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MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION!
(1913)

The period of counter-revolution in Russia brought not
only “thunder and lightning” in its train, but also disillu-
sionment in the movement and lack of faith in common
forces. As long as people believed in “a bright future,” they
fought side by side irrespective of nationality: common
questions first and foremost! But when doubt crept into
people’s hearts, they began to depart, each to his own na-
tional tent. Let every man count upon himself! The “na-
tional question” first and foremost!

At the same time a profound upheaval was taking place
in the economic life of the country. The year 1905 had not
been in vain: one more blow had been struck at the sur-
vivals of serfdom in the country districts. The series of
good harvests which succeeded the starvation years, and
the industrial boom that followed, furthered the progress
of capitalism. The differentiation of the peasants, the
growth of the towns, the development of trade and means
of communication all took a big stride forward. This ap-
plied particularly to the border regions. And this could not
but hasten the process of economic consolidation of the
nationalities of Russia. They were bound to be stirred into
movement. . . .

! The figures refer to the Explanatory 'Notes—Ed.



The “constitutional regime” which was established at
the time also acted in the same direction of slirring up
the nationalities. The spread of newspapers and of litera-
ture generally, a certain freedom of the press and cultural
institutions, an increase in the number of national thea-
tres, and so forth, all unquestionably helped to strengthen
“national sentiments.” The Duma, with its election cam-
paigns and political groups, gave fresh opportunities for
greater activity on the part of the nations and provided a
ne_v;f and wide arena for their mobilization.

And the rising tide of militant nationalism above, the
series of repressive measures taken by the “powers that
be” in vengeance on the border regions for their “love of
freedom,” evoked an answering tide of nationalism below.
which at times took the form of crude chauvinism. The
spread of Zionism among the Jews, the increase of chau-
vinism in Poland and of Pan-Islamism among the Tatars,
the spread of nationalism among the Armenians, Georgians
and Ukrainians, the general tendency of the man in the
street to anti-Semitism—all these are generally known
facts.

The 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-
ing against nationalism the tried weapon of international-
ism, 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 fraternity and unity among the proletarians of
all the nationalities of Russia. And in this connection par-
ticular firmness was demanded of the Social-Democrats of
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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-Demf)crats
of the border regions. The Bund? which had previously
laid stress on the common aims, now began to give prom-
inence to its own specific, purely nationalist purposes: it
went to the length of declaring the “observance of the
Sabbath” and the “recognition of Yiddish” a fighting issue
in its election campaign.¥ The Bund was followed by the
Caucasus; one section of the Caucasian Social-Democrats.
who, like all the Caucasian Social-Democrats, had forfnerl.y
rejected “national cultural autonomy,” are now making it
an immediate demand.*% We shall not dwell on the confer-
ence of the Liquidators®, which in a diplomatic way gave
its sanction.to nationalist vacillations.**%*

But from this it follows that views of the Russian So-
cial-Democratic Party on the national question are not yet
clear to all Social-Democrats.

It is evident that a serious and comprehensive disc.us—
sion of the national question is required. Consistent Social-
Democrats must pull together and work indefatigably
against the nationalist obfuscation, no matter from what
quarter it proceeds.

I. A NATION

What is a nation?

A nation is primarily a community, a definite commu-
nity of people.

This community is not racial, nor is it tribal. The mod-
ern Italian nation was formed from Romans, Teutons.

* See “Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bl;l,n‘d‘"
** See “Announcement of the August Conference.
*#% Ibid.



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 histor-
ically constituted community of people.

On the other hand, it is unquestionable that the great
empires of Cyrus or Alexander could not be called nations,
although they came to be constituted historically and were
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 net a casual or ephemeral conglomer-
ation, but a stable community of people.

But not every stable community constitutes a nation.
Austria and Russia are also stable communities, but nobody
calls them nations. What distinguishes a national com-
munity from a political community? One of the distinguish-
- ing features is that a national community is inconceivable
without a common language, while a state need not neces-
sarily have a common language. The Czech nation in Aus-
tria 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 affected by 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 character-
istic features of a nation.

This, of course, does not mean that different nations al-
ways and everywhere necessarily speak different languages,
or that all who speak one language necessarily con-
stitute one nation. A common language for every nation, but
not necessarily different languages for different nations.
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There is no nation which at one and the same time speaks
several languages, but this does not mean that there may
not be two nations speaking the same language. English-
men and Americans speak one language, but they do not
constitute one nation. The same is true of the Norwegians

.and the Danes, the English and the Irish.

But why, for instance, do mot the English and the
Americans constitute one nation in spite of their common
language? _

Firstly, because they do not live together, but inhabit
different territories. A nation is formed only as a result of
lengthy and systematic intercourse, as a result of the fact
that people live together from generation to generation.
But people cannot live together for lengthy periods unless
they have a common territory. Englishmen a.nd Americans
originally inhabited the same territory, England, and con-
stituted one nation. Later, one section of the English emi-
grated from England to a new territory, America, and here,
in the new territory, in the course of time, came to form
the new American nation. Difference of territory led to the
formation of different nations. o

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

But this is not all. Community of territory in itself does
not create a nation. 'This requires, in addition, an internal
economic bond which welds the various parts of a nation
into a single whole. There is no such bond between Eng-
land and America, and so they constitute two different
nations. But the Americans themselves would not deserve
to be called a nation were not the different parts of America
bound together into an economic whole, as a result
of division of labour between them, the development of
means of communication, and so forth.

Take the Georgians, for instance. The Georgians before
the Reform* inhabited a common territory and spoke one
language. Nevertheless, they did not, strictly speaking,
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constitute one nation, for, being split up into a number of
disconnected principalities, they could not share a common
cconomic life; for centuries they waged war against each
other and pillaged each other, inciting the Persians and
Turks against each other. The ephemeral and accidental
amalgamation of the principalities which some successful
king sometimes managed to bring about affected at best
a superficial administrative sphere and rapidly disintegrated
owing to the caprices of the princes and the indifference
of the peasants. Nor could it be otherwise in economically
disunited Georgia.... Georgia came on to the scene as a
nation only in the latter half of the nineteenth century,
when the fall of serfdom and the growth of the economic
life of the country, the devclopment of means of commu-
nication and the rise of capitalism, instituted a division of
labour between the various districts of Georgia, completely
shattered the economic self-sufficiency of the principalities
and bound them together into a single whole.

The same must be said of the other nations which have
passed through the stage of feudalism and have developed
capitalism.

Thus community of economic life, economic cohesion,
is one of the characteristic features of a nation.

But even this is not all. Apart from the foregoing, one
must take into consideration the specific spiritual complex-
ion of the people constituting a nation. Nations differ not
only in their conditions of life, but also in spiritual com-
plexion, which manifests itself in peculiarities of national
culture. If England. America and Ireland, which speak one
language, nevertheless constitute three distinct nations, it
is in no small measure due to the peculiar psychological
make-up which they developed from generation to genera-
tion 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 in so far as it manifests
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itself in a distinctive culture common to the nalion it is
definable and cannot be ignored.

Needless to say, “national character” is not a thing
that is fixed once and for all, but is modified by changes in
the conditions of life; but since it exists at every given mo-
ment, it leaves ils imprint on the physiognomy of the nation.

Thus community of psychological make-up, which man-
ifests itself in a community of culture, is one of the charac-
teristic features of a nation.

We have now exhausted all 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 goes without saying that a nation, like every other
historical phenomenon, is subject to the law of change,
has its history, its beginning and end.

It must be emphasized that none of the above charac-
teristics is by itself sufficient to define a nation. On the
other hand, it is sufficient for a single one of these char-
acteristics to be absent and the nation ceasés 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 disunited, inhabit
different territories, speak different languages, and so forth.
Such, for instance, are the Russian, Galician, American,
Georgian and Caucasian Highland Jews, who do not, in
our opinion, constitute a single nation.

It is possible to conceive people with a common terri-
tory and economic life who nevertheless would not con-
stitute a single nation because they have no common lan-
guage and no common “national character.” Such, for in-
stance are the Germans and Letts in the Baltic Region.

Finally, the Norwegians and the Danes speak one lan-
guage, but they do not constitute a single nation owing to
the absence of the other characteristics.



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

It might appear that “national character” is not one of
the characteristics but the only essential characteristic of
a nation, and that all the other characteristics are only
factors in the development of a nation, rather than its
characteristics. Such, for instance, is the view held by
R. Springer, and particularly by O. Bauer, Social-Democratic
theoreticians on the national question well known in
Austria.

Let us examine their theory of nations. According to
Springer:

“A nation is a union of similarly thinking and
similarly speaking persons. [It is] a cultural com-
munity of modern people no longer tied to the soil.”’*
(Our italics.)

Thus, 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 people a nation? But the Eng-
lish and the Irish ... speak the same language with-
out, however, being one people; the Jews have no
common language and yet are a nation.”**

What, then, is a nation?

“A nation is arelative community of character.”**#

. * R. Spriq‘ge‘n, Das nationale Problem (The National Problem),
Leipzig and Vienna, p. 35.

** 0. Bauer, Die Nationdlititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie
(The National Question and Social-Democracy), Vienna, p. 2.

=% Ibid., p. 6.

12

But what is character; in this casc national character?

National character is
“ _ the sum total of characteristics which distin-
guish the people of one nationality from the people
of another mationality—the complex of physical and
spiritual characteristics which distinguish one nation
from another.”* :

Bauer knows, of course, that national character does
not fall from the skies, 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 conditions under which people produce their

means of subsistence and distribute the products of
their labour.”*%*

We thus arrive at the “fullest” as Bauer calls it, defini-

tion of a nation:
“A mation is the aggregate of people bound into a
community of character by a community of fate.”***

We thus have a community of national character based
on a community of fate and not necessarily connected with
community of territory, language or economic life.

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

Bauer speaks of the Jews as a nation, although they
“have no common language”;**** put what “community of
fate” and national cohesion can there be, for instance,

* Ibid., p. 2.

** Ibid., p. 24.
*%% ]bid.,- p. 135.
“Ex% Ibid.,, p. 2



between the Georgian, Daghcstanian, Russian and Ameri-
can Jews, who are completely separated from each
other, inhabit different territories and speak different lan-
guages?

The Jews enumerated undoubtedly lead the same eco-
nomic and political life as the Georgians, Daghestanians,
Russians and Americans respectively, and in the same cul-
tural atmosphere as the latter; this cannot but leave a defi-
nite impress on their national character; if there is anything
common to them left it is their religion, their common or-
igin and certain relics of national character. All this is
beyond question. But how can it be seriously maintained
that petrified religious rites and fading psychological relics
affect the “fate” of these Jews more powerfully than the
living social, economic and cultural environment that sur-
rounds them? And it is only on this assumption that it is
possible 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 “conditions” of their life,
sets up an impassable barrier between them. But what is
national character if not a reflection of the conditions of
life, a coagulation of impressions derived from environ-
ment? How can one limit the matter to national character
alone, isolating and divorcing it from the soil that gave
rise to it?

Indeed, what distinguished the English nation from the
American nation at the end of the eighteenth and the be-
ginning of the nineteenth centuries, when the United States
was still known as New England?

Not national character, 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
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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 le‘sser.com-
munity of character, they at the 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 n;ati‘o_na]
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 dis-
tinguishing characteristic of a nation. There is only a sum
total of characteristics, of which, when nations are com-
pared, nne characteristic (national character), or another
(language), or a third (territory, economic conditions),
stands out in sharper relief. A nation constitutes the com-
bination 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 re-
sult is not a living and active nation, but something mys-
tical, intangible and supernatqral. 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-Democrat-
ic Party draws up its national program. It can reckon
only with real nations, which act and move, and therefore
insist on being reckoned with.

Bauer is obviously confusing nation, which is a histor-
ical category, with tribe, which is an ethnographical cat-
egory.

By the way, Bauer apparently himself feels the weakness
of his position. While in the beginning of his book he defi-
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nitely declares the Jews to be a nation,* he corrects himself
at the end of the book and states that “in general capital-
ist society makes it impossible for them [the Jews] to con-
tinue 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,”** whereas 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.

