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The pamphlet reprinted here is the first systematic Marxist analysis of the
natione' -uestion. It was published in 1913, and on Lenin's recommendation it
became a policy document of Bolshevism.

In the first section Stalin defines what a nation is. In the subsequent sections
he deals with particular aspects of the national movement, and its relation to the
working class movement. The confusion national contradictions in the Russian
Empire of the time makes it necessary for him to carry out a very comprehensive
investigation of the national question. At first glance it might seem that this
part of the pamphlet is mainly of historical interest. But in the course of it
Stalin establishes certain principles which have not been theoretically summed up
elsewhere and which are absolutely necessary to an understanding of the national
question.

It should be borne in mind when reading the remarks on the Jewish question that
the pamphlet was written long before the formation of the Jewish nation in
Palestine.

A second volume, including extracts from Stalin's writings on the national question
after 1917, is in preparation. It will deal with the national question in relation
to imperialism and socialism.

In his Preface to this Pamphlet (which has been excluded here for reasons of space)
Stalin remarks that following the defeat of the revolution in 1905,

a '"wave of nationalism swept onward with increasing
force, threatening to engulf the working class
masses. And the more the movement for emancipation
declined, the more plentifully nationalism pushed
forth its blossoms. At this crucial moment a high
mission devolved upon the Social-Democratic Party

- to resist nationalism, and to protect the masses
from the general 'epidemic'. For the Social-
Democrats, and they alone, could do this, by bring-
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ing against nationalism the tried weapon of inter-
nationalism, the unity and indivisibility of the
class struggle. And the more precipitately the
wave of nationalism advanced, the louder had to be
the call of the Social-Democratic Party for f,at-
ernity and unity among the proletarians of all the
nationalities of Russia. And in this connection
particular firmness was demanded of the Social-
Democrats of the border regions, who came into
direct contact with the nationalist movement.

"But not all the Social-Democrats proved equal to
the task - and this applies particularly to the
Social-Democrats of the border regions...'

The situation today is very similar. The leadership of the international
Communist movement collapsed into revisionism in the mid fifties, and the
recovery has been very slow and very partial. Nationalism shared in the
general extension of bourgeois political influence over the working class.
The situation became so bad that there were, and are, even many 'anti-
revisionist' groupings who regard nationalism as a proletarian virtue.

PUBLISHED BY THE IRISH COMMUNIST ORGANISATION.

ALL ENQUIRIES TO "
S I.C.0Q. BOOkS,
10 Athol Street,
Belfast.
BT12 4GX




STALIN

MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION

I. A NATION

What is a nation?
A nation is primarily a community, a definite community of people.

This community is not racial, nor is it tribal. The modern Italian nation was
formed from Romans, Teutons, Etruscans, Greeks, Arabs, and so forth. The French
nation was formed from Gauls, Romans, Britons, Teutons, and so on. The same
should be said of the British, the Germans and others, who were formed into
nations from peoples of different races and tribes.

Thus, a nation-is not a racial or tribal, but a historically constituted
community of people.

Cn the other hand, it is unquestionable that the great empires of Cyrus and
/Alexander could not be called nations, although they came to be constituted
historically and Qere formed out of different tribes and races. They were not
nations, but casual and loosely connected conglomerations of groups, which fell

apart or joined together depending upon the victories or defeats of this or that
conqueror. '

Thus, a nation is not a casual or ephemeral conglomeration, but a stable commun-
ity of people..

But not every stéble'éommunity constitutes a nation. Austria and Russia are
also stable communities, but nobody calls them nations. What distinguishes a
national community from a political community? One of the distinguishing featu-
res is that a national communityyiinconconceivable without a common language,
while a state need not necessarily have a common language. The Czech nation in
Augtria and the Polish in Russia would be impossible if each did not have a
common language, whereas the integrity of Russia and Austria is not xffected Ly
the fact that there are several different languages within their borders. We

are referring, of course, to the colloquial language of the people and not to
the official government language.

Thus community of language is one of the characteristic features of a nation.

This, of course, does not mean that different nations always and everywhere
necessarily speak different languages, or that all wha speak one language neces~
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carily constitute one nation. A common language for every nation, but not neces-
~arily different languages for different nations. There is no nation which at
one and the same time speaks several languages, but this does not mean that there
2y not be two nations speaking the same language. Englishmen and Americans
crealkk one language, but they do not .constitute one nation. The same is true of
vhe Norwegians and the Danes, the English and the Irish.

Eut why, for instance, do not the English and the Americans constitute one nation
in spite of their common language?

Iirstly, because they do not live together, but inhabit different territories. A
va%ion is formed only as a result of lengthy and systematic intercourse, as a
—esult of the fact that people live together frcm generation to generation. But
neople cannot live together for lengthy periods unless they have a common terri-
“orr. Englislmen and Americans originally inhabited the same territory, England
anl cons%’to+ ¢ one naticn. Later, one section of the English emigrated from
~2cland to a new territory, fuierica, and here, in the new territory, in the
curse of time came to form the new American nation. Difference of territory
1z2d o the formation of different nations.

Tins commmity of territory is one of thé characteristic features of a naticn.
1ty ittory

 this iz not all. Cemmunity of territory in itself does not create a nation.
<iis requires, in addition, an internal economic bond vhich welds the various
rarts of a natien into a single ole.. There is no such bond between England
2ird America, and so they constit  ic 40 ¢iffcrent nations. But the Americans
themselves would nct deéserve to be called a nation were not the different parts
of America bound together into an economic’ whole, as a result of division of
'2hour between them;the develorment of rneans of communication, and so forth.

“ilze the Gorgi-ns, for instance. The Georgians before the Reform* inhabited a
crmon territory and spoke one language.. Nevertheless, they did not, strictly
~roaling, const'i e onc nation, for, being split up into a number of disconnected
rincipclities, they could not share a commen economic life; for centuries they
vaged war against each other and prillaged each othern inciting the Persians

-1 Turks against cdch other. The ephezaral and accidental amalgamation of the
~wincipalities which some sticcessful king sometimes managed to brin; bout
#ifected at best ‘a supsrficial adninistrative sphere and rapidly disintegrated
cwing to the caprices of the prinzes and the indifferénce of the peasants. Nor
ccild it be otherwise in cconcimically disurited Georgia. Georgia came on to the
Tcone as a nation only in the latter holf of the ninetcenth century, when the
fall of serfdom and the ¢crowth of the econcmic life of the country, the develop-
2t of means of communicaticn and the ~ice of canitalism, institutes~adivision

¢Z lcobour between ‘the varicus districts of Georg a, completely shattered the
ezcrcmic 'self-sufficiency of the principalities and bound ihen together into a
sirgle whole. : . '

T2 same miot be said of the other nations which have passed throigh the stage of
feucdelicm and have developad capitalism.

s cornunity of economic life, economic cohesion, is one of the characteristic
eziures of ‘a nation. .

by 13

2ut even this is not all. Apcrt from the foregoing, one must take into consider-
ation th~ specific spiritual complexion of the peoplc constituting a nation.
Y~tions differ rot only in their conditions of life, but also in spiritual

“I.€s, the.abolition of serfdom in 1861 - Editor.



complexion, which manifests itself in peculiarities of national culture. If
England, Arerica and Ireland, which speak one language, nevertheless constitute
three distinct nations, it is in no small measure due to the peculiar psycholo-

gical make-up which they developed from generation to generation as a result of
dissimilar conditions of existence.

Of course, by itself the psychological make-up, or, as it is otherwise called,
the 'national character,' is something indefinable to the observer, but ihasmuch

as it manifests itself in a distinctive culture common to. the nation it 15 defin-
able and cannot be ignored.

Needless to say, 'national character' is not a thlng that is fixed once and for
all, but is modified by changes in the conditions of life; but since it exists
at every given moment, it leaves its imprint on the physiognomy of the nation.

Thus community of psychological make-up, which manifests itself in a communxty of
culture, is one of the characteristic features of a nation.

We have now exhausted the characteristic features of a nation.

A nation is a historically evolved, stable community of language territory,
economic life, and psychological make-up manifested in a community of culture.

It Zoes without saying that a nation, like every other historical phenomenon, is
subject to the law of change, has its history, its beginning and nd.

It must be emphasised that none of the above characteristics is by itself suffi-
cient to define a nation. On the other hand, it is sufficient for a single one
of these characteristics to be absent and the nation ceases to be a nation.

It is possible to conceive people possessing a common 'national character but
they cannot be said to constitute a single nation if they are economically dis-
united, inhabit different territories, speak different languages and so forth.
Such, for 1nstance, are the Russian, Galician, American, Georgian and Caucasian
Highland Jews, who do not, in or opinion, constitute a single nation.

It is possible to conceive people with a common territory and economic life who
nevertholess would not constitute a single nation because they have no common

language and no common 'national character,' Such, for instance, are the Germans
~and Letts in the Baltic Region. j

Finally, the Norwegians and the | anes speak one language, but theydo not consti-
tuts a single natlon owing to the absence of the other charactericse.

It is only when all these characterlcs are present that we have a nation.
l

It might appear that 'national character' is not one of the characterzcs but the
only essential characteristic of a nation, and that all the other character1t1cs
are only factors in the development of a nation, rather than its characterlstlcs
Such, for instance, is the. view hetd by R. Springer, and particularly by 0. Bauer,
Social-Democratic theoreticians on the national question well known in Austria.
Let us exnmine their theory of nations. According to Springer: j

"A nation is a union of similarly thinking and similarly speaking persons. /It
is/ a cultusral cemmunity of modern people no longer tied to the soil." (our
italics.) (R. Springer, Das_nationale Problem. 1902. p35)

#ws, a 'union' of similarly thinking people speaking one language, no matter how




disunited they may be, no matter where they live, is a nation.
Bauer goes even ‘further.

"What is a nation?" he asks. "Is it community of-language which makes pepple a
nation? But the English and the Irish...speak the same language without, how-
ever, being one people; the Jews have no common language and yet are a nation."
(0. BaUer, Die Nationalitatenfrage & die

5021aldemok'*t1e 1924 p2)
" MA pation‘is’'a relative community of character.'" (ibid, p6)

What, th:n, is a nation?

But what is character, in this case national character? National character is

"esothe sum total of characterlstlcs which distinguish the people of one
natlonallty from the people of another nationality - the complex of phy31ca1
and spiritual characteristics which d1st1ngu15h one nation from another." hbig)

Bauer knows, of course, that national character does not fall from the skles,
and he therefore adds:

"The character of people is determined by nothing so much as by their fate... A

nation is nothing but a community of fate -/which: in. its turn is determined/ by

the cond1t1ons under which people produce their ‘means ‘of ‘subsistence and -distr-
' 1bute the-products of their labour:" (ibid p2k.)

We thus arrive at the 'fullest', as Bauer calls it, definition of a nation::

. "A nation is the aggregate of people bound into a community of character ‘by a
communlty of fate." (it ' p135)

We thus have a community of national character. based on a community of fate and
not necessarlly connected with community of terr;tory, language or: economlc life.

But what in that case remains of the nation? ' What national communlty can there
be among peopleiwho are economically disconnected, inhabit different territories
- and from generation to generation speak different languages?

Bauer speaké7of the Jews as a nation, although' they "have'no common language"
(ibid p2); 'but what "community of fate" and nativnal cohesion can ‘there be, for

! instance, between the Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian and American Jews, who are

1 "“completely disunited, inhabit different territories and speak different languages?

The Jews ecnumerated undoubtedly lead the same economic and political life as the
‘Georgians,’ Daghestanlans, Russians and Americans respectively, and in ‘the same
cultural atmosphere as the latter; this cannot but leave a .definite impress on
their national character; if there is anything common to them left i- is their
re11gloﬁ, their common origin and certain relics of national charaeter. All
~this is beyond question. But how can it be seriously maintained that pe’rified
,nellgzous rites and fading psychologlcal relics affect the '"fate'" of these Jews
.more powerfully than the living social, economic and cultural environment that

. surrounds them” And it is only on this assumption that’ 1t is generally possxble
to speak of the Jews as a single nation at all.

What, then, distinguishes Bauer's nation from the mystical and self-contained
'national spirit' of the spiritualists? '

" Bauer, by divorcing the 'distinctive feature' of nations (national character)
from the~tonditions' of their life, sets up an 1mpassable barrier between them.
But what is national character if not a reflection of the conditions of life, a

' coagul'ation of impressions derived from environment? How can one limit the matter
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to national character alone, isolating and divorcing it from the soil that gave
risg to it? )
Indeed, what distinguished the English nation from the American nation at the end

of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centureis, when the United
States was still known as New England?

Not national charactei, of course; for the Americans had originated from England
and had brought with them to America not only the English language, but also the
English national character, which,of course, they could not lose so soon;
although, under the influence of the new conditions, they would naturally be
developing their own specific character. Yet, despite this greater or lesser
community of character, they at that time already constituted. a . nation distinct
from England. Obviously, New England as a nation differed from England as a
nation not by its specific national character, or not so much by its national
character, as by its environment and conditions of life, which were distinct from
those of England.

It is therefore clear that there is in fact no single distinguishing character-

istic of a nation. There is only a sum total of characteristics, of which, when
nations are compared, one characteristic (national character), or another (lang-
uage), or a third (territory, economic conditions), stands out in sharper relief.
A nation constitutes the combination of all these characteristics taken together.

