
Modern rev1s10nism while pretending fidelity to this 
new definition of the epoch conveniently and deliberately 
underplays certain salient features of the epoch while 
exaggerating and laying lopsided emphasis on certain 
other aspects of the same. It paints a picture as though 
colonialism is more or. less dead, that imperialism, more 
or less, is rendered ineffective and a period of more or less 
peaceful transition to socialism has set in. The fact that 
imperialism, despite its immense weakening on a world 
scale, remains a formidable force to be reckoned with, that 
monopoly capitalist rule continues to exist in almost all 
traditionally developed capitalist states of the world such 
as the USA, Britain, France, West Germany, Japan, Italy 
and the like, that colossal and unheard-of militarisation of 
social life is taking place, and the fact that imperialism is 
waging its desperate, last-ditch battles to escape its 
destined doom, is deliberately underplayed by them. It is 
this erroneous outlook that emboldened people like 
Khrushchov, the father of modern revisionism, to go into 
demagogic descriptions of imperialism as "a button 
fastened on a coat" and "a wolf to encounter and render 
harmless easier". It is the same outlook, again, that 
emboldens the modern revisionists to discard some vital 
aspects of Lenin's thesis on imperialism and wars as 
obsolete and distort several other propositions of Lenin­
of course, all in the name of the new epoch and the 
'creative application' .of Marxism-Leninism to new con­
ditions. 

The correct Marxist-Leninist definition of the epoch 
should be based on the sum total of the concrete class 
relations existing at the time, a definition that guides the 
proletarian revolutionaries in the struggle against world 
capitalism, but should never be one of oversimplified for­
mulas, subjectively drawn, presenting utopian and false 
perspectives. Such an erroneous definition of the new 
epoch or its lopsided and distorted interpretation immensely 

harms the cause of the prolet'ariat rather than assisting it 
in it's struggle for emancipation. 

No Marxist would dispute the fact that imperialism, 
today, has been tremendously weakened on a world scale. 
Forces of revolution-the countries that have already come 
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under the socialist system, the proletarian revolutionary 
movements in the advanced capitalist countries, the national 
liberation movements and forces in the newly-liberated and 
colonial countries, the widespread popular movements 
against war and in defence of world peace-are today so 
powerful that they can unitedly inflict defeat after defeat 
on imperialism and its allies. 

However, the process of mobilising and uniting these 
revolutionary forces is no simple task. It involves a revo­
lutionary combination of socialist diplomacy, calculated to 
isolate the most reactionary imperialist groups, with the 
use of the a1·med might of the socialist camp against such 
reactionary powers as resort to aggression on peace-loving 
countries, or try to drown the national liberation move­
ments in blood. This requires the ever-growing unity of 
the international Communist movement-a unity in which 
the ruling parties of the socialist countries render all forms 
of practical aid, including direct military intervention 
against imperialist aggression and intervention, to the 
revolutionary proletarian movements in the capitalist coun­
tries as well as the national liberation movements in under­
developed countries. This struggle for unity against im­
perialis1n is inseparable from the struggle against modern 
revisionism. 

Instead of making such a militant use of the new possi­
bilities in the new epoch that opened out in the post­
second world war years, modern revisionism builds a new 
dream-world in which imperialism has ceased to be the 
monster which has to be annihilated to achieve freedom and 
lasting world peace ; instead, it is disrupting the unity of 
the world socialist system, and the unity of the inter­
national Communist movement, is undermining the na­
tional liberation struggle and the revolutionary working 
class. 

ON THE ISSUE OF CONTRADICTIONS 

All Communists who are guided by the theory of scien­
tific socialism and Marxism-Leninism accept that in the 
present era there exist four fundamental social contradic­
tions. They are the contradiction between the camps of 
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world socialism and capitalism ; the contradiction between 
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie in capitalist countries; 
the contradiction between the imperialist states and the 
oppressed countries; and the contradictions among the 
different imperiailst states and among monopoly capitalist 
groups. 

The modern revisionists, too, accept this statement as 
correct. Then, what is the ideological dispute between the 
revisionists and Marxist-Leninists over the issue of con­
tradictions ? A critical study of the entire controversy in 
the world Communist movement, centering round this 
issue, convinces us that it mainly covers two points, namely, 
first, the un-Marxian and opportunist tendency to treat the 
contradiction between the socialist camp and imperialism 
as almost the only contradiction which determines the 
course of world development while neglecting or under­
estimating the other fundamental contradictions as of 
either no consequence or less consequence, and secondly, 
the advocacy of pet, ready-made and stereotyped methods 
of solving different fundamental contradictions, i.e., the 
method of peaceful economic competition to solve the con­
tradiction between the socialist and imperialist camps, the 
method of peaceful transition to resolve the contradiction 
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie and the like. 

Lenin, analysing the development of capitalism into 
what is known as the monopoly or imperialist stage, 
came to the conclusion that 'imperialism is the eve of wo:cld 
socialist revolution.' What does it mean in terms of analy­
sing the class contradictions obtaining in the epoch of im­
perialism ? It means, first and foremost, to state 1n the 
clearest terms possible that the contradiction between the 
world bourgeoisie and the world proletariat is the central 

and strongest' contradiction of the epoch. Does it ignore 
or neglect the other fundamental contradictions obtaining 
in the then prevailing situation? Not' in the least. He 
also made abundantly clear the existence and growth of 
inter-imperialist contradictions and the contradiction bet­
ween the imperialist states and the colonial and dependent 
countries. But a dialectical study of all these contradic­
tions enabled Lenin to correctly foresee, first, the extreme 
accentuation of the inter-imperialist contradiction leading 
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to imperialist war for the redivision of the world between 
different imperialist states, and secondly, the imperialist 
war in turn accentuating the contradiction between the 
workers and capitalists in the capitalist states and also the 
sharpening of the contradiction between oppressor and 
oppressed nations, leading to the breaking out of socialist 
and national liberation revolutions. Life proved the abso­

lute correctness of Lenin's analysis of the world contradic­
tions, and also proved how, despite the fact that the 
.strongest and central contradiction of the epoch was one 
between the world proletariat and the bourgeoisie, another 
<!ontradiction, namely, inter-imperialist contradiction did 
develop to the point of an imperialist war. The salient 
point that emerges out of this is that it is wrong in theory 
and harmful in practice to hold the view that the central 
or dominant contradiction alone gets accentuated and 
matures all the time, while all other contradictions remain 
either static or dormant, and do not get aggravated in the 
process. 

To illustrate the point further, let us take the post­
Oct'ober Revolution era, when a new contradiction, the con­

tradiction between the socialist Soviet Union and the im­
perialist camp emerged and stood as the central and domi­
nant contradiction of all the fundamental contradictions of 

the period. The interventionist war of the international 
jmperialists against the Soviet Union and the revolutionary 
war of the Soviet Union in defence of socialist revolution, 
during the years 1918-20, were the clearest manifestation 
of the nature of the new strong and central contradiction. 
But, did it preclude the possibility of other contradictions, 
such as inter-imperialist contradictions, the contradiction 
between the oppressor and oppressed nations and the con­
tradiction ·between the proletariat and bourgeoisie getting 
sharper and acuter, and in a way somewhat easing for a 
time the antagonism between the socialist Soviet Union 
and the imperialist' camp ? Life and history again demons­
trated that inter-imperialist contradiction and the contradic­
tion between the imperialists and colonial and dependent 
countries had become very acute, rendered the united front 

of the imperialists against the Soviet Union impossible for 
a period, and even led to the second imperialist war between 
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