By arguing thus, Bauer wanted to prove that the Jewish
workers cannot demand national autonomy,*** but he
thereby inadvertently refuted his own theory, which denies
that community of territory is one of the characteristics
of a nation.

But Bauer goes further. In the beginning of his book
he definitely declares that “the Jews have no common
language, and nevertheless are a nation.” But hardly
has he reached p. 126 when he effects a change of
front and just as definitely declares that unquestionably,
“no nation is possible without a common language.”****
(Our italics.) .

Bauer wanted to prove that ‘“language is the most im-
portant instrument of human intercourse,”***¥* but at the
same time he inadvertently proved something he did not
mean to prove, namely, the groundlessness of his own the-
ory of nations, which denies the significance of community
of language.

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

* O. Bauer, Die Nationalititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie, p 2
** Ibid., p. 373.

®k% Ibid., p. 379.

*hxk Ihid, p. 126.
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II. THE NATIONAL, MOVEMENT

A nation is not merely a historical category but a his-
jorical category belonging to a definite epoch, the epoch
of rising capitalism. The process of elimination of feudalj
ism and development of capitalism was at the same time
. process of amalgamation of people into nations. Such,
tfor instance, was the case in Western Europe. The British,‘
IFrench, Germans, Italians and others formed themselves
into nations at.the time of the victorious advance of cap-
italism and its triumph over feudal disunity.

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

Matters proceeded somewhat differently in Eastern
Europe. While in the West the nations developed into
siates, in the East multi-national states were formed, each
consisting of several nationalities. Such are Austria-Hun-
gary and Russia. In Austria, the Germans proved to be
volitically the most developed, and they took it upon them-
sclves to amalgamate the Austrian nationalities into a
state. In Hungary, the most adapted for state organization
were the Magyars—the kernel of the Hungarian national-
ities—and it was they who united Hungary. In Russia, the
role of welder of nationalities was assumed by the Great-
Russians, who were headed by an aristocratic military
bureaucracy, which had been historically formed and was
powerful and well-organized.

Such was the case in the East.

This peculiar method of formation of states could take
place only where feudalism had not yet been eliminated,
where capitalism was feebly developed, where the nation-
alities which had been -forced into the background had not
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yet been able to consolidate themselves economically into
integral nations.

But capitalism also began to develop in the Eastern
stales. Trade and means of communication were develop-
ing. Large towns were springing up. The nations were be-
coming economically cunsolidated. Capitalism, breaking
into the tranquil life of the ousted nationalities, was arous-
ing them and stirring them into action. The development of
the press and the theatre, the activity of the Reichsrat
(Austria) and of the Duma (Russia) were helping to
strengthen “national sentiments.” The intelligentsia that had
arisen was being imbued with “the national idea” and was
acting in the same direction.. ..

But the ouslted nations, aroused to independent life,
could no longer shape themselves into independent national
states; they encountered the powerful resistance of the rul-
ing strata of the dominant nations, which had long ago as-
sumed the control of the state. They were too late!

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 posi-
tion by a national movement. 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 against 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 na-
tion (Ukrainians in Poland), or by the whole “national’”
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bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations against the ruling no-
bility of the dominant nation (Poland, Lithuania and the
Ukraine in Russia).

The bourgeoisic plays the leading role.

The chief problem for the young bourgeoisie is the
problem of the market. Its aim is to sell its goods and to
outcompete the bourgeoisie of another nalionality. Hence
its desire to secure its “own,” its “home” market. The
market is the f{irst 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 domin-
ant nation intervenes in the striiggle with its own meth-
ods of “arresting and preventing.”® The bourgeoisie of the
dominant nation, whether large or small, is able to deal
more “rapidly” and ‘“decisively” with its competitor.
“Forces” arc united and a series of restrictive measures
is put into operation against the “alien” bourgeoisie, meas-
ures passing into acts of repression. The struggle passes
from the economic sphere to the political sphere. Limita-
tion of freedom of movement, repression of language, lim-
itation of franchise, restriction of schools, religious limita-
tions, and so on are piled on to the head of the “com-
petitor.” Of course, such measures are designed not only in
the interest of the bourgeois classes of the dominant na-
tion, 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 in Austria-Hungary or in Russia.

The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation, repressed on
every hand, is naturally stirred into action. It appeals to
its “native folk” and begins to cry out about the “father-
land,” claiming that its own cause is the cause of the
hation as a whole. It recruits itself an army from among
ts “countrymen” in the interests of... the “fatherland.”

9%
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Nor do the “folk” always remain unresponsive to its ap-
peals, they rally around its banner: the repression from
above aflects them also and provokes their discontent.

Thus the national movement begins.

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

Whether the proletariat rallies to the banner of bour-
geois nationalism depends on the degree of development
of class contradictions, on the class-consciousness and de-
gree of organization of the proletariat. A class-conscious
proletariat has its own f{ried banner, and it does not need
to march under the banner of the bourgeoisie.

As far as the peasants are concerned, their participa-
tion in the national movement depends primarily on the
character of the repressions. If the repressions alfTect the
“land,” as was the ecase in Ireland, then the mass of the
peasants immediately rally to the banner of the national
movement.

On the other hand, if, for cxample, there is no serious
anti-Russian nalionalism in Georgia, it is primarily because
there are no Russian landlords there or a Russian big
bourgcoisic 1o supply the fuel for such nationalism among
the masses. In Georgia there is anti-Armenian nationalism;
but this is because there is still an Armenian big bourgeoi-
sie there which, beating the small and still unconsolidated
Georgian bourgeoisie, drives the latter to anti-Armenian
nationalism.

Depending on  these factors, the national movement
cither assumes a mass character and steadily grows (as in
Ireland and Galicia), or it is converted into a series of
peity collisions, degenerating into squabbles and “fights”
over signboards (as in some of the towns of Bohemia).

The nature of the national movement, of course, will
not everywhere be the same: it is wholly determined by
the diverse demands made by the movement. In Ireland
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{he movement bears an agrarian character; in Bohemia it
is concerned with “language”; in one place the demand is
for civil equality and religious freedom, in another for t'he
nations’ “own” officials or its own Assembly. The diversity
of demands not infrequently reveals the diverse fea.tures
which characterize a nation in general (language, .tCl‘I'lU)l'y,
cte)). It is worthy of note that we never meet 'w1th a de-
mand connected with Bauer’s all-embracing “natlon{.ﬂ c’har-.
acter.” And this is natural: “national character” in itself
is something elusive, and, as was correctly rcmar.ked by
J. Strasser, “what can be done with it in politics?”*

Such, in general, are the forms and features of the na-
tional movement.

From what has been said it will be clear tha_t tl}e na-
tional struggle under the conditions of rising capitalism is
a struggle of the bourgeois classes among' themselves.
Sometimes the bourgeoisie succeeds in drawing the.pro-
letariat into the national movement, and then the national
struggle externally assumes a “IlzltiOIl‘V\I.ld‘.(?” character. But
this is so only externally. In its essence 1t 18 always a bour-

i is chie antageous to and suit-
geois struggle, one that is chiefly advantag

able for the bourgeoisie. . .
But it does not follow from this that the proletariat

should not put up a fight against the policy of national

oppression.
Limitation of frec m e
repression of language, restriction of schoo s,“ ‘
{lect the workers no less, if not more,
. ) . o
than the bourgeoisic. Such a state of a'ﬂ':urs can Oifll}‘ ser\;f
fo retard the free development of the intellectual forces o
the proletariat of subject nations. I'hc.zre can be fno ﬁies
sibility of a full development of the intellectual facu

of the Tatar or Jewish worker if he is not allowed to use

dom of movement, disfranchisement,
and other

forms of repression a

* J. Strasser, Der Arbeiter und die Nation (The Worker and lhe
Nation), Reichenberg, 1912, p. 33.
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his native language at meetings and lectures, and if his
schools are closed down.

But the policy of national repression is dangerous to
the cause of the proletariat also on another account. It
diverts the attention of large strata of the population from
social questions, questions of the class struggle, to nation-
al questions “common” to the proletariat and the bourgeoi-
sie, And this creates a favourable soil for lying propa-
ganda regarding “harmony of interests,” for glossing over
the class interests of the proletariat and for the intellectual
enslavement of the workers. This creates a serious obstacle
to the work of uniting the workers of all nationalities. If
a considerable proportion of the Polish workers are still
in intellectual bondage to the bourgeois nationalists, if they
still stand aloof from the international labour movement,
it is chiefly because the age-long anti-Polish policy of the
“powers that be” creates the soil for, and hinders the
emancipation of the workers from this bondage.

But the policy of repressions does not stop there. It
not infrequently passes from a “system” of oppression to
a “system” of inciting nalions against each other, toa “sys-
tem” of massacres and pogroms. Of course, the latier is
not everywhere and always possible, but where it is pos-
sible—in the absence of elementary civil rights—it fre-
quently assumes horrifying proportions and threatens to
drown the cause of unity of the workers in blood and
tears. The Caucasus and South Russia furnish numerons
examples. “Divide and rule”’—such is the purpose of the
policy of inciting nations against each other. And where
such a policy succeeds it is a tremendous evil for the pro-
letariat and a serious obstacle to the work of uniting the
workers of all the nationalities in the state.

But the workers are interested in the complete amal-
gamation of all their fellows into a single international
army, in their speedy and final emancipation from intel-
Iectual subjection to the bourgeoisie, and in the full and
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free development of the intellectual forces of their broth-
ers, whatever the nation to which they belo.ng. .
The workers therefore combat and will continue to

combat the policy of national oppression in all its forms.

subtle or crude, as also the policy of inciting nations

i in all its forms.
aga;rzs;iaﬁ?lgilgi:;ﬁlcn;arties in all countries therefore pro-
claim the right of nations to self-determination. -

The right of self-determination means that (.)nly the na
tion itself has the right to determine 1ts destlny, that no
one has the right forcibly to interfere in t.he .llfe. of the
nation, to destroy its schools and other.mstltutlons, to
violate its habits and customs, to repress its language, or
cm'tl(‘lllllisjtsofr ](g:::lsrs'e, does not mean that .Social-Democ?ats
will support every custom and institution c?f a natloz:
While combating the exercise of violence agalns.t any r‘;e_
tion, they will only support the right.of the' na.tlon to oo
fermine its own destiny, at the same time agltatu?g aga ’
the noxious customs and institutions of t.hat nation in ok:
der to enable the toiling strata of the nation to emancipa

, from them. '
the?lsl(:‘:ia;ht of self-determination mean.s that a natt;::; icga;]r:
arrange its life according to its own will. It hals no righ
n the basis of autonomy. 1t has
relations with other nations. It
secession. Nations are sovereign

to arrange its life o
right to enter into federal
has the right to complete

i 1
and all nations are equal .
This; of course, does not mean that Social-Democrats

will support every demanc}l1 of 1;1 nf‘;le(;n.o fAﬂrllia::;(? 11)11:;1ts tthhies:
i urn to the old ord ‘ ;

:llog(:]st ni)‘;e?nefnlgltat r;ocial-Democra’t.s will Subscrit.)e to sPch
a decision if taken by any institution of the said n?tlt()n:
The obligations of Social-Democra.ts, who defent! the 11111 .eI;l
ests of the proletariat, and the rlghts. of a nat.lon, whic

consists of various classes, are two different things.
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In. fighting for the right of nations to self-determina-
tion, the aim of the Social-Democrats is to put an end to
the policy of national oppression, to render it impossible,
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 proletariat from the policy of the bourgeoi-

sic, which attempts to aggravate and fan the national

struggle and to prolong and sharpen the national move-
ment.

- And that is why the class-conscious proletariat cannot
rally under the ‘“national” flag of the bourgeoisie.

That is why the so-called “evolutionary national” policy
advocated by Bauer cannot become the policy of the pro-
letariat. Bauer’s attempt to identify his “evolutionary nation-
al” policy with the policy of the “modern working class’*
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 move-
ment is possible only with the collapse of the bourgeoisie.
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 minimum,
to sever its roots, to render it as innocuous as possible for
the proletariat. This is borne out by the examples of Swit-
zerland and America. It requires that the counfry should

be democratized and the nations allowed opportunity for
free development.