Bauer's point of view, which identifies a nation with its national character,
divorces the nation from its soil and converts it into an invisible, self
contained force. The result is not a living and active nation, but something
mystical, intangible and supernatural. For, I repeat, what sort of nation, for
instance, is a Jewish nation that consists of Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian,
American and other Jews, the members of which do not understand each other
(since they speak different languages), inhabit different parts of the globe,
will never see each other, will never act together, whether in time of peace or
in time of war? No, it is not for such paper 'nations' that the Social-
Democratic Party draws up its national programme. It can reckon only with real
nations, which act and move, and therefore insist on being reck ned with.

Bauer is obviously confusing nation, which is a historical category, with tribe,
which is an ethnographical category.

By the way, Bauer rpparently hims.lf feels the weakness of his position. While

in the beginning of his book he definitely declates the Jews to be a nation, (p2)
he corrects himself at the end of the book and states that '"in general capital-
ist society which makes it impossible for them /the Jews/ to continue as a
nation," by causing them to assimilate with other nations. The reason, it appears,
is that '"the Jews have no closed territory of settlement," while the Czechs, for
instance, have such a territory and, according to Bauer, will survive as a nation.
In short, the reason lies in the absence of territory. (ibid p373)

By arguing thus, Bauer wanted to prove that the Jewish workers cannot demand
national autonomy (p379), but he thereby inadvertently refuted his own theory,

which denies that community of territory is one of the characteristics of a nat-
ion,

But Bauer goes further. In the beginning of his book he definitely declares that
"the Jews have no common language, 'nd nevertheless are a nation.'" (p2) But
hardly has he reached p126 when he geffects a change of front and just as defin-
itely declares that the unquestionably, '"'mo nation is possible without a common




language.' (Our italics. p126)

Bauer wanted to prove that ''language is the most important instrument of human
intercourse," (p379)‘but at the same time he inadver“ently proved something he
did not mean to prove, namely, the groundlessness of his own theory of nations,
which denies the significance of community of language.

Thus this theory, stitched together by idealistic threads, refutes itself.

7 1 THE NATIONAL MOVEMENT

A nation is not merely a historicél category but a historical category belonging

to a definite epoch, the epoch of rising capitalism. The process of elimination

of feudalism and development of capitalism was at the samz time a process of

amal gamation of people into nations. Such, for instance, was the case in Western
Europe. The British, French, Germans, Italians and others formed themselves into
nations at the time of the victorious advance of capitalism and its triumph over

feudal disunity.

But the formation of nations in these instances at the same time signified their
conversion into independent national states.  The British, French and other nat-
ions are at the same time British, Irench, etc., states. Ireland, which did not
participate in this process, do2s nnt alter the general picture.

Matters proceeded somewhat differently in Eastern Europe. While in the West the
nations developed into states, in the East nmulti-national states were formed,
each consisting of several nationslities. Such are Austria-Hungary and Russia.
In Austria, the Germans rroved to be politically the most developed, and th:2y
took it upon themselves to émelgamate the Austrian nationalities into a state. In
Hungary, the most adapted for sta%e organisation were the Magyars - the kernel of
the Hungarian nationalities - and it was they who united Hungary. In Russia, the
role of welder of nationali®*ies w~5 assumed by the Great-Russians, who were hea-
ded by an aristocratic military buareancracy, which ha?! been h1stor1ca11y formed
and was powerful .- and well-orgonis~d.

Such was the case in the East.

This pecullar method of formation oi states could take place only where feudalism
had not yet beea eliminated, where capitalism was feebly developed, where the
nationalities which had been forc-l into the background had ndt yet been able to
consolidate themselves economically into integral nations.

But capitalism also began to develop in the Eastern states. Trade and means of
communication were developing. Large towns were springing.up. The nations were
becomlng economlcally consolidated. Capifalism, erupting into the tranquil life
of the ous* ed nationalities, was arousing them -nd stirring them into action. The
development of the press and the theatre, the activity of the Reichsrat (Ayatria)
and of the Duma (Russia)+w:r. helping to strengthen ''mational sentiments.!" The
intelligentsia that had arisen was belng 1mbued with '"the national 1dea" and was
actlng in the same dlrectlan..°

But the ousted nations, aroused to independent l1fe, could no longer shape them-
selves into indepencdent national states; they encountered the powerful resista-

‘ nce :of the ruling strata of the deminant nations, which had long ago assumed the

control of the state. They were too late!l

In‘this‘way the Czechs, Poles, etc., formed themselves into nations in Austria;




the Croats, etc., in Hungary; the Letts, Lithuanians, Ukrainians, Georgians,
Armenians, etc., in Russia. What had been an- exception in Western Europe
(Ireland) became the rule in the East.

In the West, Ireland responded to its exceptional position by a national move-
ment. In the East, the awakened nations were bound to respond in the same
fashion.

Thus arose the circumstances which impelled the young nations of Eastern Europe
into the path of struggle.

The struggle began and spread, to be sure, not between nations as a whole but
between the ruling classes of the dominant and the ousted nations. The struggle
is usually conducted by the urban petty bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation aga-
inst the big bourgeoisie of the dominant nation (Czechs and Germans), or by the
rural bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation against the landlords of the dominant
nation (Ukrainians in Poland), or by the whole 'national' bourgeoisie of the
oppressed nations against the ruling nobility of the dominant nation (Poland,
Lithuania and the Ukraine in Russia).

The bourgeoisie plays the leading role.

The chief problem for the young bourgeoisie is the problem of the market. Its
aim is to sell ite goods and to emerge victorious from competition with the
bourgeoisie of another nationality. Hence its desire to secure its 'own', its

'home' market. The market is the first school in which the bourgeoisie learns
its nationalism.

But matters are usually not confined to the market. The semi-feudal, semi-
bourgeois bureaucracy of the dominant nation intervenes in the struggle with

its own methods of 'arresting and preventing.'* The bourgeocisie of the domin-
ant nation, whether large or small, is able to deal more 'rapidly' and 'decisive-
ly' with its competitor . 'Forces' are united and a series of restrictive
measures is put into operation against the 'alien' bourgeoisie, measures passing
into acts of repression. The struggle passes from he economic sphere to the
political sphere. Limitation of freedom of movement, repression of language,
limitation of franchise, restriction of schools, religious limitations, and so
on are piled on to the head of the 'competitor'. Of course, such measures are
designed not only in the interest of the bourgeois classes of the dominant
nation, but also in pursuit of the specifically caste aims, so to speak, of the
ruling bureaucracy. But from the point of view of the results achieved this is
quite immaterial: the bourgeois classes and the bureaucracy in this matter go
hand in hand - whether it be in Austria-Hungary or in Russia.

The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation, repressed on every hand, is naturally
stirred into movement. It appeals to its 'mative folk' and begins to cry .out
about the 'fatherland', claiming that its own cause is the cause of the nation
as a whole. It recruits itself an army from among its 'countrymen' in the int-
erests of... the 'fatherland'. Nor do the 'folk' always remain unresponsive

to its appeals, they rally around its banner: the repression from above affects
them also and provokes their discontent.

Thus the national movement begins.

* A rather free translation of the satirical desc¢ription of the functions of the
police by the Russian writer Gleb Uspensky. - Ed. Eng. Ed.




The strength of the national movement is determined by the degree to which the
wide strata of the nation, the proletariat and. the peasantry, participate in it.

Vhether the proletariat rallies to the banner of bourgeois nationalism depends on
the degree of development of class contradictions, on the class-consciousness and
degiree of organluatlon of the proletarlat. A class-conscious proletariat has its
own tried l'anner, and it does not need to march under the banner of the bourgeoisie.

As far as the peasants are concerned, their participation in the national move-
rient depends primarily on the character of the repression. If the repression
affect: the 'land', as was the case in Ireland, then the mass of the peasants
immediately rally to the banner of the national movement.

Ca the other hand, if, for cxample, there is no serious anti-Russian nationalism
in Cﬂorgla, it is primari ly because there are no Russian landlords there or a
Tussien big bourceoisie %o supply the fuel for such nctionalism among the masses.
In Coorgia there is anyl—Artznlan nationalism; but this is because there is an
Armenian big bcourogeoisie there which. beating the small and still unconsolidated

Gzergian bourgeoisie, drives the ktter to anti-Armenian nationalism.

Zepending on these frctors, the ra“ional moverment either assuiics a mass character
and steadily grows (cs in Irelznd and Galicia), or it is converted into a series

of petty collision:, degener rating into squabb%les and- 'fights' over signboards (as
in sone of the towuns of Bcheaia). : '

The natvre of ile naticnal movemznt,; of course, will not everywhere be the same:
it is wholly detcrmined by the diverse demands made by the movement. In Ireland
“he movement bears an agrcrian character; in Bohemia it is concerned with 'lang-
uzage'; in one place the demand is Tor civil equality and religious freedom, in
~nother for the natien's 'own' olficials cor its own Assembly. The diversity of
cemands not infrequently revezls the diverse features which characterise a nation
in genoral (language, territory; ete.). - It is worthy of note that we never meet
vith a demand connected with Pausr's all-embracing 'national character.' And
this is ra®ural: 'naticnal character! in itself is something elusive, and, as
s correctly remarked by J. Strosser, "wlat can be done with it in politics?"
(J. Strasser, Der Asbeiter ond cie Nation, 1912 p33)

Such, in general, cre %*h> formns and.fcatures of the national movement.

frem wihat has been said —it will be clear that the national struggle under the
conditions of rising capitalism is a struggle of the bourgeois classes among
themselves. Scmatimas the bHourceoisie succeeds in drawing the proletariat into
the national movement, and then the national struggle externally assumes a
'nation-wide' character. But this is so only externally. In its essence it is

a’ways a bourceois struggle, one that is chiefly favourable to and suitable for
“:c bourgeoi-ie.

'.

Put it does not follew fronm this'that the proletariat should not put up a fight
asainst the policy of national oppression.

Limitation of freedo: of movcnent, disfranchisement, suppression of language,
roectriction of scheools, ard othes forms of rapression afifect the workers no less,
if rot more, than the bourgecisie. Such a state of alfairs can only serve to
retard the free development of th2 intellectual forces of the proletariat of the
subject nations. Thore cen be no possibility of a full development of the intel-
‘cctual faculties of the Tatar or Jewish worlrer if he is not allowed to use his
native language ot meetinds ond lectures, and if his schbols are closed'abwn.

Zut the policy of nationzl repracsion s dangercus to the cause of the proletariat

e



also on another account. It diverts 4-g éttention of large strata of the_ popul-
ation from social questions, questions of the class struggle, to national quest-
ions, questions 'common' to the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. And this
creates a favourable soil for lying propaganda regarding 'harmony of interests',
for glossing over the class interests of the proletariat and for the intellecé-
ual enslavement of the workers. This ¢reates a serious obstacle to the work of
uniting the workers of all natlonalltles° If a considerable proportion of the
Polish workers are st111 1n intellectual .bondage to the bourgeois nationalists,
if they still stand aloof f;om the 1nterna;10nal laboyur movement, it is chiefly
because the age-long anti-Polish policy of the 'powers that be' creates the soil
<or, and hinders the emancipation of the workers from, this bondage.

But the policy of repression does not stop here. It not infrequently passes

from a 'system' of oppression to a 'system' of inciting nations against each
other, to a 'system' of mascacres and pogroms. Of course, the latter is not
everywhere and always possible, but where it is possible - in the absence of
elementary civil rights - it frequently assumes horrifying proportions and:
threatens to drown the cause of unity of th.: workers in blood and tears. ' The
Caucesus and South Russia furnish numerous examples, 'Divide and rule' - such is
the purpose of the policy of inciting nations aga1nst each other. And where. such
a policy succeeds it is a tremendous evil for the proletarlat and a serious obst-
acle to the work of uniting the workers of all the nationalities in the state.

But the workers are interested in the complete amalgamation of all their comrades
into a single international army, in their speedy and final emancipation from
intellectual subjection to the bourgcoisie, and in the full and free development

of the intellectual forces of their brothers, whatever 'the nation to which they
belong.

4 The workers therefore combat and will continue to combat the policy of national
oppression in all its forms. subile or crude, as alsc the policy of inciting
nations against each other in all its forms.

Social-Democratic parties jin all countries therefore proclaim the right of
nations to self-determination.

The right of self-determinaticn means that only the nation itself has the right
to determine its destiny, that no one las the right forcibly to interfere in the
life of the nation, to destroy its scheols and clher institutions,. to violate its
habits and customs, to repress its language, or curtail its rights.

This, of course, does not mean that Social-Democrats will support every custom
and institution of a nation. Vhile combafting the exercise of violence against
any nation, they will only support the right of the nation to determine its own
destiny, at the same time agitating *galnct the noxious customs and institutions
of that nation in order to enable the toiling strata of the natlon to emancipate
themselves from them.

The right of self-determination means that a nation can arrange its life accord-
ing to its own will. It has the right to arrange its life on the basis of auto-
nomy. It has the right to enter into federal relations with other nations. It

has the right to complete secession. Nations are sovereign and’all nations are
equal . . , . "yt

This, of course, does not mean that Social- Democrats w111 support every demand of
a nation. A natlon has the right even to return to the old order of things; but
this does not mean that Social-Democrats will subscrlbe to such a decision if 4
taken by any institution of the caid nation. he ob11gat10ns of Social- Damocrats,




who defend the interests of the proletariat, and the rights of a nation, which
consists of various classes, are two different things.

