recognize the 
just and progressive character of revolutionary wars 
and the necessity to wage them. They do not lump 
all kinds of war together, but make a historical analy­
sis of each war and show a clear-cut attitude toward 
it; they condemn all unjust, predatory and imperialist 
wars, they approve, support and, when necessary and 
when conditions permit, wage revolutionary wars. 
Lenin reminded us not to forget that in certain condi­
tions, we do not avoid a revolutionarv war. He wrote, 
"No revolutionary class can refuse a revolutionary 
war without tying itself to ridiculous pacifism ..... 
He trenchantly criticized those who oppose all kinds 
of war by raising the war question in general and 
abstract terms. He wrote, "Socialists cannot, without 

* LENIN, Collected Works, Les Editions sociales, Paris, Vol. 28. 
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ceasing to be socialists, be opposed to all war" '. He 
sharply criticized those who oppose civil wars, 
saying, "Civil wars are also wars. Whoever recog­
nizes the class struggle cannot fail to recognize civil 
wars, which in every class society are the natural, 
and under certain conditions, inevitable continuation, 
development and intensification of the class struggle_ 
All the great revolutions prove this. To repudiate civil 
war, or to forget about it, would mean sinking into 
extreme opportunism, and renouncing the socialist 
revolution." ** 

At present there are comrades who think that the 
division of wars according to their class content as 
Lenin did is outmoded; they make no difference be­
tween just war and unjust war. "In our era," they say, 
"it is necessary to distingUish three kinds of war: 
world war, limited war and insurrectionary liberation 
war by the people". On what principle is this classi­
fication based? In this classification there are points 
which take into copsideration the size of wars (world 
war, limited war). or the character of wars (insur­
rectionary liberation war by the people). To take the 
size of wars as principle to classify them and to take 
a stand toward the war is to divorce from the class 
viewpoint of Marxism-Leninism in the war problem. 
In a war of any size there are always two parties. In 

• LENIN, Selected Works, English edition, Foreign Languages 
Publishing House, Moscow, Vol. I, part. 2, p. 569. 
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a war in which the two belligerents are reactionary, 
the communists must oppose them both. On the con­
trary, if one of them is progressive and the other reac­
tionary, the communists must side with the progres­
sive party and oppose the reactionary party. We 
cannot say indiscriminately that "the communists 
oppose energetically all world wars and limited 
wars". To examine a war without basing ourselves 
on its class content and its character, but on its size, 
is a serious mistake incompatible with the Marxist­
Leninist outlook on wars. 

Some one asserts that "today the character of war 
has changed". We don't know what kind of war is 
referred to here. Lenin criticized those who spoke of 
war in general and abstract terms. We do not agree 
with this abstract notion of war, but we listen 
patiently to their explanation as to why today war 
has changed its character. The reason given is the 
emergence of nuclear weapons. "]\;uclear weapon", as 
someone says, "is a kind of ,xeapon having an 
entirely new qualitative character and differing com­
pletely from all the previous kinds, and is capable of 
giving future wars an entirely new 'qualitative' charac­
ter, and with the new character oj the war, the 
principle that war is the continuation of politics no 
longer holds water and the differentiation between 
just war and unjust war has no more meaning." 

Nuclear weapons appeared as early as 1945. But 
since then many wars have been kindled in the world 
(more than ten). Let us speak of some wars of 
recent date only. Is it possible that the appearance 01 
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nuclear weapons blots out the difference between the 
just war waged by the Cuban people against the 
Batista dictatorial clique, a U.S. agent, and the 
unjust and predatory war unleashed by U.S. imperial­
ism in South Vietnam? 

The character 01 any war is determined by its class 
content. Only by chan'ging it can the charader 01 the 
war be changed. It is impossible to change the char­
acter 01 the war without changing the class which 
directs this war. In a talk at the Congress 01 the 
Petrograd branch 01 the Russian Social-Democratic 
Labour (Bolshevik) Party, Lenin said, "War is the 
continuation 01 the politics 01 a class. In order to 
alter the character 01 a war, it is necessary to replace 
the then ruling class by another." In April 1917, in 
his article entitled Draft notes for ".'fitten arlicles or 
Speeches on April Ihesis, Lenin wrote, "The people 
can put an end to war or change its character by 
altering the class characler 01 the government. .. • 

Some people hold that the war viewpoint based on 
class struggle is today superannuated. They advocate 
taking the means of waging war, that is weapons, as 
basis lor the war theory 01 Marxism-Leninism, say­
ing, "Rockets and nuclear weapons created in the 
midst of our century have changed our former view­
point on war," and "Lenin's sentence that war is the 
continuation of politics by other means is correct only 
in the days prior to the appearance 01 atomic bombs; 

* LEr";IN, Collected Works, Les Editions sodales Paris, Vol. 24. 

77 

~-