* 0. Bauer, Die Nationalititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie,
p. 161. '

"beys and mullahs

III. THE PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

A nation has the right freely to determine its own (,'105»
tiny. It has theright to arrange its life as it sees f{it, v.v1th—
out, of course, trampling on the rights of other nations.
That is beyond dispute. .

But how exactly should it arrange its own hfe, what
forms should its future constitution take, if th(‘: interests
of the majority of the nation and, above all, of the pro-

‘tari e borne in mind?

ldaf\ld;;t{i‘;:l J;)a:) ihe right to arrange ils life on :.lutonomous
lines. Tt even has the right to seccde. But this does not
mean that it should do so under all circumstances, that
autonomy, or separation, will evel‘ywhere‘ :u.ld alvs‘fa‘ys be
advantageous for a nation, i.e., for the majority of its p?p—
the toiling strata. The Transcaucasian

i ie., for Ty
ulation, ) in their Diet

Tatars as a nation may assemble, let us say,
suceumbing to the influence of their beys and mullahs,

and llah
’ hings and to secede

decide to restore the old order of t
from the state. According to the meaning of the clause (?n
self-determination they are fully entitled to do so. Bu? will
this be in the interest of the toiling sirata of the Tatar
nati(;n? Can Social-Democrats remain indifferent when the
take the lead of the masses in the solu-
tion of the national problem? Should not Social-Democrats
interfere in the maiter and influence the will of the ﬁ.la-'
tion in a definite way? Should they not come forvYard with
a definite plan for the solution of the problem which wqu]d
be most advantageous to the Tatar masses?

But what solution would be most compatible with the
interests of the toiling masses? Autonomy, federation or
separation? . .

All these are problems the solution of which wiil de-
pend on the concrete historical conditions in which the
given nation finds itself. ‘

Nay, more. Conditions, like everything else, change, and
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a decision which is correct at one particular time may
prove to be enlirely 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 ques-
tion, an academic question, but a practical question, a
question of actual reality. ...

At the end of the nineteenth century the Polish Marx-
ists were already declaring against the separation of Po-
land; and they too were right, for during the fifty years
that had elapsed profound changes had taken place, bring-
ing Russia and Poland closer economically and culturally.
Moreover, during this period the question of separation
had been converted from a practical matter into a matter
of academic dispute, which excited nobody except per-
haps the intellectuals abroad. This, of course, by no means
precludes the possibility that certain internal and external
conditions may arise in which the question of the separa-
tion 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 how
a particular nation ought 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, indecd, a dialectical approach to a question
is required anywhere it is required here, in the national
question. :

In view of this we must declare our decided opposi-
tion to a certain very widespread, but very summary man-
ner of “solving” the national problem, which owes its in-
ception to the Bund. We have in mind the easy method
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f referring to the Austrian and South-Slavic* Social-Dem-
;)c1~atic parties, which supposedly have already solved the
national problem and whose solution the Russian Social-
yyemocrats should simply borrow. It is assumed that what-
ever, say, is right for Austria is also right for Russia. The
most 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 [i.e., 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.”#*

And the result was that “the congress unanimously
adopted” ... national autonomy.

And that was alll No analysis of the actual conditions
in Russia, no investigation of the condition of the Jews in
Russia. They first borrowed the solution of the South-
Slavie 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 en-
tirely different conditions. This explains why the Social-
Democrats in Austria when they adopted their national
program 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 prob-

* The South-Slavic SocialiDemocratic Party operates in the

Southern part of Austria.
*x V., Kossovsky, Problems of Nationality, 1907, pp. 16-17.
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lem 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 theoreticians of nation-
al autonomy, the commentators on the Briinn national pro-
gram and the resolution of the South-Slavie Social-Demo-
cralic Party, Springer and Bauer?

Springer declares:

“Whether a slate of nationalities is possible, and
whether, in particular, the Austrian nationalities are
obliged to form a single political entity, is a prelimin-
ary question which we shall not answer here but
shall assume to De scitled. For anyone who will not
concede this possibility and necessity, our investiga-
tion will, of course, be purposeless. Our theme is as
follows: inasmuch as these nations are obligecl to
carry on a joint existence, what legal forms are rela-
tively best for this purpose?”* (Springer’s italics.)

Thus, the point of departure is the political integrity
of Austria.
Bauer says the same thing:

“We thercfore first assume that the Austrian na-
tions remain in the same political union in which
they exist together at the present time, and inquire
how ihe nations within this union will arrange their
relations among themselves and to the state.”*#

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

* Op. cit, pp. 10-11.
** Op. cit, p. 382.
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he Second Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Party

{hat the latter could not abandon the standpoint of self-deter-
mination. This is what Goldblatt said on that occasion:

“Nothing can be said against the right of self-

determination. If any nation is striving for indepen-

dence, we must not oppose it. If Poland does 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, f'ar
{rom being identical, are diametrically opposite. After this,
can there be any question of borrowing the national pro-
gram of the Austrians? .

( Furthermore, the Austrians hope to achieve the “free-
dom of nationalities” by means of pelty reforms, by sl.ow
steps. While they propose national autonomy as a practical
measure, they do not count on any radical change, on a
democratic movement for liberation, which they do not
even contemplate. The Russian Marxists, on the other hand,
associate the “frecdom of nationalities” with a probable
radical change and a democratic movement for liberation,
having no grounds for counting on reforms. And tl.lis es-
sentially alters matters in regard to the probable fate of
the nations of Russia.
“Of course,” says Bauer, “there is little probabil-
ity that national autonomy will be the result of a
great decision, of a bold action. Austria will develop
towards nalional autonomy step by step...Dby aslow
process of development and in the course of a severe
struggle, as a result of which legislation and admin-
istration will be in a chronic state of paralysis. The
new constitution will not be created by a great legisla-
tive act, but by a multitude of individual enactments for
individual provinces and individual communities.”*

® Ibid., p. 404,
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Springer says the same thing. Ile writes:

“I am very well aware that institutions of this
kind [i.e., organs of national autonomy.—J.S.] are
not created in a single year or a single decade. The
reorganization of the Prussian administration alone
demanded considerable time.... The Prussians re-
quired two decades for the final establishment of their
basic administrative institutions. Let nobody think
that I entertain any illusions as to the time required
and the difficulties to be overcome in Austria.”’*

All this is very definite. But can the Russian Marxists
avoid associating the mational question with “bold actions”?
Can they calculate on partial reforms, on “a multitude of
individual enactments” as a means for achieving the “free-
dom of nationalities”? But if they cannot and must not do
s0, 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 not count 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 solv-
ing the national problem. Parliamentarism prevails in Aus-
tria: under present conditions, no development in Austria
is possible without a parliament. But parliamentary life
and legislation in Austria are frequently brought to a com-
plete dtandstill 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 hub of political

* Op. cit, p. 242.
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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 solution for
these national conflicts—of course on the basis of the exist-
ing parliamentary system, by parliamentary methods. . ..

Not so with Russia. In the first place, in Russia “there
is no parliament, thank God”® In the second place—and
this is the main thing—the hub of the political life of Rus-
sia is not the national but the agrarian problem. Con-
sequently, 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, i. e., with destruction
of the relics of serfdom, i.e., with the democratization 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 problem of the
emancipation of the country.

“The barrenness of the Austirian parliament,’”
writes Springer, “is due precisely to the fact that
every reform gives rise to contradictions within the-
national parties which may affect their unity. The
leaders of the parties, therefore, avoid everything that
smacks of reform. Progress in Austria is generally
conceivable only if the nations are granted indefea-
sible legal rights which will relieve them of the neces-
sity of constantly maintaining national militant groups.
in parliament and will enable them to turn their at-
tention to the solution of economic and social prob-~
lems.”*

Bauer says the same thing:

“National peace is firstly indispensable for the state.
The state cannot permit legislation to be brought
to a standstill by a stupid question of language or by

* R. Springer, Das nationale Problem, p. 29.
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every quarrel between excited people on the linguistic

frontier, or by every new school.”*

Al this is clear. But it is no less ciear that the national
question in Russia is in an entirely different plane. It is
not the national, but the agrarian question that will decide
the fate of progress in Russia; the national question is a
subordinate one.

And so we have different presentations of the problem.
different prospects and methods of struggle, different im-
mediate tasks. Ts it not clear that, such being the state of
affairs, only pedants who “solve” the mational problem
without reference to space and time can think of taking
an example from Austria or of borrowing programs?

Once again, the concrete historical conditions as the
starting point, the dialectical presentation of the problem
as the only correct way of presenting it—such is the kev
to the national problem.

IV. NATIONAL AUTONOMY

We spoke above of the formal aspect of the Austrian
national program and of the methodological considerations
which prevent the Russian Marxists from simply borrowing
the example of the Austrian Social-Democrats and from
taking their program as their own.

Let us now examine the program itself.

What is the nalional program of the Austrian Social-
Democrats?

It is expressed in two words: national autonomy.

That means, first, that autonomy is gi‘anted, let us say,
not to Bohemia or Poland, which are inhabited mainly by

* Op. cil., p. 384

(zechs and Poles, but to Czechs and Poles generally, ir-
respective of territory, no matter what part of Austria they
inhabit.

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

It means, secondly, that the Czechs, Poles, Germans and
s0 on, scattered over the various parts of Austria, taken
personally, as individuals, are to be organized into integral
nations, and as such to form part of the Austrian state.
In this way Austria will represent not a union of autonom-
ous regions, but a union of autonomous nationalities, con-
stituted irrespective of territory. o

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

That is why this autonomy is called cultural, national
caltural autonomy.

And here is the text of the program adopted by the
Austrian Social-Democratic Party at the Briinn Congress
in 1899.* :

Having referred to the fact that “national dissension
in Austria is hindering political progress,” that “the final
solution of the national problem ... is above all a cultural
necessity,” and that this solution “is possible only in a gen-
uinely democratic society, constructed on the basis of univer-
sal, direct and equal suffrage,” the program goes on to say:

“The preservation and development of the national

* This program was also supported by the vote of the South-
Slavie Social-Democratic Party. Cf. Verhandlungen des Gesamtpar-
teitages der Sozialdemokratie in Oesterreich, ,abgehalten zu Briinn.
(Proceedings of the Brinn Social-Democratic Party Congress).
Vienna, 1899, pp. xiv and 104,
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peculiarities* of the peoples of Austria is possible only
on the basis of equal rights and by avoiding all op-
pression. Hence, all bureaucralic state centralism and
the feudal privileges of individual provinces must first
of all be rejected.

“Under these conditions, and only under these
conditions, will it be possible to establish nalional
order in Austria in place of national dissension, Lhat
is, if the following principles are recognized:

“1. Austria must be transformed into a democratic
state fcderation of nationalities.

“2. The historical crown territories must be re-
placed by nationally delimited self-governing bodies, in
each of which legislation and administration shall be
entrusted to national parliaments elected on a basis
of universal, direct and equal suffrage.

“3. All the self-governing regions of one and the
same nation must jointly form a single national union,
which shall manage its national affairs on an abso-
lutely autonomous basis.

“4. The rights of national minorities must be
guaranteed by a special law passed by the Imperial
Parliament.”

The program ends with an appeal for solidarity on the
part of all the nations of Austria.®*

It is not difficult to see that this program retains certain
traces of “territorialism” but that in general it is a form-
ulation of the idea of national autonomy. It is thereforc not
without good reason that Springer, the first agitator on

* In M. Panin’s Russian translation (see his translation of
Bauer’s book), “national individualities” is given in place of “nation-
al peculiarities.” Panin translated this passage incorrectly. The word
“individuality” is not contained in the German text, which speaks of
nationalen Eigenart, i.e., peculiarities, which is far from being the
same thing. ‘

** Verhandlungen des Gesamtparteitages zu Briinn, 1899.
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behalf of national autonomy, greets it with enthusiasm;*
Bauer also supports this program, calling it a “theoretical
victory”** for national autonomy; only, in interests of
greater clarity, he proposes to replace Point 4 by a more
definite formulation, which would declare the necessity of
“constituling the national minority within each self-gov-
erning region into a juridical public corporation” for the
management of educational and other cultural affairs.***

Such is. the national program of the Austrian Social-
Democratic Party.