In fighting for the right of nations to self-determination, the aim of the Social-

Democrats is to put an end to the policy of national oppression,to render it imp-

ossible, and thereby to remove the grounds of hostility between nations, to take
the edge off that hostility and reduce it to a minimum.

This is what essentially distinguishes the policy of the class-conscious prolet-
ariat from the policy of the bourgeoisie, which attempts to aggravate and fan the
national struggle and to prolong and sharpen the national movement.

And this is why the class-conscious proletariat cannot rally under the 'national'
flag of the bourgeoisie.

This is why the so-called 'evolutionary national' policy advocated by Bauer can-
not become the policy of the proletariat. Bauer's attempt to identify his
'evolutionary national' policy with the policy of the 'modern werking class' (Op.
cit., pl6l) is an attempt to adapt the class struggle of the workers to the
struggle of the nations. :

The fate of the national movement, which is essentially a bourgeois movement, is
naturally connected with the fate of the bourgeoisie. The final collapse of the
national movement is possible only with the collapse of the bourge«isie.  Only
under the reign of socialism can peace be fully established. But even within the
framework of capitalism it is possible to reduce the national struggle to a mini-
mum, to sever its roots, to render it as innocuous as possible for the proletar-
iat. This is borne out by the examples of Switzerland and America. It requires
that the country should be democratised and the nations allowed opportunity for
free development.

III. THE PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEI{

A nation has the right freely to determine its own destiny. It has the right to
arrange its life as it sees fit, without, of course, stamping on the rights of
other nations. That is beyond dispute.

But how exactly should it arrange its own life, what .forms should its future
constitution take, if the interests of the majority of the nation and, above all,
of the proletariat, are to be borne in mind?

A nation has the right to arrange its life on autonomous lines. It even has the
right to secede. But this does not mean that it should do so under all._ircum-
stances, that autonomy, or separation, will everywhere and always by advantag-
eous for a nation, ie, for the majority of its population, ie, for the toiling
strata. The Transcaucasian Tatars as a nation may assemble, let us say, in
their Diet and, succumbing to the influence of their beys and mullahs, decide
to restore the old order of things and to sccede from the state. According to
the meaning of the clause on self-determination they are fully entitled to do
so. But will this be in the interest of the toiling strata of the Tatar nation?
Can Social-Democrats remain indifferent when the beys and mullahs t'zke the lead
of the masses in the solution of the national problem? Should not Social-
Democrats interefere in the matter and influence the will of the nation in a
definite way? Should they not come forward with a definite plan for the solu-
tion of the problem which would be most advantageous to the Tatar masses?
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But what solution would be most compatible with the interests of the toiling
masses? Autonomy, federation or separation?

All these are problems the solution to which will depend on the concrete histor-
ical conditions in which the given nation finds itself.

Nay, more. Conditions, like everything else, change, and a decision which is
correct at one particular time may prove to be entirely unsuitable at another.

In the middle of the nineteenth century Marx was in favour of the separation of
Russian Poland; and he was right, for it was then a question of emancipating a
higher culture from a lower culture that was destroying it. And the question at
that time was not only a theoretical question, an academic question, but a prac-
tical question, a question of actual reality...

At the end of the nineteenth century the Polish Marxists were already declaring
against the separation of Poland; and they were also right, O r during the fifty
years that had elapsed prfound changes had taken place, bringing Russia and Pol-
and closer economically and culturally. Morecver, during this period the quest-
ion of separation had been converted from a practical matter into a matter for
academic dispute, which excited nobody except perhaps the intellectuals abroad.
This, of course, by no means precludes the possibility that wertain internal and
external. conditions may arise in which the mestion of the separation of Poland
may again become actual.

It follows from this that the solution of the national problem can be arrived at
only if due consideration is paid to historical conditions in their development.

The economic, political and cultural conditions of a given nation constitute the
only key to the question of how a particul ar nation out to arrange its life and .
what forms its future constitution ought to take. It is possible that a specific
solution of the problem will be required for each nation. If, indeed, a dialec-
tical approach to a question is required anywhere it is required here, in the
national question. ;

In view of this we must declare our decided opposition to a certain very wide-
spread, but very summary manner of 'solving' the national problem, which owes

its inception to the Bund. We have in mind the easy method of referring to the
Austrian and ‘South~Slavic* Social-Democratic parties, which supposedly have
already solved the national problem and whose solution the Russian Social-Democr-
ats should simply borrow. It is assumed that whatever, say, is right for Austria
is algo right for Russia. The meet important and decisive factor is lost sight
of here,‘namely, the concrete historical conditions in Russia as a whole and in
the life of each of the nations inhabiting Russia in particular.

Listen to what the well-known Bundist, V. Kossovsky, says:

"When'at the Fourth Congress of the Bund the principles of the question (ig,
the national question - J.S.) were discussed, the proposal made by one of the
members of the congress to settle the question in the spirit of the resolution
of the South-Slavic Social-Democratic Party met with general approval."

(V. Kossovsky, Problems of Nationality pp 6-17.)

And the result was that ''the congress unanimously adopted" ...national autonomy.
And that was all! No analysis of the actual conditions in Russia, no investiga-
tion of the:conditions of life of the Jews in Russia. They first borrowed the

*The South-Slavic Social-Democratic Party operates in the Southern part of Austria.
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solution of the South-Slavic Social- Democratic Party, then they 'approved' it,
and finally they 'unanimously adopted' it! This is the way the Bund presents
and 'solves' the national problem in Russia...

As a matter of fact, Austria and Russia represent sntirely different conditions.
This explains why the Social-Democrats in Austria when they adopted their natio-
nal programme at Briinn (1899) in the spirit of the resolution of the South-Slavic
Social Democratic Party (with certain insignificant amendments, it is true)
approached the problem in so to speak an entirely non-Russian way and, of course,
solved it in a non-Russian way.

First, as to the presentation of the problem. How is the problem presented by
the Austrian theoretidans of national autonomy, the commentators on the Briinn
national programme and the resolution of the South-Slavic Social- Democratic
Party, Springer and Bauer?

Springer declares:

"Whether a state of nat1ona11t1es is possible, and wheter, in part1cu1ar, the
Austrian nationalities are obliged to establish a single political entity, is a
preliminary question which we shall not answeér here but shall assume to be
settled. For anyone who will not concede this possibility and necessity, our
investigation will, of course, be purposeless.

"Our theme is as follows: inasmuch as these nations are obliged to carry oh a
joint existence, what legal forms arerelatively best for this purpose?" (Sprin-
ger's italics.) (Op cit. pplO-11)

Thus the point of departure is the p011t1ca1 integrity of Austr1aa‘ Bauer sajs
the same thing: '

"We therefore first assume that the Austrian nations will remain in the same':
political union in which they exist together at the present time, and inquire
how the nations within this union will arrange their relations among them-
selves and to the state." (Op. cit. p382)

Here again the first thing is the integrity of Austria.

Can the Russian Social-Democratic Party present the question in this way? No,
it cannot. And it cannot because from the very outset it holds the view of the
right of self-determination of nations, by virtue of which a nation enjoys the
right of secession. Even the Bundist Goldblatt admitted at the Second Congress
of the Russian Social-Democratic Party that the latter could not abandon the ‘

standpoint of self-determination. This is what Goldblatt said on that occa51dn::‘

"Nothing can be said against the right of self-determination. If any, nat1on
is striving for independence, we must not oppose it. If Poland dons not wish
to enter into 'lawful wedlock' with Russia; it is not for us to interfere with
her."

All that is true. But it follows that the basic starting points of the Austrian
and Russian Social-Democrats, far from being identical, are diametrically oppo-
site. After this, can there be any question of borrow1ng the national programme
of the Austrians? SR

Furthermore, the. Austrians hope to achieve the 'frecedom of nationalities' by
means of petty reforms, by slow steps. While they propése national autonomy as
a practical measure, they do not count on a radical change, on a democratic
movement for liberation, which they do not ev-n contemplate. The Russian’' Marx-




1sts, on the other hand, associate the 'freedom of nationalities' with a proba-
ble radical change and a democratic movement for liberation, having no grounds
for counting on reforms. And this essentially alters matters in regard to the
probable fate of the nations of Russia.

"Of course," 'says Bauer, "there is little probability that national autonomy
will be the result of a great decision, of a bold action. Austria will devel-
op towards national autonomy step by step... by a slow process of development
and in the course of a sever struggle, as a result of which legislation and
administration will be in a chronic state of paralysis. The new constitution
will not be created by a great legislative act, but by a multitude of individ-
ual enactments for individual provinces and individual communities." (Ibid p.

Lok) .
Springer. says the same thing. He writes:

"I am very well aware that institutions of this kind (ig, organs of national

autonomy - J.S.) are not created in a single year or a single decade. The re-
organisation of the Prussian administration alon ¢ demanded consider:tble time...
The Prussians required two decades for the final establishment of their basic
administrative institutions. Let nobody thing that I entertain any illusions

as to the time required and the difficulties to be overcome in ustria." (Op.
Cit. p29)

All this is very definite. But can the Russian Marxists avoid associating the
national question with 'bold actions'? Can they calculate on partial reforms,
on'd multitude of individual enactments" as a means for achieving the '"freedom
of nationalities'? But if they cannot and must not do so, is it not clear from
this that the methods of struggle of the Austrians and the Russians and their
prospects must be entirely different? How in such a state of affairs can they
confine themselves to the one-sided, milk-and-water national autonomy of the
Austrians? One or the other: either those who are in favour of borrowing do

do noticount on 'bold actions', or they do count on such actions but 'know not
what they do.'

Finally, the immediate tasks facing Russia and Austria are entirely different
and dictate different methods of soliving the national problem. Parliamentarism
prevails in Austria: under present conditions, no development in Austria is poss-
ible without a parliament. But parliamentary life and legislation in Austda are
frequently brought to a complete standstill by severe conflicts between the
national parties. This also explains the chronic political crisis from which
Austria has for a long time been suffering. Hence, in Austria the national
problem is the very Fhub of political life; it is the vital problem. It is
therefore not surprising that the Austrian Social-Democratic politicians should
first of all try in one way or another to find a wlution for these national

conflicts - of course on the basis of the existing parliamentary system, by
parliamentary methods...

Not so with Russia. In the first place, in Russia 'there is no- parliament ,
thank God.' 1In the second place - and this is the main thing - the hub of the
political life of Russia is not the national but the agrarian problem. Conse-
quently, the fate.of the Russian problem, and accordingly the 'liberation' of
nations. too, is bound up in Russia with the solution of the agrarian problem,
ie, with the destruction of the relics of serfdom, ie, with the democratisation
of the country. This explains why in Russia the national problem is not an
independent and decisive problem, but a part of the general and more important
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problem of “"n cier- T==t'rq of +he country.

""The barrenness of the Austrian parliament," writes Springer, "is due precisely
to the fact that every reform gives rise to contradictions whithin the national
parti~s which may affect their unity. The leaders of the parties, therefore,
avoid' everything “hat smacl:s of reform. Progress in_ Austria is generally con-
ceivable only if the nations are granted indefeasib1£e9§%hts which will relieve
them pf the necessity of constantly mainteining national militant groups in
parliament and will -enable them to turn their attention to the solution of eco-
nomic and social probloms." (Ibid. p29)

Bauer says the seme thing:

"National peace i~ firstly indispensable for the state. The state cannot per-
nit legislation to be brought to a standstill by a stupid question of language
or by. every quarrel between ercited people on the linguistic frontier, or by
every new school." (Cp. cit. p384)

A11 this is clear. Bu* it is no less clear that the national question in Russia
is in en entirely different plan It is not the national, but the agrarian
questibn that will decide the fate of progress in Russia; the national question
is a subordinate question. '

And so we have different presen’ ations of the problem, different prospects and
methods of sirugole, different immediate tasks. 1Is it not clear that, such
weing the state of affairs, only pedants who 'solve' the national problem with-
cut reference to space and time can think of taking an example from Austria or
of borrowing programmes?

Cnce again, the concreie historidal conditions as the starting point, the
Cialectical presentation of the problem as the only correct way of presenting it
- such Is the key to the natioral broblem.

v. NATIONAL AUTONOMY

) ional
i’2 spoke above of the fermal ospect of the Austrlanfgggéggmme and of the methodo-
logical considerations which prevent the Russian Marxists from simply borrowing
the example of the Austirian Social-Democrats and from making their programme their
o', '

Let us now examine the programme itself.
What: is the national programme of the Austrian Social-Democrats?
It is expressed in two weord-: national autonomy.

That meons, first, that autonomy is granted, let us say, not to iljohemia or Poland,
which are inhabited rainly by Czechs rmd. Poles, but to Czechs and Poles generally,
irrespective of ter=itory, no matter what part of Austria they inhabit.

That is why this cutonowy is called national and not territorial.

It 'means, secondly, that “he Czechs, Poles, Germans, and so on, scattered over

the various parts of Ausiria, taken personally, as individuals are to be organised
into integral nations, and as such to form part of the Austrian state. In this
way Austria will represent not a union of autonomous regions, but a union of aut-
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onomous nationalities, constituted irrespective of territory.

It means, thirdly, that the national institutions which are to be created for thi-
purpose for the Poles, Czechs, and so forth, are to have jurisdiction only over
'cultural', not 'political' questions. Specifically political questions will be
left to the Pan-Austrian parliament (the Reichsrat).

That is why this autonomy is called cultural, natioral cultural autonomy.

/ind here is the text of the programme adopted by the Austrian Social-Democratic
Party at the Brinn Congress in 1899.*

Having referred to the fact that 'national dissension in Austria is hindering
rolitical progress,' that fthe final solution of the national problem...is abovn
11 a cultural demand,' and that this final solution 'is possible only in a gen-
ninely democratic society, constructed on the basis of universal, dire ‘' and
equal suffrage,' the programme goes on to say:

""The preservation and development of the national peculiarities** of the peoplaes
of Austria is possible only on the basis of equal rights and by avoiding all

L oppression. Hence, all bureaucratic state centralism and the feudal privil - ~es
of individual provinces must first of all be rejected.

| "Under these conditions, and only under these conditions, will it be possible tc
establish national order in Austria in place of national dissension, that is, if
the following pinciples are reco_nised:

"l. Austria must be transformed into a democratic state federation of nationali-
ties.

"2. The historical crown territories must be replaced by nationally delimited
self—governlng bodies, in each of which legislation and administration sh~1’
be entrusted to national parliaments elected on a basxs of universal, dir~-:
and equal suffrage.

F "3. ALl the sel -%? ning regions of one and the same nation must jointly fcr=

a szngle/ ?a ich shall manage its national affalrs on an absolutely
autonomous bas:.s°

The rlghts of national minorities must be guaranteed by a special law' paﬂﬁﬂ‘

by the Imperial Parliament."

nh,

The programme ends with an appeal for solidarity on the part of all the nations
of Austria,***

t is not difficult to see that this programme retains certain traces of 'terri-
torialism,' but ‘that in general it is a formulation of the idea of national aut~
ir ncmye. It is therefore not without cause that Springer, the first agitator on
behalf of national autonomy, greets it with enthusiasm. (Op. cit., p246); Baucr
clso supports this programme, calling it a 'theoretical v’ “-ry' (Op. Cit. p527"'
for nqtlonal autonomy; only, in the interests of greater clarity, he proposecr

*This ‘programme was also supported by the vote of the South-Slavic Sodal-

d Democratic Party. Cf. Verhandlungen des Gesamptparteitages der Sozialdemc’ ra%’~

3 in Oesterreich abgehalten su Briinn. (Proceedings of the Briinn Social-Democrat<~
Y Party Congress), Vienna 1899, ppxiv and 104.
** In M. Panin's Russian translation 'national individualities' is given in plocc
of 'mational peculiarities'. Panin translated this passage incorrectly- The
word 'individuality' is not contained in the German text, which speaks of nat1oﬂ-
glen 7 rmassmd ie, peculiarities, which is far from being the same thing.

sed ***Verhaudlungen des Gesamptparteitages ~u Brinn, 1899.
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replace Point 4 by a more definite formulation, which would declare the necessity
of 'constituting the national minority within each self-'governing region into a
juridical public corporation' for the management of éducational and other cultur
affalra. (Ibid p33) oA :

Such is the national programme of the Aust}ian Sbcial-Demoératic Party.
Let us exsmine its scientific foundations. : »

Let us see how the Austrian Social-Democratic Pﬁfty Jjustifies the national auto-
nomy it advocates.

Let us turn to the theoreticians of national autonomy, Springer and Bauer.

National autonomy proceeds from the conception of a nation.as a union of inidiv-
iduals without regard to definite territory.

According to Springer:

""Nationality is not essentially connected with territory"; it is "an autonomcu.
union of persons." (Op cit. p15)

Bauer also speaks of a nation as a 'community of perso:s' which 'cdoes not enjoy
exclusive sovereignty in any particular region.' (Op cit p274)

But the persons constituting a nation do not always live in one compact mass;
they are frequently divided into groups, and in that form are interspersed am~ |

foreign national organisms. It is capitalism which drives them into other regions

and cities in search of a livelihood. But when they enter foreign national terr-
itories and there form minorities, these groups are made to suffer by the local
national majorities in the way of limitations on their language, schoolsg etc.
Hence national collisions. Hence the 'unsuitability' of territorial autonomy.
The only solution to such a situation, according to Springer and Bauer, is to
organise the minorities of the given nationality dispersed over various parts of
the state into a single, general, inter-class national union. Such a union
alone, in their opinion, can protect the cultural interests of national minorit-
ies, and it alone is capable of putting an end to national discord.

"llence the necessity", says Springer, 'of organising the nationalities, of in-
vesting them with rights and responsibilities..." (p61) "Of course, a law is
easily drafted, but will it be effective as a law?... If one wants to malkke a
law for nations, one must first create the nations... Unless nationalities arc
constituted it is impossible to create national rights and eliminate nationai
disserncsion.'" (pp72-3) :
Bauer expresses himself in the same Splrlt when he propcses, as 'a demand of the
working class,' that 'the minorities should be constit ted into juridical publi-
corporations based on the personal principle.’ (p530)

But how is a nation tp be crganised? How is one to determine to what nation any
given jndividual belongs?
"Natiébnality", says Springer, "will be determined by certificates every indiT
idual cdomiciled in a given region will be cbliged to declare to vhat nationaliiyr

of that region he belongs." (p192)
""The personal principle," says Bauer, ''presumes that the populaticn will be
divided into nationalities... On the basis of the free declaration of the adul"

citizens national cadasters must be Crawhn up."

Further Bauer says:
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"All the Germans in nationally homognous districts and all the Germans entered

in the national cadasters in the dual districts will constitute the German nation
and elect a Mational Council." (ibid. p360)

The same applies to the Czechs, Poles, ‘and so on. .
"The National Council," according to Springer, "is the cultural parliament of
the nation, empowered to establish the prﬁnéiples and approve the methods of,
that is, to assume guardianship over, national education, national literature,

art and science, the formation of academies, museums, galleries, theatres, etc!
(p200)

Such are the organisation of a nation and its.central ins titution.

According to Bauer, the Austrian Social-Democratic Party is striving by the crea-
tion of these inter-class institutions 'to' make national culture...the possession
of the whole people and thereby fuse all the members of the nation into a national
cultural community.' (531) (Our italics =

One might think that all this concerns Austrig alone. But Bauer does not agrec.

He emphatically declares that national autonomy is essential for all states which,
like Austria, consist of several nationalitieg.;

According to Bauer,

"The yorking class of all nations in a multi-national state puts forward its

demand for national autonomy in opposition to the national government policy of
the propertie! classes.'" (p323) !

Then, imperceptibly substituting national autonomy for the self-determination of
nations, he continues: ‘
"Thus; national autonomy, the self-determination of nations, will necessarily

become the constituional programme of the proletariat of all nations in a multi-
national state." (p319)

But he goes still further. He profoundly believes that the inter-class 'national
unions'! 'constituted’ by him and Springer will serve as a sort of prototype of the
future socialist society. For he knows' that 'the socialist system of society...
will divide humanity into nationally delimited communities' (p533); that under
socialism there will take place 'a grouping of humanity into autonomous national
communities' (p533); that 'thus, socialist society will undoubtedly present a
checkered picture of national unions of personsg and territorial corporations,' (p.
521), -and that accordingly 'the socialist prinéjple of nationality is a supreme
synthesis of the national principle and national’ autonomy' (p522)..

Enough, it would seem.

These are the arguments in favour of national autonomy as given in the works of
Bauer gnd Springer.

The first thing that stikes the eye is the entirely inexplicable and absolutdy un-
justifiable susbstitution of national autonomy for self-determination of nations.
One or:the other; either Bau:zr failed to understand the meaning of self-determin-
ation, or he did understand it but for some reason or cther deliberately narrowed
its meaning. For there is no doubt a) that national autonomy presupposes the
integrity of the multi-national state; whereas self-determination transsnds this
integrity and b) that self-determination endows a nation with sovereign rights,

whereas national autonomy endows it only with 'cultural' rights. That, in the
first place.
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In “he second place, a combination of internal and external conditions is fully
possible at some future time by virtue of ‘which one or another of the nationalities
may decide to secede from a multi-national state, say from Austria (did not the
Ruthenian Social-Democrats at the Briihn Party Congress announce their readiness to
unite the 'two parts' of their people into one whole? (Verhandlunge: , p85)) What,
in such a case, becomes of national autonomy, which is "inevitable for the prolet-
ariat of all nations"?

What sort of 'solution' of the problem is it ti at mechanically squeezes nations
ihto the Procrustes' bed of an integral state?

Further., National autonomy is contrary to the whole course of development of
nations, It calls for the organisation of nations; but can they be artificially
welded if in actual reality, by virtue of economic development, whole groups are
torn from them and dispersed over various regions? There is na doubt that in the
early stages of capitalism nations become welded together. But there is also no
douht that in the higher stages of capitalism a process of dispersion of nations
sets in% a process whereby whole groups separate off from nations in search of a
livelihood, subsequently settling finally in other regions of the state; 'in the
course of which these settlers lose their old contacts, acquire new contacts in
their new domicile, from generation to generation acquire new contacts in their
new domicile, from generation to generation acquire new habits and new tastes,
and possibly a new language...

One asks: Is it possible to unite into a single national union groups that have
grown so distinct? Where are the magic hoops to unite what cannot be united? Is
it conceivable that, for imstance, the Germans of the Baltic Provinces and the
Germans of Transcaucasia can be 'welded into a single nation'? But if it is not
conceivable and not possible, wherein does national autonomy differ from the
utopia of the old nationalists, who endeavoured to turn back the wheel of history?

But the cohesion and unity of a nation diminish not only as a result of migration.
The diminish also from internal causes, owing to the growing acuteness of the
class struggle. In the early stages of capitalism one may still speak of a
'cultural community' between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. But as large-
scale industry develops and the class struggle becomes more and more acute, this
'community' begins to melt away. One cannot seriously speak of the 'cultural
community' of a nation when the masters and the workers of a nation have ceased to
understand each other. What 'common fate' can there be when the bourgeoisie
thirsts for war, and the proletariat declares 'war on war'? Can a single inter-
class national union be formed from such contradictory elements? And, after this,
can one speak of the 'fusion of all the members of the nation into a national cult-
ural community' (Bauer, p531)? Is it not obvious that national autonomy is contr-
ary to the whole course of the class struggle?

But let’us assume for a moment that the slogan 'Organise the nation' is practicabl
One might understand bourgeois nationalist parliamentarians endeavouring to
'organige' a nation for the purpose of ‘securing additional votes. But since when
have So¢ial-Democrats begun to occupy themselves with 'organising' nations,
'constituting' nations, 'creating' nations? 2

What sort of Social-Democrats are they who in a period of extreme aggravation of
the class struggle organise inter-class national unions? Hitherto the Social-
Democratic Party of Austria, like every other Social-Democratic Party, had one aim
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ramely, to organise the proletariat. This: aim has apparently become ;énthuated'.
Springer and Bauer are now setting a'new' a1m, h more thr1111ng &im, namely, to
'create', to 'organise' a nation. {

Besides, logic has its obligatlbns. he who adopts natioﬁal autonoﬁy must also
adopt this 'new'aim; but to adopt the latter means to abandon the class pos1t10n
and to adopt the path of nationalism.

Springer's and Bauer's national eutohoﬁi is a subtle form”of nationalism;

;&nd lt is by no means fortuitous that the national programme 6f the Austrian-

Social~Pemocrats enjoins a concern' for 'the "preservation and develoggent of the
natlonal peculiarities of the peoples." Just think: to 'preserve' 'such 'national
peculigrities' of the:Transcaucasian Tatars as self-flagells ion at the festival
of Shakhsei- Vakhsei; or to 'develop' such 'national peculiarities' of the Georg-

ians as the vendetta.

A demand of this character is quite in place in an outright botirgeois nationalist
programme; and if it appears in the programme of the Austrian Social~Democrats
it is because national autonomy tolerates rather than precludes such demands.

But if pat1ona1 autonomy is unsuitable now, 1t will be still more unsuitable in
the future society, a socialist society.

Baucr's prophesy regarding the division of "humanity into nationally delimited
communities" (p533) is refuted by the whole course of development of present-day
humanity. National partitions are being demolished and are falling, rather than
Hecom1ng firmer.

As early as the forties Marx declared that ''mational differences and antagonisms

between peoples are daily more and more vanishing" and that 'the supremacy of the

proletgriat will cause them to vanish still faster." The subsequent development

of mankind, accompenied as it was by the colossal growth of capltallst production,

vae shuffling of nationalities and the amalgamation of :-people w1th1n ever larger
rr1tor1es, emphatically corroborates Marx's th ught. -

Szuer's desire to represent socialist society as a ' '"checkered picture of national
unions of persons and territorial corporations" is a timid attempt to replace
Marx's Iconception .of socialism by the reformed conception of Bakunin. 'The history
of socialism proves that every such attempt harbours the elements of inevitable

L.

It Lurea.

e shall not cwell on the 'socialist principle of nationality' glorified by Bauer,
which, in our opinion, replaces the socialist principle of the class sfruggle by
the bourgeois principle of 'nationality'. If national autonomy is based on such a
cubious principle, 1t must be confessed that it can only cause harm to the working
-class movement.