Let us examine its. scientific foundations.

Let us see how the Austrian Social-Democratic Party
justifies the national autonomy 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 individuals without regard to definite
territory.

According to Springer:

“Nationality is not essentially connected with ter-
ritory”; it is “an autonomous union of persons ¥##*

Bauer also speaks of a nation as a ‘“community of per-
sons” which “does not enjoy exclusive sovereignty in any
particular region.”*®**# ;

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 among foreign
national organisms. It is capitalism which drives them into
other regions and cities in search of a livelihood. But when

* Op. cil, p. 246.
** Op. cit, p. 527,
#*+ Ibid,, p. 533
*+** R. Springer, Das nationale Problem, p. 15.
**x33 Op. cil, p. 274. :
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they enter foreign national territories and there form mi-
norities, these groups are made to suffer by the local na-
tional majorities in the way of limitations of their lan-
guage, schools, etc. Hence, national collisions. Hence, the
“unsuitability” of territorial autonomy. The only solution
to such a situation, according to Springer and Bauer, is to
organize the minorities of the given nationality dispersed
over various parts of the state into a single, general, inter-
class mational union. Such a union alone, in their opinion,
can protect the cultural interests of national minorities, and
it alone is capable of putting an end to national discord.

“Hence the necessity,” says Springer, “of organiz-
ing the nationalities, of investing them with rights
and responsibilities. . . .* Of course, a law is easily

- drafted, but will it be effective as a law?... If one
wants to make a law for nations, one must first
create the nations.... Unless nationalities are con-
stituted it is impossible to create national rights and
eliminate national dissension.**

Bauer expresses himself in the same spirit when he pro-
poses, as “a demand of the working class,” that “the mi-
norities should be constituted into Juridical public corpor-
ations based on the personal principle,”®**

But how is a nation to be organized? How is one to
determine to what nation any given individual belongs?

“Nationality,” says Springer, “will be determined
by certificates; every individual domiciled in a given
region will be obliged to declare to what nationality
of that region he belongs,”###*

* Op. cit, p. 61.
#* Ibid., Pp. 72-73.
*** Op. cit, p, 530,
R R Springer, Das nationale Problem, p. 1923.
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“The personal principle,” says Bauer, “presumes
that the population will be divided into nationali-
ties.... On the basis of the free declaration of the
adult citizens national ecadasters must be _vdrawn

up.”*
Further Bauer says:

“All the Germans in nationally homogeneous dis-
tricts and all the Germans entered in the national
cadasters in the dual districts will constitute the
German nation and elect a National Council ”**

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 principles and approve the methods
of, that is, to assume guardianship over, national ed-
ucation, national literature, art and science, the form-
ation of academies, museums, galleries, ‘theatres,”

ete. Fx*

Such are the organization of a nation and its central
institution.

According to Bauer, the Austrian Social-Democratic Parly
is striving by the creation 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
« nalional cultural communily.”**** (Qur italies.)

Onc might think that all this concerns Austria alone.
But Bauer does not agree. He emphatically declares that
national autonomy is ebligatory for all states which, like
Austria, consist of several nationalities.

* Op. cit., p, 354.
** Ibid., p. 360.
*+4 Op. cil.,, p. 200.
“EE Qp, eit., p. B31.



According to Bauer,

. “The working class of all nations in a multi-na-
tional state puts forward its demand for national au-

tonomy in opposition to the national power-policy of
the propertied classes.”*

Then, imperceptibly substituting national autonomy for
the self-determination of nations, he continues:

“Tpus, na.tional autonomy, the self-determination
of nations, will necessarily become the constitutional

program of the proletariat of all nations in a multi-
national state,’#+

.But he goes still further. He profoundly believes that
the {nter-class “national unions” “constituted” by him and
Sp-rm.ger will serve as a sort of prototype of the future
socwh.st society. For he knows that “the socialist system
of sociely ... will divide humanity into nationally delimited
gommuni?ies”;*** that under socialism there will take place
a g-rf)upmg of humanity into autonomous national com-
munities”*** that “thus, socialist society will undoubtedly
present a checkered picture of national unions of persor;s
gnr% territorial corporations,”*##* and that accordingly “the
socialist principle of nationality is a supreme synthesis of
the national principle and national autonomy,”¥##

Enough, it would seem. -

These are the arguments in favour of national auton-
omy as given in the works of Bauer and Springer.

The first thing that strikes the eye is the>entirely in-
eﬁxphcab]e and absolutely unjustifiable substitution of na-
tional autonomy for self-determination of nations. One or

* Ibid., p. 323.

** Ibid., p. 319.
*% Ibid., p. 533,
=*x Ibid, p. 521.
wxrk Ibid,, p. 520.
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the other: either Bauer failed to understand the meaning
of self-determination, or he did understand it but for some
reason or other deliberately narrowed its meaning. For
there is no doubt a) that national autonomy presupposes
the integrity of the multi-national state, whereas self-de-
termination transgresses this integrity and b) that self-de-
termination endows a nation with sovereign right, whereas
national autonomy endows it only with “cultural” rights.
That, in the first place.

In the second place, a combination of internal and ex-
ternal conditions is fully possible at some future time by
virtue of which one or another of the nationalilies may
decide to secede from a multi-national state, say from Aus-
tria (did not the Ruthenian Social-Democrats at the Briinn
Party Congress announce their readiness to unite the “two
parts” of their people into one whole?* What, in such a
case, becomes of national autonomy, which is “inevitable
for the proletariat of all nations”?

What sort of “solution” of the problem is it that-me-
chanically squeezes nations into the Procrustes’ bed of an
integral state?

Further. National autonomy is contrary to the whole
course of development of nations. It calls for the organ-
ization 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 re-
gions? There is no doubt that in the early stages of capital-
ism nations become welded together. But there is also no
doubt that in the higher stages of capitalism a process of
dispersion of nations sets in, a process whereby whole
groups separate off from nations and go off 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,

3 Verhandlungen des Gesamiparteitages zu Briinn, 1899.

39



from generation to generation acquire new habits and new
tastes, and possibly a new language. . .. A

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 conceiv-
able that, for instance, the Germans of the Baltic Prov-
inces 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. They diminish also from in-
ternal 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 under-
stand 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 cultural community” ?* Is it not
obvious that national autonomy is contrary to the whole
course of the class struggle?

But let us assume for a moment that the slogan “Or.
ganize the nation” is practicable. One might understand
bourgeois nationalist parliamentarians endeavouring to
“organize” a mation for the purpose of securing additionai

* 0. Bauer, Die Nationalititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie
p. 533, ’
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votes. But since when have Social-Democrats begun to
occupy themselves with “organizing” nations, “constituting”
nations, “creating” nations?

What sort of Social-Democrats are they who in a period
of extreme aggravation of the class struggle organize inter-
class national unions? Hitherto the Social-Democratic Party
of Austria, like every other Social-Democratic Parly, had
one aim, namely, to organize the proletariat. This aim has
apparently become “antiquated.” Springe.r a»n(.i Bauer are
now setting a “new” aim, a more engaging aim, namely,
to “create,” to “organize”’ a nation.

However, logic has its obligations: he who adopts na-
tional autonomy must also adopt this “new” aim; but to
adopt the latter means to abandon the class position and
to adopt the path of nationalism. ‘ ,

Springer’s and Bauer’s national autonomy is a subtle
form of nationalism.

And it is by no means fortuitous that the national pro-
gram of the Austrian Social-Democrats enjoins a concern
for the “preservation and development of the national pe-
culiarities of the peoples.” Just think: to “preserve” such
“national peculiarities” of the Transcaucasian Tatars as
self-flagellation at the festival of Shakhsei-Vakhsei; or to
“develop” such ‘“national peculiarities” of the Georgians as
the vendettal

A demand of this character is quite in place in an out-
right bourgeois nationalist program; and if it appears in
the program of the Austrian Social-Democrats it is because
national autonomy tolerates rather than precludes such
demands.

But if national autonomy is unsuitable now, it will be
still more unsuitable in the future, socialist society.

Bauer’s prophecy regarding the division of “humanity
into nationally delimited communities”* is refuted by the

* Ibid., p. 533,
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whole course of development of present-day human society.
National partitions are being demolished and are falling,
rather than becoming firmer.

As early as the forties Marx declared that “national
differences and antagonisms between peoples are daily more
and more vanishing” and that “the supremacy of the pro-
Ietariat will cause them to vanish still faster.”” The subse-
quent development of mankind, accompanied as it was by
the colossal growth of capitalist production, the shuffling
of nationalities and the amalgamation of people within ever
larger territories, emphatically corroborates Marx’s thought.

Bauer’s desire to represent socialist society as a “check-
ered picture of national unions of persons and territorial
corporations” is a timid attempt to replace Marx’s concep-
tion of socialism by the reformed conception of Bakunin.
The history of socialism proves that every such attempt
harbours the elements of inevitable failure.

We shall not dwell on the “socialist principle of nation-
ality” glorified by Bauer, which, in our opinion, replaces
the socialist principle of the class siruggle by the bourgeois
principle of “nationality.” If national autonomy is based
on such a dubious principle, it must be confessed that it
can only cause harm to the working-class movement.

True, such nationalism is not so transparent, for it is
skilfully masked by socialist 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 more difficult to combat a nationalism which
is masked and unrecognizable 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 distrust
fltr.ld aloofness among the workers of the different national-
ities.

But this does not exhaust the harm caused by national
autonomy. It not only tends to create the soil for national
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aloofness; but also to break up a united working-class
movement. The idea of national autonomy creates the
psychological conditions that make for the division of a
united worker’s party into separate parties built on nation-
al lines. The break-up of the party is followed by the
break-up of the trade unions, and completc isolation is the
result. In this way a united class movemcnt is broken up
into separate mational rivulets.

Austria, the home of “national autonomy,” provides the
most deplorable examples of this. Since 1897 (the Wim-
berg Party Congress) the one-time united Austrian Social-
Democratic Party has been breaking up into’separate par-
ties. 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 international pairty we now have six national parties,
of which the Czech Social-Democratic Party will even have
nothing to do with the German Social-Democratic Party.

But with the parties are associated the trade unions.
[n Austria, both in the parties and in the trade unions, the
main brunt of the work is borne by the same Social-Dem-
ocratic 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 German workers, or will unite at the municipal elections
with the Czech bourgeois against the German workers.

It 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 creating a soil
which favours the destruction of the unity of the working-
class movement, fosters national division among the work-
ers and intensifies friction between them.

Such is the harvest of national autonomy.
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V. THE BUND, ITS NATIONALISM
AND ITS SEPARATISM

We said above that Bauer, while he is prepared to grant
national autonomy to the Czechs, Poles, and so on, is op-
posed to granting similar autonomy to the Jews. In answer
to the question, “Should the working class demand auton-
omy for the Jewish people?” Bauer says that “the Jewish
.workers should not demand national autonomy.”* Accord-
fng to Bauer, the reason is that “capitalist society makes
it impossible for them [the Jews.—J. S.] to continue as a
nation,”#*

In brief, the Jewish nation is coming to an end, and
therefore there is nobody to demand national autonomy
for. The Jews are being assimilated.

This view of the fate of the Jews as a nation is not
a new one. It was expressed by Marx as early as the for-
ties***8 in reference chiefly to the German Jews. It was
r.epeated by Kautsky in 1903%### jn reference to the Rus-
sian Jews. It is now being repeated 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 exist-
ence of the Jews as a nation by the fact that “the Jews
have no closed territory of settlement.”##*#% Thig expla-
nation, in the main a correct one, 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 asso-
ciated with the soil, which would naturally rivet the na-

* 0. Bauer, Die Nationdlititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie
p. 379. |

** Ibid., p. 373.
R “Zur Judenfrage.”
K**"* “Das Massaker von Kischinew und die Judenfrage” (“The
**l::;ngv Pogrom and the Jewish Question”) in Die Neue Zeit, 1903.
- Bauer, op. cit, p. 373.
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lion, serving not only as its framework but also as a “na-
tional” market. Of the five or six million Russian Jews
only three to four per cent are connected with agriculture
in any way. The remaining 96 per cent 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 province.