True, such nationalism is not so transparent, for it is skil'fully masked by social-
ist phrases, but it is all the more harmful to the proletariat for that reason. We
can always cope with open nationalism, for it can easily be discerned. ' It is much
wore difficult to combat a nationalism which is masked and unreco jnisable beneath
its mask. Protected by the armour of socialism, it is less vulnerable and more
tenacious. Implanted among the workers, it poisons the atmosphere. and. spreads .
noxious ideas of mutual mxstrust and aloofness among the workers of the different
rwtlonalztles. , ) e G all§

¥

But this: does not exhaust the harm caused by national autonomy. It tends not only
to create aloofness; but also to break up a united working-class movement. The




idga.of—nationgl,autonomy.creates the psychological conditions that make for the
division of a united: workers' party into separate parties built on national lines.
The break-up of the party is followed by the break-up of the trade unions, and

complete isolation is the result. In this way a united clasgimovement is broken
up into separate national ri ulets. S ' g '

Austria, the home of 'national autonomy,' provides:the most deplorable examples of
this. Since 1897 (the Wimberg Party Congress) the one-time united Austrian Social
~Democratic Party has been breaking up into separate parties. The break-up became
still more marked after .the Briinn Congress: (1899), which adopted national ' autonomy
Matters have finally come to such a pass that in place of .a united inter-national
party we rniow have six national parties,i of which the Czech Social-Democratic Party
will even have nothing to do with the German Social-Democratic Party. :

Cut'with the parties are associated the trade unions. In Austria, both in the
parties and in the trade unions, the main brunt of the work is borne by the same
Social-Democratic .workers. There was therefore reason to fear that separatism in
the. party would lead to separatism in. the - trade unions and that the trade unions
would also break up. That, in fact, has been the case: the trade unions have also
divided according to nationality. Now things frequently go so far that the Czech
workers will even break a strike of the Germén workers, or will unite at the muni-
cipal elections with the Czech bourgeois against the German workers.

t will be seen from this that national autonomy is no solution for the national
problem. Nay more, it only serves to aggravate and confuse the problem by creatinn
a soil which favours thé destruction of the unity of the workiag class movement,
fosters national aloofness among the workers and intensifies friction between ther.

Such is the harvest of national autonomy. '

1

V. THE BUND,-leS. NATIONALISM AND ITS SEPARATISM

1

Ye said above.that Bau ry while he is prepared to grant national autonomy to thc
Czechs, Poles, and so on, is opposed to granting similar--autonomy to the Jews. ' TIn
answer to the question 'Should the working class demand autonomy for the Jewish
reople?' Bauer. says that 'the Jewish workers should not demand national autonony'
(p379). According to Bauer, the reason is that 'capitalist society makes it

impossiple for them (the Jews - J.S.) to continue as a nation.' (p373)

In'brie:,.fhe Jewish.nation is coming to an end, and therefore there is nobody to
cemarid national “autonomy for. . The Jews are being assimilated.

This view of the fate of the Jews as a nation is hot a new one. ' It was expressed

by Marx as early as the forties ("Zur Judenfrage') in reference chiefly to the

C -man Jews. I% was repeated by Kautsky in 1903 ("Das Kischinjewer Blutbad'- "~ o
Hishenev Pogrom'", 1906) in reference to the Russian Jews. It is now being repeate<
by Bauer in reference to the Austrian Jews, with the difference, however, that he

denies not the present but the future of the. Jewish nation.

Bauer explains the impossibility of preserving the existence of the Jews as a
nation by the fact that 'the Jews have no closed territory of settlement' (p373).
This explanation, in the main a correct ong does not however express the whole
truth. The fact of the matter is primarily that among the Jews there is no large
and stable stratum associnted with the soil, which would naturally rivet the nation=.
serving not only. as its. framework but also as a 'national ' market. Of the five or
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six milliory "%%lﬂgly three to four per cent are connected with agriculture in any
vay. The remaining 96% are employed in trade, industry, in town institutions, and
in general live in towns; moreover, they are spread all over Russia and do not
constitute a majority in a single gubernia.

Thus, jnterspersed as national minorities in areas inhabited by other nationalities,
the Jews as a rule serve 'foreign' nations as manufacturers and traders and as
members of the free professions,. naturally adapting themsélves to the 'foreign
nations' in respect to language and so forth. All this, taken togethor with the
increasing reshuffling of nationalities charactéristic of developed forms of
capitalism, leads to the assimilation of the Jews. The abolition of the Pale

would only serve to hasten this process.

The question of national autonomy for the Russian Jews conrequently assume+ a
somevhat curious character: autonomy is being proposed for a nation whose future
is denied and whose existence has still to be proved!

llevertheless, this was the curious and shaky position adopted by the Bund when at

its Sixth Congress (1905) it adopted a 'national programme' based on national
autonomy.

Two circumstances 1mpe11ed the Bund to take this step.

The first clrcumstance is the xistence of the Bund as an organisation of Jewish,
and only Jewish, Social-Democratic workers. Even before 1£97 the Social- Democra-
tic groups active among the Jewish workers set themselves the task of creaxlng
'a special Jewish working-cl~ss organisation' (Cf. 'Forms of the National Move-’
ment, etc, edited by Kastelyansky, p772 (in Russian)). They founded such an
crganisation in 1897 by uniting to form the Bund. This was at a time when
Russian Social-Democracy as a whole virtually did not yet exist. The Bund
steadily grew and spread, and stood out more.and more vividly age st the back-
ground of the sunless days of Russian Social-Democracy... Then came the early
years, of the twentieth century. A mass working-class movement came into being.
The Pol1sh Social-Democratic Party grew, drawing the Jewish wokers into the mass
struggle. The Russian Social-Democratic Party grew and attracted the 'Bund' wor-
kers.. Lacking a territorial basis, the national framework of the Bund began to be

' restrictive. ' The Bund was faced w'th the problem of either merging with the

general inter-national wave, or of defending its independent existence as an
extra-territorial organisation. The Bund chose the latter course.

t

Thus grew up the 'theory' that the Bund is "the sole representatiye of the Jewish
proletariat." '

Zut to just1fy this strange 'theory' in any 'simple' way became impossible. A
ckground ‘of 'prlnc1ple', a justification on 'principle', was needed.  National
sutonomy proved to be' this .basis. The Bund seized upon it, borrowing it from the

Austrian Social-Democrats. If the Austriar. had not had such a programme the
Pund would have invented it in order to provide ‘a justification for its indepen<--
ent existence on 'principle’.

Thus, after a first timid attempt in 1901 (the Fourth Congress), the Bund finally
adopted a 'national programme' in 1905 (the Sixth Congress).

The second circumstarice is the peculiar position of the Jews; who form isolated
national minorities wi‘hin 1ntegra1 reglons of compact maaor1t1es ‘of  other
nationalities. 2 ; of G

We have already said thétlfhis_boéition is undermining the existence of the Jews
as a nation and is driving them towards aszimilation. But this is an objective

N
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process. Subjectively, in the minds of the Jews, it provokes a reaction and gives
rise to the demand for a guarantee of the rxghts of a national minority, for a
guarantee against assimilation. PR PR

Preaching as it does the vitality of the Jewish nationality', the Bund could not
avoid being in favour of a 'guarantee'. And, having taken up this position, it
could not but accept national autonomy. For if the Bund could seize upon any
autonomy at all, it could only be national autonomy, i.e., national cultural auto-
nomy: there could be no question of territorial political autonomy for the Jews,
since the Jews have no definite and integral territory.

It is noteworthy that the Bund from the outset stressed the character of national
autonomy as a guarantee of the rights of national minorities, as a guarantee of
the 'free development' of nations. It is not for nothing that the representative
of the Bund at the Second Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Party, Gold-
blatt, defined national autonomy as consisting of 'institutions which guarantee
them (ite., nations - J.S.) complete freedom of cultural development' (Minutes of
the Second Congress, p176). A similar proposal was made by supporters of the
ideas of the Bund in the Social-Democratic fraction of the Fourth Duma...

In this;way the Bund adopted the airious position of national autonomy for the Jews.

We have examined above national autonomy in general. The examination showed that
national autonomy leads to nationalism. We shall see later that the Fund has come
to a similar end. But the, Bund also regards national autonomy from a specific
angle, namely, as a guarantee of the rights of national minorities. Let us exam-
ine the question from this specific angle also. This is all the more necessary
since the problem of national minorities - and not of the Jewish minorities alone
- is one of serious moment for the Social-Democratic Party.

And so, it is a question of 'institutions which guarantee' the nations 'complete
freedom of cultural development. (Our amphns1s = J.S.)

But what are these '1nst1tut10ns which guarantee,' etc.

They are primarily the 'National Council' of Sprxnger and Bauer, something in thc
nature of a Diet for cultural Matters.

But can these 1nst1tut1ons guarantee the nations 'complete freedom of cultural

development'? Can a Diet on cultural matters guarantee a nation against national-
ist represslons?

. !
The Bund believes it cane.
But history proves the contrary.

At one time a Diet existed in Russian Poland. It was a political Diet and, of
course, ' endeavoured to guarantee freedom of 'cultural development'for the Poles.
But, faj from succeeding in doing so, it itself succumbed in the unequal  struggle
against’ the political conditions generally prevailing in Russia.

A Diet has been in existence for a long time in Finland, and it also endeavours t~
protectthe Finnish nation from 'attempts,' but how far it succeeds in doing so
everybody knows. t

Of course, there are Diets and Diets, and it is not so easy to cope with the dcro-
cratically organised Finnish Diet as it was with the aristocratic Polish Diet. L'
the decisive factor, nevertheless, is not the Diet but the general regime in
Russia. If such a gross. and: Asiatic social and political regime existed in Russia
now as in; the past, at the time the Polish Diet was abolished, the Finnish Diet




would be much worse off. Moreéver, the policy of 'attempts' upon Finland_is
growing, and it cannot be said that it has met with defeat...

If this is the case with old, historically evolved institutions - political Dielcs
- still less will young Diets, young institutions, especially such feeble
institutions as' 'cultural' Diets, be able to guarantee the free development of r--
ions.

Obviously, the point lies not in 'institutions', but in the general regime prev-
ailing in the country. If there is no democracy in the country there can be no
guarantee of 'the complete freedom of cultural development' of nationalities. C:1-
may say with certainty that the demcratic a country is the fewer are the 'atte:n-
pts' made on the 'freedom of nationalities', and the greater are the guarantees

against such 'attempts'.

Russia 'is a semi-Asiatic country, and therefore in Fussia the policy of 'at:!
pts' not infrequently assumes the grossest form, the forn of pogroms. It need
hardly be said that in Russia 'guarantees' have been reduced to the very minimu—,

Germany is already Europe, and she has a greater or lesscr decree of poslitical
freedom. It is not surprising that in Germany the policy of 'attempts' never to'-- -
the form of pogroms.

In France, of course, the 'guarantees' are still greater, for France is more dero-
cratic than Germany.

We will not mention Switzerland, where, thanks to her highly-developed, although
bourgeois democracy, nationalities live in freedom, whe*™er they represent minor:-
ties or majorities.

Thus the Bund adopts a false position when it asserts “hat 'institutions' by
themselves are able to guarantee the complete cultural development of nationali*: -~

It may be said that the Bund itself regards the establishment of democracy in
Russia as a preliminary condition for the 'creation of institutions' and guaran*~
of freedom. But this is not the case. From the Report of the Eighth Conference
the Bund it will he seen that the Bund thinks it can secure 'institutions' undc-
the present system in Russia by 'reformind the Jewish cormunity.

"The cbmmunity," one of the leaders of the Bund szid at this conference, 'ay
become the nucleus of future national cultural autonomy. National cultural av"-
nomy is a form of self-service on the part of nations, a form of satisfying na%: -
nal needs. The community form contains a similar content. They are links in 1 -~

same chain, stages in the same evolution." (Repor: of 8th Conference of the Bu--.
1911, p62) ~

On this‘basis, the conference decided that it was necessary to strive '"for the gyt

orm of the Jewish community and its conversion by legislativc means into a lay

institution," democratically organiseds (Our ¢~ "5 - _ 3.)

It is eyident that the Bund considers that the condition and cuarantee lie not -
the dempocratisation of Russia, but in some future 'lay institution' of the Jevs,
obtained by 'reforming the Jewish community,' so to speak,; by 'legislative' mean-.
through the Duma.

But we have already seen that 'institutions' in themselves -anrot serve as
'guarantees' if the regime in the state generally is not a democratic cne.

But what, it may be asked, will be the position under a future cdemocratic syst~—"
Will not specific 'cultural institutions which guarantee, etc.' be required cvea
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Jewish language' (Our emphasis - J.S.) be fo- 1t for with 'parti-alar insistence.'s

n'w @

under democracy? What is the pecition in this respect in democratic Switrerland,
for exemple? Are there specific cultural institutions in Switzerland. on the
rattern of Springer's 'National Council'? No, there are not. -But do not the
cultural interests of, for instance, the Italians, who constitute a minority,
suffer for that reason? One does not seem to hear that they do. And that is
quite natural: in Swit erland all specificdly cu’*wral 'institutions', which
supposedly 'guarantee,' etc., are rendered superfl ious by democracy.

And so, impotent in the present and sup--flucus in the future - such are the inat-
itutions of national cultural autonomy, and such is national autonomy.

But it becomes still more pernicious when it is foisted upon a 'nation' whose
present and future are open to -doubt. In such cases the advocates of national
zxZonomy are obliged to retain and preserve all the attributes of a 'nation',
ro% only the useful attributes but also the harmful ones, just for the sake of
'ziving the nation'from assimilation, just for the sokz of 'pres erving it.

Toat the Eund ghould adopt this dangerous path was inevitable.
/nd it cid adopt it. We are referring io thz resol-tions of recent coaferences »=
the Dund on the question of the !'Se>hath', 'Yiddish', eic.