Thus, interspersed as national minorities in areas in-
habited by other nationalities, the Jews as a rule serve
“foreign” nations as manufacturers and traders and as
members of the liberal professions, naturally adapting
themselves to the “foreign nations” in respect to language
and so forth. All this, taken together with the increasing
reshuffling of nationalities characteristic 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 consequently assumes a somewhat curious character:
autonomy is being proposed for a nation whose future is
denied and whose existence has still to be proved]

Nevertheless, this was the curious and shaky position
adopted by the Bund when at its Sixth Congress (1905)
it adopted a ‘“‘national program” based on national auton-
omy.

Two circumstances impelled the Bund to take this step.

The first circumstance is the existence of the Bund as
an organization of Jewish, and only Jewish, Social-Dem-
ocratic workers. Even before 1897 the Social-Democratic
groups active among the Jewish workers set themselves
the task of creating “a special Jewish working-class organ-
ization.”* They founded such an organization in 1897 by
uniting to form the Bund. This was at a time when Rus-

* Cf. Forms of the National Movement, efc. edited by Kastel-
vansky, p. 772 (in Russian.—Ed. Eng. ed.).
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sian Social-Democracy as a whole virtually did not yet
exist. The Bund steadily grew and spread, and stood out
more and more vividly against the background of the drab
days of Russian Social-Democracy. ... Then came the early
years of the twentieth century. A mass working-class move-
ment came into being. The Polish Social-Democratic Party
grew, drawing the Jewish workers into the mass struggle.
The Russian Social-Democratic Party grew and attracted
the “Bund”. workers. Lacking a territorial basis, the na-
tional framework of the Bund began to be restrictive. The
Bund was faced with the problem of either merging with
the general international wave, or of defending its inde-
pendent existence as an extra-territorial organization. The
Bund chose the latter course. :

Thus grew up the “fheory” that the Bund is “the sole
representative of the Jewish proletariat.”

But to justify this strange “theory” in any “simple” way
became impossible. An underlining of “principle,” a justifi-
cation on “principle,” was needed. National autonomy
proved to be this underlining. The Bund seized upon it,
borrowing it from the Austrian Social-Democrats. If the
Austrians had not had such a program the Bund would
have invented it in order to provide a justification for jts
independent existence on “principle.”

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

The second circumstance is the peculiar position of the
Jews, who form isolated national minorities within integral
regions of compact majorities of other nationalities.

We have already said that this position is undermining
the existence of the Jews as a nation and is driving them
towards assimilation. But this is an objective process. Sub-
jectively, in the minds of the Jews, it provokes a reaction
and gives rise to the demand for a guarantee of the rights
of a national minority, for a guarantee against assimilation.
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Preaching as it does the virility of the Jewish “nation-
ality,” 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 autonomy: there could be
no question of territorial political autonomy for the Jews,
since the Jews have no definite and integral lerritory.

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-Democralic Party, Goldblatt, defined na-
tional autonomy as consisting of “institutions which guar-
antee them [i.e., nations—J.S.] complete freedom of cul-
tural development.”* A similar proposal was made by sup-
porters of the ideas of the Bund in the Social-Democratic
group in the Fourth Duma. ...

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

We have examined above national automomy in gen-
eral. The examination showed that national autonomy
leads to nationalism. We shall sece later that the Bund has
come to a similar end. But the Bund also regards nation-
al autonomy from a specific angle, namely, as a guarantee
of the rights of national minorities. Lel us examine 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 mo-
ment for the Social-Democratic Party.

And so, it is a question of “institutions which guaran-
tee” the nations ‘“complete freedom of cultural develop-
ment.” {Our italics.—J. S.)

® Minutes of the Second Congress, p. 176.
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But what are these “institutions which guarantee,” etc.?

They are primarily the “National Council” of Springer
and Bauer, something in the nature of a Diet for cultural
matters.

But can these institutions guarantee the nations *“‘com-
plete freedom of cultural development”? Can a Diet on
cultural matters guarantee a nation against nationalist re-
pressions?

The Bund believes it can.

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, far
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 Fin-
land, and it too endeavours to protect the Finnish nation
from ‘“‘encroachments,” but how far it succeeds in doing
so is obvious to everybody.

Of course, there are Diets and Diets, and it is not so
easy to cope with the democratically organized Finnish
Diet as it was with the aristocratic Polish Diet. But the
decisive factor, nevertheless, is not the Diet but the gen-
eral 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. Moreover, the policy of
“encroachments” upon Finland is growing, amnd it cannot
be said that it has met with defeat. ...

If this is the case with old, historically evolved insti-
tutions—political Diets—still less will young Diets, young
institutions, especially such feeble institutions as “cultural”
Diets, be able to guarantee the free development of nations.

Obviously, the point lies not in ‘“institutions,” but in
the gemeral regime prevailing in the country. If there is
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no democracy in the country there can be no guarantee
of “the complete freedom of cultural development” of na-
tionalities. One may say with certainty that the more dem-
ocratic a country is the fewer are the “encroachments”
made on the “freedom of nationalities,” and the greater
are the guarantees against such “encroachments.”

Russia is a semi-Asiatic country, and therefore in Rus-
sia the policy of “encroachments” not infrequently assumes
the grossest form, the form of pogroms. It need hardly be
said that in Russia “guarantees” have been reduced to the
very minimum. )

Germany is already Europe, and she more or less en:
joys political freedom. It is not surprising that in Ger-
many the policy of “encroachments” never takes the form
of pogroms.

In France, of course, the “guarantees” are still greater,
for France is more democratic than Germany.

We will not mention Switzerland, where, thanks to her
highly developed, although bourgeois democracy, nation-
alities live in freedom, whether they represent minorities
or majorities.

Thus the Bund adopts a false position when it asserts
that “institutions” by themselves are able to guarantee the
complete cultural development of nationalities

It may be said that the Bund itself regards the estab-
lishment of democracy in Russia as a preliminary con-
dition for the “creation of institutions” and guarantees of
treedom. But this is not the case. From the Report of the
Eighth Conference of the Bund it will be seen that the
Bund thinks it can secure “institutions” under the present
system in Russia by “reforming” the Jewish community.

“The community,” one of the leaders of the Bund
said at this conference, “may become the nucleus of
future npational cultural autonomy. National cultural
autonomy is a form of self-service on the part of
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nations, a form of satisfying national needs. The
community form conceals a similar content. They are
links in the same chain, stages in the same evolu-
tions.”*

On this basis, the conference decided that it was neces-
sary to strive “for the reform of the Jewish community
and its conversion by legislative means into a lay insti-
tution,”#* democratically organized. (Our italics.—J. S.)

It is evident that the Bund considers that the condition
and guarantee lie not in the democratization of Russia,
but in some future “lay institution” of the Jews, oblained
by “reforming the Jewish community,” so to speak. by
“legislative” means, through the Duma.

But we have already seen that “institutions™ in them-
selves cannot serve as ‘“guarantees” if the regime in the
state generally is not a democratic one.

But what, it may be asked, will be the position under
a future democratic system? Will not specific “cultural in-
stitutions which guarantee” etc. be required even under
democracy? What is the position in this respect in dem-
ocratic Switzerland, for example? Are there specific cul-
tural institutions in Switzerland on the patlern of Sprin-
ger’'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 Switzerland all specifically cultural “institutions,” which
supposedly ‘“‘guarantee,” etc., are rendered superfluous by
democracy.

And so, impotent in the present and superfluous in
the future—such are the institutions of national cultural
autonomy, and such is national autonomy,

* Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, 1911, p 62.
## Ibid., pp. 83-84.
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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 autonomy
are obliged to retain and preserve all the attributes of a
“nation,” not only the useful attributes but also the harm-
ful ones, just for the sake of “saving the nation” from
assimilation, just for the sake of “preserving” it. !

That the Bund should adopt this dangerous path was
inevitable.

And it did adopt it. We are referring to the resolutions
of recent conferences of the Bund on the question of the
“Sabbath,” “Yiddish,” etc.

Social-Democrats strive to secure the right of all na-
tions to the use of their own language. But that does not
satisfy the Bund: it demands that “the right of the Jewish
language” (Our italics.— J. S.) be fought for with “partic-
ular insistence.”* And the Bund itself, in the election to
the Fourth Duma, declared that it would give “prefer-.
ence to those of them [i.e.,, candidates to the electoral col-
leges] who undertake to defend the rights of the Jewish
language.”*#

Not the general right of all nations to use their own
language, but the particular right of the Jewish language,
Yiddish! Let the workers of the various nationalities fight
primarily for their own language: the Jews for Jewish, the
Georgians for Georgian, and so forth. The struggle for the
genera] right of all nations is a secondary matter. You
need not, if you do not wish, recognize the right of all
oppressed nationalities to use their native languages; but
if you have recognized the right of Yiddish, know that
the Bund will vote for you, the Bund will “prefer” you.

But in what way then does the Bund differ from the
bourgeois nationalists?

* Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, p. 85.
*# Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, 1912, p. 42.
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Social-Democrats are striving to secure the establish-
ment of one compulsory weekly rest day. But that does
not satisfy the Bund: it demands that “by legislative
means ... the Jewish proletariat should be granted the
right of observing the Sabbath and be relieved of the
obligation of observing another day.”*

It is to be expected that the Bund will take another
“forward step” and demand the right to observe all the
ancient Hebrew holidays. And if, to the misfortune of the
Bund, the Jewish workers have discarded religious pre-
judices and do not want to observe them, the Bund with
its agitation in favour of “the right of the Sabbath” will
remind them of the Sabbath and will inculcate in them,
so to speak, “the Sabbath-day spirit.”

Quite comprehensible, 'therefore, are the “fiery speeches”
of the speakers at the Eighth Conference of the Bund who
demanded “Jewish hospitals,” a demand which was based
on the argument that “a patient feels more at home among
his own people,” that “the Jewish worker will not feel at
ease among Polish workers and will feel at ease among
Jewish shopkeepers.” ##

The maintenance of everything Jewish, the preservation
of all the national peculiarities of the Jews, even those
that are patently noxious to the proletariat, the isolation
of the Jews from everything non-Jewish, even the estab-
lishment of special hospitals—that is the level to which
the Bund has sunk!

Comrade Plekhanov was right a thousand timeés over
when he said that the Bund “is adapting socialism to na-
tionalism.” Of course, V. Kossovsky and Bundists like
him may accuse Plekhanov of being a “demagogue”*¥#__
paper will put up with anything that is written on it—but

* Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, p. 83.
** Ibid., p. 68.
##% Nasha Zarya (Our Dawn), 1912, Nos. 9-10, p. 120.
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those who are familiar with the activities of the Bund w%ll
easily realize that these doughty fellows are simply afI'.ald
to tell the truth about themselves and are hiding behind
scurrilous accusations of “demagogy”....

But since it holds such a position on the national ques-
tion, the Bund was naturally obliged to demand the isc'>1a-
tion of the Jewish workers also in the matter of organiza-
tion, to demand national sections within the Social-Dem-
ocratic Party. Such is the logic of national autonomy!

And, in fact, the Bund passed from the theory of
“sole representation” to the theory of ‘“national dgmarca-
tion” of workers. The Bund demands that the Russian So-
cial-Democratic Party should “in its organizational S-tl'lll".)-
ture introduce demarcation according to nationalities.”*
From “demarcation” it made a ‘“‘step forward” to the
theory of “isolation.” It is not without good cause that
speeches were made at the Eighth Confer.enc‘e. of. the
Bund declaring that “national existence lies in isola-

tion 273k

Organizational federalism harbours th? ewleme.nts ‘oii
disintegration and separatism. The Bund is heading for
separatism.

And, indeed, there is nothing else it can l}ead f?r. Il.s
very existence as an extra-territorial organization dr.lves. it
to separatism. The Bund does not possess a 'deﬁnlte in-
tegral territory; it operates on “foreign” terrltor'les, wher.eals
the neighbouring Polish, Lettish and Bus§1zln Soc1‘a -
Democratic parties are international, terr{torlal collective
bodies. But the result is that every extension of these C9l-
lective bodies means a ‘“loss” for the Bund and a I"eS.tI‘IC‘
tion of its field of action. There are two alternatives:
cither the entire Russian Social-Democratic Party ml?st be
reconstructed on the principle of national federalism—

% An Announcement -on the Seventh Congress of the Bund, p. 7.
#: Report of the Eighth Conjerence of the Bund, p. 72.
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which will enable the Bund to “secure” the Jewish pro-
letariat for ilself; or the international territorial principle of
these collective bodies remains in force—in which case the
Bund must be reconstructed along international lines, as is the
case with the Polish and Lettish Social-Democratic parties.
This explains why the Bund has always demanded
that “the Russian Social-Democratic Party be reformed
along federal lines.”*
In_ 1906, bending beforc the wave of feeling in favour
of unity among the rank and file, the Bund chose a mid-
dle path and joined the Russian Social-Democratic Party.
But how did it join? Whereas the Polish and Lettish
Social-Democratic parties joined for the purpose of peace-
:.1ble joint action, the Bund joined with the purpose of wag-
ing war for a federation. That is exactly what Medm;,
the leader of the Bundists, said at the time:

“We are joining not for the sake of an idyll, but in
order to fight. There are no idylls, and only Maniloys®
(fan hope for them in the near future. The Bund must
join the Party armed cap-a-pie.”*#

It would be wrong to regard this as an expression of
.evil intent on Medem’s part. It is not a matter of evi;
intent, but of the peculiar posilion of the Bund. which
compels it to fight the Russian Social-Democratic Parly
as a Party built on the principles of internationalism. And
in fighting the Party, the Bund naturally violaled the in-
terests of upity. Finally, matters reached such a pitch
that the Bund formally broke with the Russian Social-
l?cmocratic Party, violating its statules, and in the elec-
tions to the Fourth Duma joining forces with the Polish
nationalists against the Polish Social-Democrats.

ES Torr
b A\aftonal Autonomy and the Reform of the Russian Social-
LI_],,I:?(:,GUC Party on Federal Lines, 1902, published by the Bund.
Nashe Slove (Our Word), No. 3, p.- 24, Vilna, 1906.
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The Bund apparently considered that a break would
provide the most favourable conditions for indepehdent
aclivities.

And so the “principle” of organizational “demarea-
tion” led to separatism and to complete rupture.

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

“The Iskra wants to assure us that federal rela-
tions between the Bund and the Russian Social-Dem-
ocratic 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 Rus-
sian Social-Democratic Party does not exist as a
federal body. But we can refer to the extremely edify-
ing experience of the Social-Democratic Party of
Austria, which assumed a federal character by virtue
of the decision of the Party Congress of 1897.7*

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-
Democratic Party of Austria.”

What do they tell us?

Let us begin with “the extremely edifying experience
of the Social-Democratic Parly of Austria.”” Up to 1896
there was a united Social-Democratic Party in Auslria.
In that year lhe Czechs at the International Congress in
London first demanded scparate representation, and gol
it. In 1897, at the Vienna (Wimberg) Party Congress, the
united party was formally liquidaled and in its place a
federal league of six nalional “§peial-Democratic groups”
was set up. Subsequently these groups were converted
into independent parties. The parties gradually scvered
contact. The parties were followed by the parliamentary

* National Autonomy, etc., 1902, p. 17, published by the Bund.
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group, which also broke up—national “clubs” were formed.
Next came the trade unions, which also split along
national lines. Even the co-operalives were affected, the
Czech separatists calling upon the workers to split them
up.* We will not dwell on the fact that separatist agita-
tion is undermining the sense of solidarity of the workers
and frequently drives them to strike-breaking,

Thus “the extremely edifying 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 monstrous form of separatism and lo
the destruction of the unity of the working-class move-
ment,

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 organized on national
lines, that 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 “Russian practice” in federalism.

It is not surprising that the effect of such a state of
affairs upon the workers is to weaken their feeling of
solidarity and to demoralize them, and the latter process
is also penetrating the Bund. We are referring to the in-
creasing collisions between the Jewish and the Polish
workers in connection with unemployment. This is the
kind of speech that was uttered on this subject at the
Ninth Conference of the Bund:

“... We regard the Polish workers, who are oust-
ing us, as pogromists, as scabs; we do not support
their strikes, we break them. Secondly, we reply to

* Cf., the words quoted from a brochure by Vanek!! in Doku-
mente des Separatismus, p. 29.
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being ousted by ousting in our turn: we reply to
Jewish workers nol being allowed into the factories
by not allowing Folish workers near the benches. ...
If we do not take this matter into our own hands
the workers will follow others.”* (Our italics.—J. S.)

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

You cannot go further than this in the way of “demar-
cation” and “isolation.” The Bund has achieved its aim: it
is carrying its “demarcation” of the workers of different
nationalities to the point of conflicts and strike-breaking.
And there is no other course: “If we do not take this
matter into our own hands the workers will follow
others. ...’

The disorganization of the working-class movement,
the demoralization in the Social-Democratic ranks—that
is whither the federalism of the Bund is leading.

Thus the idea of national autonomy, the atmosphere it
creates, has proved to be even more pernicious in Russia
than in Austria,

VI. THE CAUCASIANS AND THE CONFERENCE
OF LIQUIDATORS

We spoke above of the waverings of one section of
the Caucasian Social-Democrats who were unable to with-
stand the nationalist “epidemic.” These waverings were
revealed in the fact that strange as it may seem, the
Social-Democrats mentioned followed in the footsteps of
the Bund and declared in favour of mnational cultural
autonomy.

Regional autonomy for the Caucasus as a whole and
national cultural autonomy for the nations forming the

* Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, p. 19.
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Caucasus-—that is the way these Social-Democrats, who, in-
cidentally, are linked with the Russian Liquidators, formu-
late their demand.

Listen to their acknowledged leader, the not un-
known N.t2

“Everybody knows that the Caucasus differs pro-
foundly from these central provinces, both as regards
the racial composition of its population and as re-
gards its territory and agricultural development. The
exploitation and material devclopment of such a re-
gion require local workers acquainted with local
peculiaritics and accustomed to the local climate and
culture. All laws designed to further the exploitation
of the local territory should be issued locally and
should be put into effect by local forces. Consequent-
ly, the competence of the central organ of Caucasian
self-government should extend to legislation on local
questions. ... Hence, the functions of the Caucasian
centre should consist in the passing of laws designed
to further the economic cxploitation of the local ter-
ritory and the material prosperity of the region.”*

In a word, regional autonomy for the Caucasus.

If we abstract ourselves from the rather confused and
incoherent arguments of N., it must be admitted that his
conclusion is correct. Regional autonomy for ithe Caucasus,
within the framework of a general state constitution,
which N. does not deny, is indeed essential because of
the peculiarity of its composition and its social conditions.
This was also acknowlcdged by the Russian Social-Dem-
ocratic Party when, at its Second Congress, it proclaimed
“regional self-government for regions which in respect of
their social conditions and the composition of their popula-
tion differ from the specifically Russian regions.”

* Sce the Georgian newspaper Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life)?
1912, No. 12
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When Martov submitted this point for discussion at
the Second Congress, he justified it on the grounds thal
“the vast extent of Russia and the experience of our cen-
tralized administration point to the necessity and ex-
pediency of regional self-government for such large units
as Finland, Poland, Lithuania and the Caucasus.”

But from this it follows that regional self-governmnent
is to be interpreted as regional autfonomy.

But N. goes still further. According to him, regional
autonomy for the Caucasus covers “only one aspect of
the question.”

“So far we have spoken only of the material de-
velopment of local life. But the economic development
of a region is facilitated not only by economic activ-
ities but also by spiritual, cultural activities...
A culturally strong nation is strong also in the econom-
ic sphere. ... But the cultural development of nations
is possible only in the national languages....
Consequently, all questions connected with the native
language are questions of national culture. Such are
the questions of education, legal procedure, the
church, literature, art, science, the theatre, etc. If
the material development of a region unites nations,
national culture disuniles them and places each in a
separate sphere. Activities of the former kind are
associated with a definite territory.... This is not
the case with matters of national culture. They are
associated not with a definite territory but with the
existence of a definite nation. The fate of the Geor-
gian language interests a Georgian, no matter where
he lives. It would be a sign of profound ignnrance
to say that Georgian culture concerns only the Gror-
gians who live in Georgia. Take, for instance, the
Armenian Church. Armenians of various localities
and states take part in the administration of its
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affairs. Territory plays no part here. Or, for instance
the creation of a Georgian museum interests not only’
the Georgians of Tiflis, but also the Georgians of
Baku, Kutais, St. Petersburg, etc. Hence, the admin-
istration and control of all affairs of national culture
must be left lo the nations concerned. We proclaim
in favour of national cultural autonomy for the
Caucasian nationalities.”*

In a word, since culture is not territory, and territory
not culture, national cultural autonomy is required. That
is all N. can say in the latter’s favour.

We shall not stop again to discuss national culiural
autonomy in general; we have already spoken of its ob-
jectionable character. We should only like to point out
that, while being unsuitable in general, national cultural
autonomy is meaningless and nonsensical in relation to
Caucasian conditions,

And for the following reason.

National cultural autonomy presumes more or Iless
developed nationalities, with a developed culture and lit-
erature. Failing these conditions, autonomy loses all sense
and reduces itself to an absurdity. But in the Caucasus
there are a number of peoples each possessing a primitive
culture, a separate language, but without its own literature;
peoples, moreover, which are in 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 “or-
ganized” into separate national cultural unions, such as are
undoubtedly implied by national cultural autonomy?

What is to be done with the Mingrelians, the Abkhas-
ians, the Adjarians, the Svanetians, the Lesghians and so
on, who speak different languages but do not possess a
literature of their own? To what nations are they to be

* See the Georgian newspaper Chveni Tskhovreba, 1912, No. 12.
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attached? Can they be “organized” into national unions?
Around what “cultural affairs” are they to be “organized”?

What is to be done with the Ossets, of whom the
Transcaucasian Ossets are becoming assimilated (but are
as yet by no means wholly assimilated) by the Georgians
and the Ciscaucasian Ossets are partly being assimilated
by the Russians and partly continuing to develop and are
creating their own literature? How are they to be “or-
ganized” into a single national union?

To what national union should one attach the Adjar-
ians, who speak the Georgian language but whose culture
is Turkish and who profess the religion of Islam? Shail
they be “organized” separately from the Georgians with
regard to religious affairs and together with the Geor-
gians with regard to other cultural affairs? And what
about the Kobuleti, the Ingushes, the Inghilnis?

What kind of autonomy is that which excludes a
whole number of peoples from the list?

No, this is not a solution of the national problem, but
the fruit of an idle fancy.

But let us grant the impossible and assume that our
N.s national cultural auntonomy has been put intc effect.
Whither would it lead; what would be its results? Take,
for instance, the Transcaucasian Tatars, with their min-
imum of literacy, their schools controlled by the om-
nipotent mullahs and their culture permeated by the re-
ligious spirit.... It is not difficult fo understand that to
organize them into a national cultural union would be to
place them under the control of the mullahs, to deliver
them over to the tender mercies of the reactionary mul-
lahs, to create a new stronghold of spiritual enslavement
of the Tatar masses to their worst enemy.

But since when have Social-Democrats made it a prac-
tice to bring grist to the mill of the reactionaries?

Could the Caucasian Liquidators find nothing better to
“proclaim” than the confinement of the Transcaucasian
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Tatars within a national cultural union wlkich would en-
slave the masses to vicious reactionaries?