Seclal-“comocrats strive to securc the richt of = 21l n- n~+10n~ to *the use of their own
lenguace. Eut that does not satisfy the Pind: it comznds that 'the richt of the

fnd the Bund itself, in the elections to the Tourth Duma, declared that it would
give 'prefercence to those of them (i.e. candidates to th2 slectoral cu’:c¢*) who
undertake to defend the rights of the Jewish language.' (Report of the 9th Confer
ence of the Bund, 1912, pi42).

I'ot the general right of all naticns to us2 lreir cwa langunace, but the particulc::
right of the Jewish langnage, Yiddigh! Lct %l:e worlzers of the varic™ * nationalit-
ics fight primarily for their own lenugucs -: the Jews fer Jewish,.the Georgians
Sox Georgf;n, and so fortn. Tn~ struggle for .the general right .of 21l naticns

i3 a secondary matier. You nced not, if you cdo not wish, recognise the right cs
cil oppressed nationalities to use the*? mnative languages; but if you have.
recognised the right of Yiddish, Irow that the Cund will vote for you, the Bund
will 'prefer' you. o R )

“at in.vhat way then does the Iind @iffor from +the bourceois naticnalistn?

cia —Dhmovrats are striving to securc the estcblisiment of one compulsory wec:ly
eqt"z « [LCut that does rnot satisfy ithe Pred: it CemenZs that 'by legislative

2aS.4.the Jewish proletariat should ke croinicd e right of observing the Sak»
uth and be reliwed of the obligation of obrserving anotizer day.' (Report of the 8-
Conference of the Bund, p83).

It is to be expected that the Bund will take annther !'fo-iward step knd demand *Ii.
right to observe all the ancient Hebrew holidays. Ancd if, to the misfortune of ~
the Bund, the Jewish workers have discarded religious prejudices and do not we-
to c“se*ﬁe them, the Bund with its agitation in favour of 'the richt of the
Sabbath' will remind them of the Sabbath and will 1nculcate in them, s2 ‘to spe.“,
'the Sabbath-day spirit.'

Qulte comprehensi™le, therefore, avre the '"fiery speechz2s' of the spealiers ~% tho
Eiguth Conference of the Bund who demanded 'chl ‘h kospitals®, a domand which wns
baued on the argument that 'a patient fecls more at hcme umong his own people,’
+Report of 8th Conf. of Bund, p85 :

Curia - electoral college to the Duma - Ed. Eng.. Ed. ;




tat 'the Jewish worker /il 20t feel at easa among Polish_workers and will feel
at ease among Jewish shopkeepers, ! (Ihid., p. 58.)

“re maintenance of everything Jewish, the pPreservation of alj the national pecul -
iaritiesvof the Jews even those that are patently noxious to the proletariat, the
«30lation ot the “ews from everthing non-Jewish, even the establishment of
“pecial hqspitags_- that iz the level to which the Bund has sunk!

Comrade Plekhanov was right a {thousand times over when he said that the Bund 'is
adripting socialism to nationalism,!' Of course, V.Kossovsky and Bundists like him
©inagh accuse Plekhanov of being a 'denagogue! - Paper will put up with anything
“hati is written on it - but ‘those whe know the activities of the Bund wil} easily
realise that these doughty fellows are simply afraid to tell the truth of them-
Selves and are hiding behingd Scurrilous accusations of 'demagogy! '

"o o0oco
3
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“3% since it holds such a position on the naticnal question, the Bund was naturall:
-sliged to demand the isolation of the Jewish workers also in the matter of organ-
cation, ‘o demand national curi-~e within the Social-Democratic Party. 'Such is

"2 logic of national autcenomy! , .

ind, in fact, the Bund Possed from the thecry of 'sole representation' to the
ihzcry of 'national ¢2marcation' of workers. The Burd demands that the Russian
Secial-Demccratic Party . skoyld 'in its organisational Stiructure introduce dem-
“ircation according to notionalities, ! (An Announcemen=+ cn‘the Seventh Congdress
= the Buna, po7.)3 -From.'demarcaticn' it made a 'step forward! to the theory of
’i;alation', It is not without coog cause thet speeches wérg made at the et s
taference.of the Bund declaring that 'national existence lies in isolation'
‘lcport of the Eight Zonference of the Bund. p.72.) : i |

“rganisational federnlism Lartours the elements of disintegration and separatism.
T2 und is heading fo:- S-raratisn.,

ad, indeed, thare ig 2othing else iz com head for., JIts vVery existence as an
<Itra-terroriani orgenisatica drivec it to Separctism. The Bund does not possess

» definite integral territory; i+ cnerates on 'foreign' territories, whereas the
-=ighbouring Polish, Le:tish ana “35ien Social-Democratic parties are inter-nat-
~Tnal, territorial collective pedie 3ut The result is that every éxtension,pf
tiese collective bodies means a 1oz, 1 Zer ke Puacd and a restrictiqp of ifs_field
°f action, There are Wo alternatices: cither. the entire Russian'Soéial-Dembcfati:
Party must be reconstrucied oa “he rrinciple of rs”ional federalism - which will
“neble the Bund to 'secure! thei Jewish zroletariat Tor itseif; or the inté?{géfidn-
al territorial,principle of thess collecive bodiec remains in forée‘iﬁiﬁ:which.
case the Bund . must be reeenstructed 2.onge inter=natisnal linés,.aé;is the case
with the ?qlish and Lettish Social-Demezratin partiesn e '

“ow oy

Thg expiains'why the Bund has clways demanded that 'the Russian Social-Democratic
Party.bereformed along federal lines,' (National Antonomy and the ‘Reform of the
2uszion Sbcial-Demodratié Pariy on Federal Lines, 1902, published.by .the Bund. )

«n 1905, bending before the wave of feeling in favour of unltx'among the rank and
zile, the Bund chose a middle Path and joined the Russian‘Sodial-Democratic Party.
Bet how did it join? Whereas the P>lish and Lett:sh Social—Democratic~parties
adinéd qu»thé’pﬁrpcSe ol peacezble Joint action,. the Bund Joined with the purpos:z
of:waging war for d‘federafion. Th=t is exactly what the leader of the Bundists,
Med;myvﬁ?id at the time: '

‘ie are jeining not for the sake of an idrll, bui in order to fight. There are
30 idylls, ang only Manilovs (Manilov - a character in Gogol's Dead Souls rep-
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resented as a sentimental drezmer - ed. eng. ed.) can hope for them in the near
future. The Bund must join the Party armed cap-a-pie (Nashe Slovo, No 3, p2k)
Vienna, 1906 ) ° " N\ e

.

It would be wrong to regard this as an expression of evil intent on Medem's part.
It is not a matter of evil intent, but of the peculiar position of the Bund, which
compels it to fight the Russian Social-Democratic Party as a party built on inter-.
national lines.  And in fighting it the Bund naturally vislated the interests of
unity. Finally, matters reached such a pitch that the Bund formally broke with"
the Russian Social-Democratic Party by violating the statutes, and in the elections

to the Fburth buma joined forces with the Polish nationalists against the Polirh
Social-Democrats.

The Bund apparently considered that a.break would provide the most favourable con-
ditions for its activities.

And so the 'principle' of organisational 'demarcation' led to separatism and to
complete rupture.

In the controversy with e old Iskra on the question of federalism, the Bund
once wrote:

"The Iskra wants to assure us that federal relations between the Bund and the
Russian Sodal-Democratic Party are bound to weaken the ties between them. We
cannot refute this opinion by referring to practice in Russia, for the simple
reason that the Russian Social-Democratic Party does not exist as a federal body.
But we can refer to the extremely edifying experience of the Social-Democratic
Party of Austria, which assumed a federal -“-racter by virtue of the decision of

the Party Congress of 1897." (National Autonomy, etc. 1902, p17, published by
the Bund.)

This was written in 1902.

But we are now in the year 1913. We now have both Russian 'practice' and the
'experience of the Social-Decmocratic Party of Avstria.'

What do they tell us?

Let us begin with 'the extremely edifying experience of the Social-Democratic
Party of Austria.' Up to 1896 there was a united Social-Democratic Party in
Austria. In that year the Czechs at the International Congress in London first
demanded s-parate representation, and got it. 1In 1897, at the Vienna (Wimberg)
Party Congress, the united party was formally liquidated and in its place a
federal league of six national 'Social-Democratic groups' was set up. Subsequ-
ently these groups were conver®: ° into independent parties. The parties gradua-
11y severed contact. The partics were followed by the parliamentary fraction,
which also broke up - national 'clubs' were formed. Next camethe trade unions,
which also split along national lines. Ev-n the co-operatives were affected, the
Czech separatists calling upon the workers to split them up. (Cf the words quoted
from a brochure by Vane in Dokumente Des Separatismus, p29) We will not dwell
on the fact that separatist agitation is underming the sense of solidarity of the
workers and frequently drives them to strike-breaking.

Thus “the extremely edifving experience of the Social-Democratic Party of Austria'
speaks against the Bund and for the old Iskra. Federalism in the Austrian party
has led to the most monsirous form of separatism and to the destruction of the
unity of the working-c"~ss movement.

We have seen above that 'practice in ‘Russia' also bears this out. Like the Czech
separatists, the Bundist separatists have broken with the general Russian Social-




Democratic Party. As to the trade unions, the Bundist trade unions, they were
always organised on national lines, tha* is to say, they were always cut off from
the workers of other nationalities.

Complete isolation and complete rupture - that is what is revealed by the 'Russ-
ian experience' of federalism.

It is not surp#ising that the effect of such a state of affairs upon the workers
is to weaken their feeling of solidarity and to -demoralise them, and the latter
process is also penetrating the Bund. We are referring to the increasing 'collis-
iohs'betwgen the Jewish and the Polisk workers in connection with unemployment.
This is thekind of speech that was uttered on this subject at the Ninth Conference
of the Bund:

y are R .
".o.We regard the Polish workers, whq/squeez1ng us out, as pogromists, as scabs

we do not support their strilkes, we break them. Secondly, we reply to being
squeezed by squeezing in our turn: we reply to Jewish workers not being allowad
into the factories by not allowing Polish workers nzar the benches... If we do
not take this matter into our own ha.ds the workers will follow others.'" (Our
criphasis —J.S. Report of the Ninth Confurerice of the Bund p19)

That is the way they talk about solidarity &t a Bund conference.

“ou canr~+ go further thean this in the way of 'demarcation' anc 'isolation'. The
Bund has echieved its aim: it is carrying its 'demarcation' of the workers of
different nationalities to “he point of conflicts and strike-breaking. And there
is ho other course: 'If we do rot tcke this matter into our own hands the workers
will follow others...'

The disorganisation of ‘{Fte woricing-class movenent, ‘he demoralisation of the
ranks of'Social-Democracy - tiat is whither “he federalism of the Bund is leading.
Thus the idea of national autciey, tre atmospnere it creates, has proved to be
éven more pernicious in Fu - - thper in Avy tria,.

VI. THE CAUCASIANS AND THE COHFERENCED OF LIQUIDATORS

R e e e S —

We spoke above of the waveringe of one section of the Caucasian Social-Democrats
who were unable to withstand the rnatioralist 'ooidemic', These waverings were
revealed in thé,faét that, strangc as t nay feein, the Social-Democrats menticned
followed in the footsteps - ° the Bund c<nd doclarad in favour of national culzaral
autonomy.

Regional autonomy for the Caucasus a= & witdole and national cultural autonomy for
the nations forming the Caucasus -~ th2% is the way these Social-Democrats, who,
incidentally, are lirkecd with the Fussia Liquidators, formulate their demand.

Listen to their ac .owledged lezder; “he not unknown N.

"Everybody knows that the Caucasvs differs pProfoundly from the central gubernizs,
“oth as regards the racial coriposition ol tis populiation and as regards it terri-
tory and agricultural development. The exploitation and material development of
such a region require local woricers acquainted with local peculiarities and
accustomed to the lccal climrate and culture. All laws designed to further the
exploitation of the local territ-rv chould be issued locally and should be put
into effect by local forces. Cons ‘uently, the competence of the central orgen
of Caucasian self-goveramen® should extend to legislation on local questions...
Hence the functions of the Caucasian cenire should consist in the legislation of
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e tha eco:c:ic_exploitation of the local territory and
2 material prosperiiy of <hz regica.'" (See the Georgian newspaper Chveni
Tskhovreba (Our Life); "1212; No 12)

‘n a word, regicnal autcrony Zor the Caucasus.

If we abstract ourselves from the rather confused and incoherent arguments of N.,
it must be admitted that his conlv ‘on is correct. Regional autonomy for the
C-ricasus, within the fFameworl:z of a general state constitution, which N. does not
cony, is indeed essentii because of the peculiarity of its composition and its
sccial conditions.’ This was also acknovledged by the Russian Social-Democratic
Party when, at its Second Congress, it proclaimed 'regional self-government for
‘ons which in respect of their social conditions and the composition of their

2ootlation Ciffer frem the cpz2cifically Russian regions.!
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rtov sulinitted this point for discussion at the Second Congress, he just-
on the crouncs that 'the vast extent of Russia and the experience .of

cr ceatrpliced “raticn peint to the necessity and expediency of regional
self-gorermment for such large taits as Finland, Poland, Lithuania and the

Toismnmngey~ |
SATOSV 3.

Tt fron this it fellows that rercional self-qgovernment is to be interpreted as

resional autono—-

St

"1 Ne goes s%ill furiler. Aczo:ding to hinm recional autonomy for the Caucasus

co7ers 'only one eszect of the rmuas*ion'.