No, this is no solution of the national problem.

The national problem in the Caucasus can be solved
only by drawing the belated nations and peoples into the
common stream of « higher culture. It is the only pro-
gressive solution and the only solulion acceptable to So-
cial-Democrats. Regional autonomy in the Caucasus is ac-
ceptable because it draws the belated nations into the
common cultural development; it helps them to cast off
the shell of isolation peculiar to small nationalities; it
impels them forward and facililates access to the benefits
of a higher culture; whereas national cultural autonomy
acts in a diametrically opposite direction, because it shuts
up the nations within their old shells, chains them to the
lower rungs of cultural development and prevents them
from rising to the higher rungs of culture.

In this way national autonomy counteracts the bene-
ficial aspects of regional autonomy and nullifies it.

That is why the mixed type of autonomy which com-
bines national cultural autonomy and regional autonomy as
proposed by N. is also unsuitable. This unnatural combina-
tion does not improve matters but makes them worse, because
in addition to retarding the development of the backward
nalions it transforms regional autonomy into a cause of con-
flict between the nations organized in the national unions.

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

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

Whether the Caucasian Liquidalors will take “a step
forward” and follow in the footsteps of the Bund on the
question of organization also, the future alone will show.
5o far, in the hislory of Social-Democracy federalism in or-
ganization always preceded national autonomy in program.
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The Austrian Social-Democrats introduced organizational
federalism in 1897, and it was only two years later (in 1899)
that they adopted national aulonomy. The Bundists spoke
coherently of national autonomy for the first time in 1901,
whereas organizational federalism had been practised by
them since 1897.

The Caucasian Liquidators have begun from the other
end, from national autonomy. If thcy continue to follow
in the footsteps of the Bund they will first have to de-
molish the existing organizational edifice, which was
erected at the end of the nincties on the principles of in-
ternationalism.

But, easy though it may be to adopt national auton-
omy, which is as yet not understood by the workers, it
will be difficult to demolish an edifice which it has taken
years to build 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
character of national cultural autonomy.

# * *

While the Caucasians are settling the national question
in the usual manner, by means of verbal and written dis-
cussion, the All-Russian Conference of the Liquidators!* has
invented a most unusual method. It is a simple and easy
method. Listen to this:

“Having heard the siatement of the Caucasian
delegation ... as to the necessity of demanding na-
tional cultural autonomy, the conference, without
expressing an opinion as to the substance of the de-
mand, declares that such an interpretation of the
clause in the program which recognizes the right of
every nationality to self-determination is not contrary
to the precise meaning of the latter.”
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Thus, first they ‘“do not express an opinion as to the
substance” of the question, and then they ‘“declare.” An
original method. . .. )

And what does this original conference “declare”?

That the ‘“demand” for national cultural autonomy “is
not contrary to the precise meaning” of the program,
which recognizes the right of nations to self-deter-
mination.

Let us examine this proposition.

The clause on self-determination refers to the rights
of nations.!’® According to this clause, nations shall have
the right not only of autonomy but also of secession. It
is a question of political self-determination. Whom did the
Liquidators want to fool when they endeavoured to misin-
terpret this right of nations to political self-determination,
which has long been recognized by the whole international
Social-Democratic movement?

Or perhaps the Liquidators will iry to wriggle out
of the situation and to defend themselves by the sophistry
that national cultural 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 na-

tions, 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 na-
tion, and the nation alone, has the right to determine its
own fate? We repeat: in this sense, neither national cul-
tural autonomy nor any other kind of nationalist reaction
“is contrary” to the rights of nations.

Is that what the esteemed conference wanted to say?

No, not that. It specifically says that national cultural
autonomy “is not contrary,” not to the rights of nations,
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but “to the precise meaning” of the program. The point
here is the program and not the rights of nations.

And that is quite understandable, If jt were a nation
that addressed itself to the conference of Liquidators, the
conference might have directly declared that the nation
has a right to national cultural autonomy. But it was not a
nation that addressed itself to the conference, but a “delega-
tion” of Caucasian Social-Democrats—bad Social-Democrats,
it is true, but Social-Democrats nevertheless. And they in-
quired not about the rights of nations, but whether national
cultural autonomy contradicted the principles of Social-Dem-
ocracy, whether it was not “contrary” to “the precise mean-
ing” of the program of the Social-Democratic Party?

The rights of nations and “the precise meaning” of the
program of the Social-Democratic Party are not one and
the same thing.

Evidently, there are demands which, while they are
not contrary to the rights of nations, may yet be con-
trary to “the precise meaning” of the program,

For example. The program of the Social-Democrats
contains a clause on freedom of religion. According to
this clause any group of persons have the right to profess
any religion lhey please: Catholicism, the religion of the
Orthodox Church, and so forth. The Social-Democrats will
combat all forms of religious oppression, be it persecution
of members of the Orthodox Church, Catholics or Protes-
tants. Does this means that Catholicism, Protestantism, etc.,
“are not contrary to the precise meaning” of the program?

No, it does not. Social-Democrats will always protest
against persecution of Catholics and Protestants, they will
always défend the right of nations to profess any religion
they please; but at the same time, on the basis of a correct
understanding of the interests of the proletariat, they will
carry on agitation against Catholicism, Protestantism and
the religion of the Orthodox Church in order to secure the
triumph of the socialist world conception.
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And they will do so just because there is no doubt
that Protestantism, Catholicism, the religion of the Ortho-
dox Church, etc., are “conirary to the precise meaning”
of the program, i. e., to the correctly understood interests
of the proletariat.

" 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 national institu-
tions,whether beneficial or pernicious—nobody can (nobody
has the right to!) forcibly interfere in the life of a na-
tion. But that does not mean that Social-Democrats will not
combat and agitate against the pernicious institutions 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 nations so that the nations may arrange their
affairs in the way that will best suit the interests of the
proletariat. For this reason Social-Democrats, while fighting
for the right of nations to self-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 rights of these
nations, are contrary, “to the precise meaning” of the pro-
gram, i.e., to the interests of the Caucasian proletariat.

Evidently, “the rights of nations” and the “precise
meaning” of the program are in two entirely difTerent
planes. Whereas the ‘“precise meaning” of the program
expresses the interests of the proletariat, as scientifically
formulated in the program of the latter, the rights of
nations may express the interests of any class—bourgeoi-
sie, aristocracy, clergy, etc.—depending on the strengib
and influence of these classes. The former sets forth the
duties of Marxists, the latter 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
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Cheops may or may not be contrary to the famous con-
ference of the Liquidators. They are simply incommensur-
able,

But from this it follows that the esteemed conference
unpardonably muddled two entirely different things. The
result obtained was not a solution of the national problem
but an absurdity, according to which the rights of na-
tions and the principles of Social-Democracy “are not
contrary” to each other, and, consequently, every demand
of a nation may be made compatible with the interests
of the proletariat; consequently, no demand of a nation
which is striving for self-determination will be “contrary to
the precise meaning” of the program!

Logic is shown no mercy....

It was this absurdity that gave rise to the now famous
resolution of the conference of the Liquidators which de-
clares that the demand for national cultural autonomy “is
not contrary to the precise meaning” of the program.

But it was not only the laws of logic that were violated
by the conference of the Liquidators.

By sanctioning national cultural autonomy it also vio-
lated its duty to Russian Social-Democracy. It most defi-
nitely violated “the precise meaning” of the program, for
it is well known that the Second Congress, which adopted
the program, definitely repudiated national cultural auton-
omy. This is what was said at the congress in this con-
nection:

“Goldblatt (Bundist): ...1 deem it necessary that
special institutions be set up to protect the frecdom
of cultural development of nationalities and I there-
fore propose that the following words be added to
Par. 8: ‘and the creation of institutions which will
guarantee them complete freedom of cultural devel-
opment.’ [This, as we know, is the Bund’s definilion
of national cultural autonomy.—J. S.]
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“Martynov pointed out that general institutions

: must be so constituted as 1o protect particular in-

terests also, It is impossible to create a special in-

stitution to guarantee the freedom of cultural develop-
ment of the nationalities.

“Yegorov: On the question of nationality we can
adopt only negative proposals, i. e., we 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 al-
ways 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 support even nationalities that are dying out.

“Goldblatt’s amendment was rejected by the ma-
jority, ‘only three wotes being given in support.”

Thus it is clear that the conference of the Liquidators
went ‘“contrary to the precise meaning” of the program.
It violated the program.

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

“As we know, according to the agreement adopted
by the Stockholm Congress, the Bund was allowed
to preserve its national program (pending a decision
on the national question by a general Party con-
gress). This congress recorded that national cultural
autonomy at any rate does not contradict the general
Party program.”*

* Nasha Zarya, 1912, No. 9-10, p. 120.
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But the efforts of the Liquidators are in vain. The Stock-
holm Congress never thought of sanctioning the program
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 program be left open in
view of the fact that it is not being erxamined by the
congress.” (For—50, against—32.)

“Voice: What does that mean—to be left open‘?

“Chairman: When we say that the national ques-
tion is left open, it means that the Bund may retain
its decision on this question until the next con-
gress.”* (Our italics.—J.S.)

As you see, the congress even did ‘“not examine” the
question of the national program of the Bund—it simply
left it “open,” leaving the Bund itself to decide the fate
of its program until the next general congress met. In
other words, the Stockholm Congress avoided the ques-
tion, expressing no opinion on national cultural autonomy
one way or another.

The conference of the Liquidators, however, most defin-
itely undertakes to give an opinion on the matter, de-
clares national cultural autonomy to be acceptable and
endorses it in the name of the Party program.

The 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 beforc the Bund and
the Caucasian nationalist liquidators.

* Nashe Slovo, 1906, No. 8, p. 53.
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.~ VII. THE NATIONAL PROBLEM IN RUSSIA

It remains for us to give a positive solution of the na-
tional problem. '

We start from the assumption that the problem can
be solved only in intimate connection with the present
sitnation in Russia.

Russia is in a transitional period, when ‘normal,”
“constitutional” life has not yet been cstablished 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.

Thus complete democracy in the country is the basis
and condition for the solution of the national problem.
~ When seeking a solution of the problem we must take
account not only of the situation at home but also of the
situation abroad. Russia is situated between Europe and
Asia, between Austria and China. The growth of demoe-
racy in Asia is inevitable.

The growth of imperialism in Europe is not fortuit-
ous. In Europe, capital finds itself too restricted, and it is
striving lowards foreign countries in search of new mar-
kets, cheap Iabour and new fields of investment. But this
leads to external complications and to war. Nobody will
dare to say that the Balkan War'® is the end and not
the beginning of the complications. It is quite possible
that a combination 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
independence. And, of course, it is not for Marxists to
create obstacles in such cases.

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

)

Thus the right of self-determination is an essential ele-
ment in the solution of the national problem. o ,

Further. What must be our attitude . towards nations
which for onc reason or another will prefer to remain
within the general frame-work?

We have seen that national cultural autonomy is un-
suitable. ,

Firstly, it is artificial and impracticable, for it proposes
artificially 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 divisions, the “organization” of na-
tions, the “preservation” and cultivation of “national pe-
culiarities’—a thing that is entirely incompatible with
Social-Democracy.

It is not fortuitous that the Moravian separatists in
the Reichsrat, having severed themselves from the German
Social-Democratic deputies, united with the Moravian
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 involved in nationalism by
acclaiming the “Sabbath” and “Yiddish.” There are no
Bundist deputies yet in the Duma, but in the Bund dis-
trict there is a clerical-reactionary Jewish community, in
the “controlling institutions” of which the Bund is arrang-
ing a “get-together”” of the Jewish workers and the bour-
geois.* Such is the logic of national cultural autonomy.

Thus, national autonomy does not solve the problem.

What is the way out?

The only real solution is regional autonomy, autonomy
for such crystallized units as Poland, Lithuania, the
Ukraine, the Caucasus, ete.
mport of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, the con-

cluding part of the resolution on the community.
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The advantage of regional autonomy consists firstly in
the fact that it does not deal with a fiction bereft of ter-
ritory, but with a definite population inhabiting a definite
territory.

Secondly, it does not divide people according to na-
tion, it does not strengthen national partitions; on ~the
contrary, it only serves to break down these partitions and
unites the population in order to open the way for divi-
sion of a different kind, division according to class.

Finally, it provides the opportunity of utilizing the
natural wealth of the region and of developing its pro-
ductive 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 com-
pact, homogeneous nation, for each is interspersed by na-
tional 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. But
thére will be grounds for this fear only if the old order con-
tinues to prevail in the country. Give the couniry complete
democracy and all grounds for this fear will vanish.

It is proposed to bind the dispersed minorities into a
single national union. But what minorities want is not an
artificial union but real rights in the localities they in-
habit. 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 na-
tional union but because it does not enjoy the right to
use its native language. Permit it to use its native language
and the discontent will pass of itself.
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A minority is discontented not because there is no ar-
tificial union but because it does not possess its own schools,
Give it its own schools and all ground for discontent will
disappear.

A minority is discontented not because there is no ha-
tional union, but because it does not enjoy liberty of con-
science, liberty of movement, etc. Give it these liberties and
it will cease to be discontented.

Thus national equality in all forms (language, schools,
etc.) is an essential element in the solution of the national
problem. A state law based on complete 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 minority.

One may or may not deny the existence of a logical

connection between organizational federalism and national

cultural autonomy, But one cannot deny the fact that the
latter creates an atmosphere favouring unlimited federalism,
which tends towards complcte rupture, towards separa-
tism. 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 nationalist atmosphere that
is naturally generated by national autonomy. It is not
fortuitous that national autonomy and organizational fed-
eralism go hand in hand. It is quite understandable. Both
demand division according to nationality. Both presume
organization on national lines, The similarity is beyond
question. The only difference is that in one case the pop-
ulation generally are divided, while in the other it is the
Social-Democratic workers who are divided.

We know whither the division of workers along na-
tional lines leads. The disintegration of a united working-
class party, the division of trade unions along national
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lines, the aggravation of national friction, national strike-
breaking, complete demoralization within the ranks of
the Social-Democratic movement—such are the fruits of
organizational federalism. This is eloquently borne out by
the history of Social-Democracy in Austria and the activ-
ities of the Bund in Russia.

The only cure for this is organization on internation-
alist lines, :

The aim must be to unite the workers of all national-
ities in Russia into united and integral collective bodies in
the various localities and to unite these collective bodies
inlo 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 organization 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 shoot-
ings, if in Baku, that kaleidoscope of national groups, na-
tional collisions 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
the Caucasian Social-Democratic Party was not the least
factor in bringing this about.

Type of organization 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 organ-
ization, which stimulates his intellectual growth and
educates him. And thus, moving within his organization
and constantly meeting comrades belonging to other national.
ities 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
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of socialism. And this cannot but have a tremendous
educational value for large sections of the working class.

And the international type of organization therefore
serves as a school of fraternal sentiments and is a tremen-
dous agitational factor on behalf of internationalism.

But this is not the case with an organization based
on national lines. When the workers are organized accord-
ing to nationality they are isolated within their national
shells, fenced off from each other by organizationa] par-
titions. The stress is laid not on what is common to the
workers but on what distinguishes them from each other.
In this type of organization the worker is primarily a
member of his nation: Jew, Pole, and so on. It is not
surprising that national federalism in organization incul-
cates in the workers a spirit of national aloofness.

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

Thus we are confronted by two fundamentally different
types of organization: the type based on international
solidarity and the type based on the organizational
“demarcation” of the workers according to nationality.

Attempts to reconcile these two types have hitherto
been vain.

The conciliationist rules of the Austrian Social-Dem-
ocratic Party drawn wup in Wimberg in 1897 were
ineffective. The Austrian party fell apart and dragged the
trade unions with it. “Reconciliation” proved to be not
only utopian, but pernicious. Strasser is right when he
asserts that “separatism achieved its first triumph at the
Wimberg Party Congress.” #

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

* J. Strasser, Der Arbeiter und die Nation, 1912.
»



Stockholm Congress the Bund has been an obstacle to
the union of the workers in the various localities into
a single organization which would include the workers
of all nationalities. And the Bund has obstinately persisted
in its separatist tactics in spite of the fact that during
both 1907 and 1908 the Russian Social-Democratic Party
repeatedly demanded that unity should be established
from below among the workers of all nationalities. 1*
The Bund, which began with organizational national auton-
omy, 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 disorganization within the ranks of the latter. Let
us recall the Jagiello affair, for instance. '8

The path of “reconciliation” must therefore be dis-
carded 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 organiza-
tion, 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 of 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 element in the solution of the na-
tional problem.

Vienna, January 1913.

Prosveshcheniye, Nos. 3.5,
March-May 1913.
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EXPLANATORY NOTES

Note 1" (p. b). Marxism and the National Question was written at
the end of 1912 and the beginning of 1913 in Vienna. It first appeared
in the Bolshevik magazine Prosveshcheniye (Enlightenment), in issues
Nos. 3.5, for 1913, and signed K. Stalin.

Describing this particular article Stalin wrote in 1920:

“The article reflects the period when a coniroversy on the
fundamental principles of the national problem was being
waged within the ranks of the Russian Social-Democratic
Party; it was the era of the landlord-tsarist reaction, ayear
and a half before the outbreak of the imperialist war, the era of
the growth of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia.
At that time there were two conflicting theories of nations and,
correspondingly, two nalional programs: the Austrian program,
supported by the Bund and the Mensheviks, and the Russian
program, the program of the Bolsheviks. The reader will find
a description of these two currents in this article. Subsequent
events, particularly the imperialist war and the disintegration
of Austria-Hungary into several national states, clearly dem-
onstrated which side was right. Now, when Springer and
Bauer are standing over the spilt milk pail of their national
program, there can hardly be room for doubt that history has
condemned the ‘Ausirian school’ Even the Bund has been
obliged to admit that ‘the demand for national culturai auton-
omy’ (i.e., the Austrian national program.—J.S.) which was
put forward under the capitalist system, loses all meaning
in the conditions of a socialist revolution. (See The Twelfth
Conference of the Bund, 1920.) The Bund does not even sus-
pect that it thereby admitted (inadwvertently admitted) the
fundamental unsubstantiality of the theoretical basis of the
Austrian national program and the fundamental unsubstantial-
ity of the Austrian theory of nations.”
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It was in reference to this article of Stalin’s, Marxism and the
National Question, that Lenin wrote to Gorky in the latter half
of February 1913: “We have a wonderful Georgian here who has
sat down to write a 'big article for Prosveshcheniye and has col-
lected all the Austrian and other material.” And when the article
appeared, Lenin wrote a warm appreciation of it in his article, “The
National Program of the R.S.D.L.P.” published in the Sotsial-Dem-
okrat, No. 32 of December 28 (15), 1913, Referring to the reasons
which lent prominence to the national problem at that period, he
remarked: “This state of affairs and the principles of the national
program of the Social-Democrats have already been dealt with in
theoretical Marxist literature recently (prime place must here be
given to Stalin’s article).” )

Note 2 (p. 7). The Bund—The General Jewish Labour League of
Lithuania, Poland and Russia—was formed in 1897. Iis membership
consisted mainly of Jewish arlisans inhabiting the western regions of
Russia. The Bund joined the " Russian Social-Democratic Labour
Parly in 1898 at the First Congress of the latter. At the Second
“Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party held in
1903, the Bund withdrew from the Party when the Congress rejected
its motion to be recognized as the sole representative of the Jewish
proletariat and that the Party should be built on federal lines. The
Bund re-joined the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party in 19086.

Advocating the opporiunist views of the Mensheviks the Bund
staunchly supported them inthe internal Party struggle and was con-
sistent in its opposition to the Bolsheviks. After the October Socialist
Revolution in 1917 it sided actively with the enemies of the Revolu-
tion, renouncing the siruggle only after the Civil War had ended in a
complete victory of the Soviet Government over the combined forces
of the Russian counter-revolution and the foreign intervention. 'It
declared itself dissolved at the beginning of 1921.

Note 3 (p. 7). The Liquidators—this was the appellation given
to the Mensheviks who in the years of reaction following the defeat
of the 1905-07 Revolution renounced the revolutionary policy of the
Party and endeavoured to liquidate the revolutionary, underground
Party of the proletariat.

The reference here is to the confcrence of the Liguidators held in
Vienna in August 1912 (known as the August Conference of the
Liquidators) at which all the anti-Bolshevik groups and trends
organized in a bloc headed by L. Trotsky. For the resolution of the
conference on the national question and a criticism of this resolution,
see pp. 63-70 of this book.

78

Note 4 (p. 9), “The Georgians before the Reform”—i.e.,, prior
to the abolition of serfdom in Georgia (1863-67).

Note 5 (p. 19). “Arresting and preventing”—a rather free transla-
tion of the satirical description of police methods by the Russian
writer Gleb Uspenski who in one of his stories, The Police Station,
depicts an over-zealous police officer who is ready to drag anybody
and everybody to the police station on the most trifling pretexts.

Note 6 (p. 31). “Here there is no parliament, thank God”’—ithe
words uttered by V. Kokovisev, tsarist Minister of Finance {Later
Prime Minister), in the State Duma on April 24, 1908.

Note 7 (p. 42). These words are taken from ChapterII (“Proletari-
ans and Communists’”) of The Communist Manifesto by Karl Marx

and Frederick Engels.

Note 8 (p. 44). The reference is to an article by Karl Marx entitled
“Zur Judenfrage” (“The Jewish Question”), published in 1844 in the
Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher (German-French Annual).

Note 9 (p. 54). Manilov—one of the characters depicted in Dead
Souls, a novel by the Russian writer N. V. Gogol. Synonym of smug

-complacency and fruitless day-dreaming.

Note 10 (p. 55). Iskra—the first all-Russian newspaper of the
revolutionary Marxists founded by Lenin at the end of 1900. The pa-
per was published abroad and disseminated illegally in Russia. Be-
tween 1900 and 1903 Lenin’s Iskra played an outstanding historic role
in preparing the ground for the creation of an independent party
of the proletariat of Russia. In November 1903, shortly after the
Second Congress of the R.S.D.L.P.,, the newspaper fell into the
hands of the Mensheviks. Lenin resigned from the editorial board.
Since then, in Party circles, the old Iskra has been synonymous
with the Leninist, revolulionary, Bolshevik trend, while the new
{skra—with the Menshevik, opportunist trend.

Note 11 (p. 56). Karl Vanek—a Czech Social-Democrat and one
of the leaders of the Czech separatisls,

Note 12 (p. 58). N.—the pseudonyum of Noach Jordania, leader of
the Georgian Mensheviks.

Note 13 (p. 58). Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life)—a daily newspaper
published by the Georgian Mensheviks in Kulais in 1912,

Note 14 (p. 63). The All-Russian Conference of the Liquidators—
see Explanatory Note 3 to p. 7.
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Note 15 (p. 64). The clause on self-detcrmination in the program
of the R.S.D.L.P. adopted at the Second Congress of 1903 runs as
follows: )

“9, The right of sclf-determination for all nations forming
part of the state.”

Note 16 (p. 70). The reference is o the first Balkan War, which
broke out in October 1912 between Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece and
Montenegro on the one hand, and Turkey on the other. This war and
the second Balkan War (1913), which broke out among the former
Allies over the division of the spoils and which ended in the defeat of
Bulgaria, only tightened the knot of imperialist contradictions in the
Balkans and served as a prologue to the First World War of 1914-18.

Note 17 (p. 76). The reference is to the resolutions of the Fourth
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. held in November 1907, and the Fifth
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. held in January 1909 (December 1908,
Old Style).

Note 18 (p. 76). The reference is to the election to the Fourth
State Duma as deputy from Warsaw of Jagiello, a member of the Left
wing of the Polish Socialist Party. His election was secured with the
help of a bloc of the Bundists and the Polish Socialist Party with the
Jewish bourgeois Nationalists as against the vote of the Polish Social-
Democratic electors.
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