50 far we have c£3clicn eoaly o7 the aterinl devclopment of local life. But the
zconomic development ¢ o ra~ign acilitrted not only by economic activities
MI elso by spirituv~l, cultural ~otivitieSeo. A culturally strong nation is
itreng clseo in the co~iemic sohers... Lut *he cultural development of nations

Zs vossible obly in LA n~tigr el ' nrunges...  Consequently, all questions conn-
=zied with the native Llompun-a ~ro ques*Zons of national culture. Such are the
questions of ecucaticn, lo~- ~Ire, the church, literature, art, science,
=2 theatre, etc. I =h» ma%or’ns’ Cdovelopuant of a region unites nations,
:ational culture disvaites : . pleces each in a separate sphere. Activities
of the former kind arce r~isociifi-C with o definite territory... This is not the

cese with matters of n~%icne’l ¢ 7 me. Tuiey are associated not with a definite

territory but with thic cmistemzo o7 a cefinite nation. The fate of the Georg-

ien leaguage interests o Cromserd as i~ matter where he lives. It would be a sign

ol profound ignorance o scavr LA Czorzlza culture concerns only the Georgians
T £ siwurch. Armenians of

w20 live in Gecrgia, =
—erious lecalities and stotes !
Zerritory pleys no part herce Cr, fon instance, the creation of a Georgian mus-
~1 interests not only the CGzeorgians of Tiflis, but also the Georgians of Baku,
Titais, St. Petersburg, eic. Hence, the administration and control of . all aff-
~irs of national cutlure m:ct be left to the nations concerned. We are in fav-
cur ¢ naticnal cul%owal culencay for the Caucasian nationalities.! (ibid)

- -

¥

-1 a word, since cnliive is not tcrritory, and territory not culure, national

cultuvral’ autonomy is raavired. That is all N. can say in the latter's favour.

7 national cultural autonomy in general;. we-have
-e cheracter. We should only like to point out

e ia gomeral, national cultural autonomy is meaningless
to Caucasian.cconditionse.

cady spclica of 2
t, while beirng uuzuiizh
c

~nd nensensicel in relati

I2d for the following recscon.
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National cultural autoncmy ‘- resumes more or less developed nationalities, with_a
developed ‘culture and literature. Failing these conditions, autonomy loses all._
sense and reduces itself to an absurdity. But in the Caucasus there /a éhmbef of
peoples each possessing a primitive culture, a specific language, but without its
own literature; peoples, morecver, which are ‘'n a state of transition, partly
becoming assimilated and partly continuing to develop. How is national cultural
autonomy to be applied to them? What is to be done with such peoples? How are

‘they to be 'organis=1' into seprrate national cultural unions, such as are undoubt-
©edly implied by national cultural autonomy?

' What is télbg,done with the Mingrelians, the Abkhasizns, the Adjarians, the Svane-

tians, the Lesghians, and so on, wino speak different languages but do not possess
a literature of their own? To what nations are they to be attached? .Can they be
'organised' into national unions? Around what 'cultural affairs' are they to be
'organised'?

What is to be done with the Ossets, of whoin the Transcaucasian Ossets are becoming
assimilated (but are as vet by no means wholly assimilated) by the Georgians and

~the Ciscaucasian Osset:z are partly being assimilated by the Russians and partly

continuing to develop and are creating their own literature? How are they to be
‘organised' into a single national union?

To what rn+ional union should one attach the Ad Jarians, who speak the Georgian
language but whose culture is Turkish =nd who prcfess the religion of Islam? . Shall
they be 'organisec! separately from the Georgians with regard to religious affairs
and toaether with the Georgians with regard to other cultural affairs? And what
And what, about the Aobuieti, the Ingushes, the Inghilois?

What kind of autonomy is an autcnomy that excluses a whole number of peoples from
the list?

No, this is nout a solution cof the naticnal problem, bui the fruit of an idel fancy

But let us.grant the inposzidle ard assume that our N.'s national cultural autor-
omy has been put into effect. Whither would it lead; what would be its ' results?
Take, for instance, the Transcaucasian Tatars, with their minimum of literacy,
their schools controlled by the ox ipotent mullahs and their culture permeated by
the religious spirit... It is not difficult to understand that *o organise them
into a national cultural unio» would be to place them undeir the control of the
mullahs, to cecliver thom i *° . nercics of tho reactionary millnhs, to .creoate a now
strorchold of eniritusl enslavement of the Tatar masses to their wvorst enemy.

But since when, have Social-Democrats made it a practice to bring grist to the mill
of the reactionaries? : ‘

Could the Caucasian Liquidators find nothing better to 'proctaim' than the confine-
ment of the Transcaucasian Tatars within a national cultural 'union which would ens-
lave the masses ‘o vicious reactionaries? : '

No, thiz 'is no solution of the national problem.

The national problem in the Caucasus can be solved only by drawing the backward
nations and peoplzs ipto the common stream of a higher culture. It is the only

progressive colution and the oaly solution acceptable to Social-Democrats. Regio-
nal autonomy in the Czucasus is acceptable Decause it draws the backward nations
into the common cultural develorment; it helps them to cast off the shell of
isolation peculiar to small nationalities; it impels them forward and <acilitates
access to the benefits of a higler culture; whereas national cultural autonomy
acts in a dizmetri " © orznsite direction, because it shuts up the nations within
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their old shells, chains them to the lower rungs of cultural development and pre-
vents them from rising to the higher rungs of culture.

In this way national autonomy counteracts the beneficial aspects of regional auto-
nomy and nullifies it.

That is why the mixed type of autonomy which combines national cutlural autonomy
and regional autonomy as proposed by N. is also unsuitable. This unnatural combin-
ation does not improve matters but makes them worse, because in addition to retard-
ing the development of the badkward nations it transforms regional autonomy into a
cause of conflict between the nations organised in the national unions.

Thus national cultural autonomy, which is unsuitable generally, would be a sense-
less reactionary escapade in the Caucasus.

So much for the national cultural autonomy of N. and his colleegues in the Caucasus.

Whether the Caucasian Liquidators will take 'a s*ep forward' and follow in the
footsteps of the Bund on the question of organisation also, the future alone will
show. So far, in the history of Social-Democracy federalism in organisation always
preceded national autonomy in programme. The Austrian Social-Democrats introduced
organisational federalism in 1897, and it was only two years later (in 1899) that
they adopted national autonomy. The Bundists spoke coherently of national auton-
omy for il. first time in 1901, whereas organisational federalism had been pract-
ised by them since 189~

The Caucasian Liquidators have begun from the other end, from national autonomy.
If they continue to follow in the footsteps of the Bund they will first have to
demolish the existing organisational edifice, which was erected at the end of the
nineties on the principles of internationalism.

But, easy though it may be to adopt national autonomy, which is as yet not under-
stood by the workers, it will be difficult to demolish an edifice which it has
taken many years to bv’'ld and which has been raised and cherished by the workers
of all the nationalities of the Caucasus. This Herostratian undertaking has only
to be begun and the eyes of the workers will be opened to the nationalist characte-
of national cultural autonomy.

While the Caucasians are settling the national question in the usual manner, by
means of verbal and written discussion, the All-Russian Conference of the Liquida-
tors has invented a most unusual method. It is a simply and easy method. Listen
to this:

"Having heard the statement of the Caucasian delegation...as to the necessity of
demanding national cultural autonomy, the conference, without expressing an
opinion as the susbstance of the demand, declares that such an interpretation of
the clause in the programme which recognises the right of every nationality to
self-determination is not contrary to the precise meaning of the latter.'"

Thus, first they 'do not express an opinion as t the substance' of the question,
and then they 'declare'. An original method...

And what does this original conference 'declare'?

That the 'demand' for national cu uiral autonomy 'is not contrary to the precise
meaning' of the programme,; which recognises the right of nations to self-determina-
tion.

Let us examine this proposition.

*t ot AN d oA
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The clause on seclf-determination refers to the rights of nations. According to
this clause, nations shall have the right not only of autonomy but also of secess-
ion. It is a question of political self-determination. Whom did the Liquidators
want to fool when they endeavoured to misinterpret this right of nations to poli-
tica'’ self-determination, which has long been recognised by the whole interhatiqnal
Social-Democratic movement? ' '

 Or perhaps the Liquidators will try to wriggle out of the situation and to defend
themselves by the sophistry that national .cu” “ural autonomy 'is not contrary' to
the rights of nations? That is to say, if all the nations in a given state agree
to arrange their affairs on the basis of national cultural autonomy, they, the
given sum of nations, are fully entitled to do so and nobody may forcibly impose

a different form of political life on them. . This.is both new and brilliant, ¥
Should it not be added that, speaking generally, a nation has the right to abolish
its -own constitution, replace it by a system of arbitrary rule and revert to' the
old order on the grounds that the ration, and the nation alone, has the right.to
determine its own fate? We repeai: in this sense, neitrer national cultural auto-
nomy nor any other kind of nationalist reaction 'is contrary' to the rights of f
nations. ' L '

Is this what the estecmed conference waﬁted to say?

No, not .. 3. It specifically says that national cultural autonomy 'is not cont-
rary,' not to the rights of nations, but 'to the precise meaning' o—f--‘-the-‘prqgrammeo
The point here is the programme and not the rights of nations. . T

And that is quite understandable.  If it were a nation. that addressed ditself to

the conference of Liquidators, the conference might have directly declared that

the nation has a righ* to national cultural autonomy. But it was not a nation that
addressed itself to *the conferénce, but a 'delegation' of Caucasian Sociai;pemocrats,
- bad Social-Democrats, it is ‘true, but Social-Democrats neverth::less. And hey
inquired not about the rignts of nations, but whether national cultural autonomy
contradicts the principles of Social-Democracy, whether it was not 'contrary*' to

'the precise meaning' of the programme of the Social-Democratic Party?

The rights of nations and 'the precise meaning' of th- programme of the, Social-
Democratic Party are not one znd the samo thing.

Evidently, there are demards which, while they are not.contrary ito the rights of
nations, may yet be contrary to 'the precise meaning!, of the programme. -/

For example. The programme of tho Social-Democrats,contains a clause on freedom
of réligion° According to this clause any group of persons have the right to
profess any religion they please: Catholicism) the religion of the Orthodox Church,
and so forth. The Social-Democrats will combat all forms of religious QppreSSidn,
be it persecution of members: of the Orthodox Church, Catholicé'%r_Protestants."'
Does this mean that Catholicism, Protestantism) etc 'are nbtﬁcontﬁéry—tb the pree-
ise meaning' of the programme? No, it does not. Social-Democrats will always
protest against persecu*ion of Catholics and Protestants, they will always defend
the right of natipns to profess any religion they please; but at the same time,

on the basis gf”a correct understanding of the interests of the proletariat, they
will“carry“onfagitatippéagain;t Catholicism, Protestantism and the religion of the
Orthodox'--ehmféh'-irr-of;ef tosecure tHé triumph of. the socialist world ‘conception.
And they will do so just because there is,.no doubt that Protestantism, Catholicism,
the,religion of the Orthodox Church, etc., are 'contrary to the precise meaning' of
the programme, ie., to the correctiy understood interests of the proletariat.
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The same must be said of self-determination. Nations have the right to arrange
their affairs as they please; they have the right to preserve any of their natio-
nal instutitions, whether beneficial or pernicious - nobody can (nobody has the
right to) forcibly interfere in the life of a nation. But that does not mean
that Social-Democrats will not combat and agitate against the pernicious institu-
tions of nations and against the inexpedient demands of nations. On the contrary,
it is the duty of Social-Democrats to conduct such agitation and to endeavour to
influence the will of naticns so that the nations may arrange their affairs in

the way that will best suit the interests of the proletariat. For this reason
Social-Demacrats, while fighting for the right of nations to sel f-determination,
will at the same time agitate, for instance, against the secession of the Tatars,
or against national cultural autonomy for the Caucasian nations; for both, while
not contrary to the r19hts of these natiois, are contrary 'to the preceise mean-
32g of tha programme, ie, to the interests of the Caucasian proletariat.

Evidently, 'the rights of nations' and the 'precise meaning' of the programme are
in two entirdy different planes. Whereas the 'precise meaning' of the programme
expresses the interests of the pmetariat, as scientifically formulated in the
programme of the latter, the rights of naticas may express the interests of any
class - bourgeoisie, aristocracy, clergy, etc. - depending on the strength and
influence of these classes. Theformer sets forth the duties of Marxists, the lat-
ter the rights of nations, which are made up of various classes. The rights of
nations and the principles of Social-Democracy may or may not be 'contrary' to
each other, just as, say, the pyramid of Cheops may or may not be contrary to

the famous conference of the Liquidators. They are simply incommensurable.

But from this it follows that the esteemed conference unpardonably muddled two
entirely different things. The result obtained was not a solution of the natio-
nal problem but an absurdity, according to which the rights of nations and the
principles of Social-Democracy 'are not contrary' to each other, and, consequently,
every demand of?nation may be made compatible with the interests of the proletar-
iat; consequently, no demand of a nation which is striving for self-determination
will be 'contrary to the preci-:- meaning' of the mpogramme !

Logic is shown no mercy...

It was this absurdity that gave rise to the now famous resolution of the confer-
ence of the Liquidators which declares that the demand for national cultural aut-
onomy 'is not contrary to the precise meaning' of the programme.

But not only the laws of logic were vidated by the conference of the Liquidators.

By sanctioning national cultural autonomy it also violated its duty to Russian
Social-Democracy. It most definitely violated 'the precise meaning' of the prog-
ramme, for it is well known that the Second Congress, which adopted the programme,
definitely repudiated national cultural autonomy. This is what was said at the
congress in this connection:

"Goldblatt (Bundist): ...I deem it necessary that special institutions be set up
to protect the freedom of cultural development of nationalities, and I therefore
propose that the following words be added to Par. 8: 'and the creation of inst-
itutions which will guarantee them complete freedom of cultural development.'
[?hls, as we know, is s the Bund's definition of national cultural autonomy. -{é/

Martynov pointed out that general instltu .ons must be so constituted as to prot-
ect particular interests also. It is impossible to create a special institutions
to guarantee the freedom of. cultural development of the nationalities.

Yegorov: On the question of nationality we can adopt only negative proposals, ie,
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weé are opposed to any limitations being imposed upon nationality. But we, as
Social-Democrats, are not concerned with whether any particular nationality
will develop as such. That is a spontaneous process.

Koltsov: The delegates from the Bund are always offended when their nationalism
is referred to. Yet the amendment proposed by the delegate from the Bund is a
purely nationalist one in character. We are asked to take definitely offensive
measures in order to wpport even nationalities that are dying out.

Goldblatt's amendment was rejected by the majority, only three votes being_giQen
in support.'"

Thus it is clear that the conference of the Liguidators went 'contrary to the
grecise meaning' of the programme. It violated the programme.

The Liquidators are now trying to justify themselves by referring to the Stock-
holm Congress, which they allege sanctioned national cultural autonomy. Thus, V.
Kossovsky writes as follows:

"As we know, according to the agreement adopted by the Stockholm Congress, the
Bund was allowed to preserve its national programme {(pending a decision on the
national question by a general Party congress). This congress récoirded that
national cultural autonomy at any rate does not contradict the general Party
programme." (Nasha Zarya, 1912, No. 9-10, p.120)

But fhe,effortn of the Liquidators are vain. The Stockholm Congress never th?ught
of sanctioning the progamme of the Bund - it merely agreed to leave the question
open for the time being. The brave Kossovsky did not have enough courage to.tell
the whole truth. But the facts speak for themselves. Here they are.

"An amendment was moved by Galin: 'That the question of the national programme
be left open in view of the fact that it is not being examined by the congress.'
(For - 50, against 32.) Do O L
Voice: What does that mean - to be left open? AT SR
Chairman: When we say that the national question is left open, it -means rthHat ‘the
Bund may retain its decision on this question until the next congress." (Nashe
Slovo, 1906, No 8, p53. Our italics - JS)

As you see, the congress even did 'not examine' the gquestion of the nationallprog—
ramme of the Bund - it simply left it 'open', leaving the Bund itself to decide
the fate of its programme until the next general congress met. In other words,
the Stockholm Congress avoided the question, expressing no opinion on national cul-
tural autonomy one way or znother. :

The: conference of the Liquidators, however, most definiteLy undertakes to dive an
opinion orl the matter, declares national cultural autonomy to be acceptable aﬁq‘
endorses it in the name of the Party programme. ' .
T!e difference is only too evident.

Thus, in spite of all its artifices, the conference of the Liquidators did not
advance the national question a single step-

All it could do was to squirm before the Bund and the . Caucasian national-liquidat-
ors.

VII. THE " NATIONAL PROBLEM 'IN! " RUSSIA

It remains for us to give a positive soluticn of the national problem.

We start from the assumption that the problem can be solved.only invin§imate conn-
ection with the present situation in Russia.




Russia is in a transitional period, when 'normal,' 'constitutional' life has not
yet been established and when the political crisis has not yet been settled.

Days of storm and 'complications' are ahead. And this gives rise to the movement ,
the present and the future movement, the aim of which is to achieve complete
democracy.

And it is in connection with this movement that the national problem must be
examined. i

Thus complete &emocracy in the country is the basis and condition for the solut-
ion of the national problem.

When seeking a solution of the problem we must take account not only of the situ-
ation at home but also of the situation abroad. Russia is situated between

Europe and Asia, between Austria and China. The growth of democracy in Asia is
inevitable.

The growth of imperialism in Europe is not fortuitous. In Europe, capital finds
itself too restricted, and it is striving towards foreign countries in search of
new markets, cheap labour and new fields of investment. But this leads to exter-
nal complications and to war. Nobody will dare to say tYet the Balkan War is the
end and not the beginning of the complications. It is quite possible that a
combinatinn of internal and external factors may arise in which one or another
nationality in Russia may find it necessary to raise and settle the question of

its 1ndependence. And, of course, it is not for Marxists to create ohstacles in
such cases.

But it follows from this that Russian Marxists cannot do without the right of
nations to self—determlnatlon.

Thus the rlght df'self-determinatlon is an essential element in the solutxon of
the national problem. :

Further. What must be our attitude towards nations which for one reason or ano:
ther will prefer to remain within the general framework?

We have seen that national cultural autonomy is unsuitable.

Firstlj, it is artificial and impracticable, for it proposes artlflcxally to
draw into a single nation people whom the very march of events, of real events,
is disuniting and dispersing to every corner of the country.

Secondly, it stimulates nationalism, because it tends to the view which advocates
the 'demarcation' of people according to national curiae, the 'organisation' of
nations, the 'preservation' and cultivation of 'national pecul "arities' - a thing
that is entirely incompatible with Social- -Democracy.

It is not fortuitous that the Moravian separatists in the Reichsrat, having sev-
ered themselves from the German Social-Democratic deputies, united with the Mora-
vian bourgeois deputies to form a single, so to speak, Moravian 'ring'. Nor is
it fortuitous that the Russian separatists of the Bund have got themselves invol-

Wwed in nationalism by acclaiming the 'Sabbath' and 'Yiddish'. There are no Bund-

ist deputies yet in the Duma, but in the Bund district there is a clerical-react-
ionary Jewish community, in the 'controlling institutions' of which the Bund is
arranging a 'get-together' of the Jewish workers and the bourgeois. (Cf. Report
of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, the concludidng part of the mwsolution on
the community.) Such is the logic of national cultural autonomy.

‘Thus, national autonomy does not solve the problem.
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What is the way out?

The .only real solution is regional autonomy,_autonomy for such crystallised un1ts
as Poland, Lithuania, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, etc.

The advantage of regional autoncmy consists firstly in the fact that it does not

deal with a fiction deprived of territory, but with a definite population: inhab-
iting a definite territory.

Secondly, it does not divide the people according to nation, it does not strength—
en national partitions; on the contrary, it only serves to break down these
partltlons and unites the population in such a manner as to open the way for
division of a different kind, division according to class.

P;ﬁhlly,'ltfprov1des the opportunity of utilising the natural wealth of the reg-

: don and.of developing its productive forces in the best possible way without
awaiting the decisions of a common centre - functions which are not proper to
national cultural autonomy-.

Thus regional autonomy is an essential element in the solution of the national
problem.

Of course, not one of the regions constitutes a compact, homogeous nation, for
each is interspersed by national minorities. Such are the Jews in Poland; the
Latvians in Lithuania, the Russians in the Caucasus, the Poles in the Ukraine,
and so on. It may be feared, therefore, that the minorities will be oppressed
by the national majorities. PBut there will be grounds for this fear only if the
old order continue: to prevail in the country. Give the country complete demo-
cracy and all gror—:“s for this fear will vanish.

It is proposed to “%ind the dispersed minorities into a single mnational union.
But what minorities want is not an artificial union but real rights in the loc-
alities they inhabit. What can such a union give them without complete democracy?

On the other hand, what need is there for a national union when there is complete
democracy?

What is it that particularly agitates a national minority?

‘A minority is discontented not because there is no national union but because it
does not enjoy the right to use its native language. Permit it to use its ng;ive
§ language and the discontent will pass of itself. o

A m1nor1ty 1s dlscontented not because there is no artificial union but because

it does not possess its own schools. Give it its own schools and all grounds for
dlscontent will dlsappear°

A minority is discontented not because there is no natior - union, but because
it does not enjoy liberty of conscience, liberty of movement, etc. Give it these
liberties and it will ceasc to be discontented.

Thus national eguality in all forms (language, schools, etc.) is an essential

I element in the solution of the national problem. A state law based on complete
1 democracy in the country is required, prohibiting all national privileges with-
out exception and all kinds of disabilities and restrictions on the rights of
national minorities.

That, and that alone, is the real, not a paper guarantee of the rights of a min-
il ority.

Ome-may or may not deny the existence of a logical connection between organisat-
ional federalism and natural cultural autonomy. But one cannot deny the fact that




36.

the latter creates an atmosphere favouring/?%ﬁé?ﬁf?gm, which tends towards com-
plete rupture, towards separatism. When the Czechs in Austria and the Bundists
in Russia began with autonomy, passed to federation and ended in separatism,
there can be no doubt that an important part-in this was played by the nation-
alist atmosphere that is naturclly genrated by national autonomy. It is not
fortuitous that national autonomy and organisational federalism go hand in hand.
It is quite understandable. Both demand division according to nationality. Both
pPresume organisation on national lines. The similarity is beyond question. The
only difference is that in one case the population generally are divided, while
in the other it is the Social-Democratic workers who are divided.

We know whither the division of workers along national lines leads. The disint-
egration of a united working-cl:ss party, the division of trade unions along
national lines, the aggravation of national friction, national strike-breaking,
complete demoralisation within the ranks of the Social-Democratic movement - such
are the fruits of .organisational federalism. This is eloquently borne out by

the history of Social-Democracy in Austria and the activities of the Bund in Russia.

The only cure for this is organisation on_internationalist lines.

The aim must be to unite the workers of all nationalities in Russia into united
and integral collective bodies in the various localities and to unlte these
collectuc bodies into a single party.

It goes without saying that a party structure of this kind does not preclude,
‘but on the contrary presumes, wide autonomy for the regions within the single
party whole.

The experience of the Caucasus proves the expediency of an organisation of this
type. If the Caucasians have succeeded in overcoming the national friction
between the Armenian and Tatar workers, if they have succeeded in guaranteeing
the population against massacres and shootings, if in Baku, that kaleidoscope of
national groups, national coilisions are now no longer possible, and if it has
been possible to draw the workers into the single current of a powerful movement

- the international structure of Caucasian Social-Democracy was not the least fac-
tor in bringing this about.

Type of organisation influences not only practical work. It stamps an indelible
impress on the whole mental life of the workers. The worker lives the life of
his organisation, which stimulates his intellectual growth and educates him.

And thus, moving within his organisation and continually meeting comrades belong-
ing to other nationalities and with them fighting a common struggle under the
leadership of a common collective body, he becomes deeply imbued with the idea
that workers are primarily members of one class family, members of the one army
of socialism. And this Cannot but have a emendous educational value for large
sections of the working class.

And the international type of organisation therefore serves as a school of frat-
ernal sentiments and is a tremendous agitational factor on behalf of internation-
alism.

But this is not the case with an organisation based on national lines. When the
workers are organised according to nationality they are isolated within their
national shells, fenced off from each other by organisational partitions. The
stress is laid not on what is common to the workers but on what distinguishes
them from each other. 1In this type of organisation the worker is primecily a
member of his nation: Jew, Pole, and so on. It is not surprising that national
federalism in organisation inculcates in the workers a spirit of national aloof-

.
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nesso.

And therefore the national type of organisation is a school of national narrow-
mindedness and prejudice.

Thus we are confronted by two fundamentally different types of organisation: the
type based on international unity and the type based on the organisational 'demar-
cation' of the workers according to nationality.

Attempts to reconcile these two types have hitkrto been vain.

The conciliationist rules of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party drawn up in
Wimberg in 1897 were ineffective. The Austrian party fell apart and dragged the
trade unions with it. 'Reconcialiation' proved to be not only utopian, but per-
nicious. Strasser is right when he asserts that 'separatism achieved its first
triumph at the wimberg Party Congress'. (Die Arbeiter and die Nation, 1912)

The same is true in Russia. The 'reconciliation' with the federalism of the Bund
which took place at the Stockholm Congress ended in a complete fiasco. The Bund
violated the Stockholm compromise. Ever since the Stockholm Congress the Bund has
been an obstacle to the union of the workers in the various localities into a

single organimtion which would include the wci“%ers of all nationalities. And the

Bund has obstinately persisted in its separatist tactics in spite of the fact
that du.i..g both 1907 and 1908 the Russian Social-Democratic Party repeatedly
demanded that unity should be established from below among the workers of all
nationalities. The Bund, which began with organisational national autonomy, in
reality passed to federalism, only to end in complete rupture and separatism.
And by breaking with the Russian Social-Democratic Party it caused disharmony
and disorganisation within the ranks of the latter. Let us recall the Jagiello
affair, for instance.

The path of 'reconciliation' must therefore be discarded as utopian and pernicious.

One thing or the other: either the federalism of the Bund, in which case the
Russian Social-Democratic Party must re-form itself on a basis of 'demarcation'
of the workers along national lines; or an international type of organisation,
in which case the Bund must re-form itself on a basis of territorial autonomy
after the pattern of the Caucasian, Lettish and Polish Social-Democratic parties,

and thus make possible the direct union of the Jewish workers with the workers of
the other nationalities ~* Russia.

There is no middle course: principles triumph, they do not become 'reconciled'.

Thus the principle of international solidarity of the workers is an essential

elemeg& in the solution of the national problem.

*

Vienna, January 1913
Prosveshcheniye, Nos 3-5
March-May 1913
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