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INTRODUCTION
We' are bringing together in this volume some of the important
wiitings of Lenin and Stalin on the national and colonial question. ·.The
selection of the extracts from their writings has been made with a view
to helping the study and understanding of the MarxistcLeninist approach
to and teachings on this very important question.
Two of the basic works on the question, which have been included in
this volume, are Lenin's Right of Nations to Self-Determination and
Stalin's Mal'xism and the National Question which sum up the essentials
of the Marxist- Leninist approach to the national question.
The Right of Nations to Self-Detel'mination as also the Discussion
on Self-Determination Summed Up, was written in the background of an
international d~scussion on the subject in which certain erroneous views
were put forward by the Polish, Dutch and German Left-Socialists who
were all opposed to national self-determination.
Mainly written in reply to Rosa Luxemburg, Lenin in The Right of
Nations to Self-Determination explains the economic and political basis
for the rise of nations and stresses that the right of nations to self-determination means primarily the right of political separation of these nations
from alien national bodies, the right to the formation of independent
national states ; t.hat the working class party must resolutely defend the
light of all nations to self-determination ; but while always supporting
the right of nations to self-determination, the working class opposes every
striving for national exceptionalism and bourgeois nationalism. The
national question in every case has to be approached and solved in the
light of the particular circumstances of the case and in this connection
Lenin examines the question in relation to Norway, Sweden, Poland and
Ireland. A very important point which Lenin stresses is that to u:phold
the right of secession does not mean advocating secession in every case.
While recognising the right, each concrete question of secession has to be
examined from "the point of view of removing all inequality, all priveleges,
all exceptionalism."
Finally, Lenin emphasises, for the working class, national demands
are subordinate to the interests of the class struggle, the recognition of
!he right of nations to self-determination entails for the working class the
(·stablishment of the strongest international unity and solidarity between
!he working class of different nations.
"Complete equality of rights for all nations ; the right of nations to
self-determination; the unity of the workers of all nations-such is the
national programme that Marxism, the experience of the whole world.
and the experience of Russia, teach the workers", Lenin writes concluding
the book.·
In The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up, Lenin explains
that under imperialism national self-determination can be achieved only
hy overcoming immense difficulties. But that does not at all imply that
revolutionary socialists should reject an immediate and most resolute
struggle for this demand-that would only play into the hands of the
bourgeoisie and the reactionaries. On the contrary, what they should do
i~. to rouse the oppressed peoples against every variety of national and
colonial oppression, for full implementation of the right of nations to
political self-determination.
Lenin held that the internationalist education of the proletariat of
!he oppressor nations should centre aro1111d the demand for the right or
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colonies and oppressed nations to secession. On the other hand, the
socialists of the oppressed nations must advocate and implement unity of
of the workers of the oppressed and oppressor nations. Without that it
'rnuld be impossible to uphold an independent proletarian policy and
class solidarity with the proletariat of other countries. The socialists of
the oppressed nations mu:st under all circumstances combat national
narrow-mindencss, egoism, insulation and aloofness.
In The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-Determination, Lenin deals with the national question as an inseparable, component part of the question of socialist revolution, its reserves and allies
and declares the socialist revolution's direct support of the anti-imperialist struggles of the .colonial and oppressed nations.
Of exceptional importance today when all sorts of revisionist theories
about the non-capitalist path are being spread in the name of MarxismLeninism is Lenin's formulation in his Report of the Commission on the
National and Colonial Question to the Second Congress of the Communist
International : "It is Unquestionable that the proletariat of the advanced
countries can and should give help to the working masses of the backward countries, and that the backward countries can emerge from their
present stage of the development when the victorious proletariat of the
Soviet Republics extends a helping hand to these masses and is in a position to give them support." Instead of assisting the "working masses of
the backward countries" as clearly directed by Lenin, the modern revisionists concentrate their efforts on helping the building of capitalism in
these countries calling it the non-capitalist path. Lenin visualised the
Soviet power giving aid to the masses in the backward countries holding
power and enabling them to reach socialism without going through the
stage of capitalism ; the revisionists have substituted for this the giving of
Hid to the capitalist governments of newly liberated countries and describing it as the non-capitalist path to socialism.
Stalin's Marxism and the National Question (first published in 19131
develops the Marxist teachings on the national question on the basis of
the entire experience of the national movement to that date. Stalin here:
gives the basic Marxist definition of a nation, demarcates the policy of the
working class on the national question from bourgeois nationalism, and
while stressing that the working class supports the right of every nation
to self-determination, strongly opposes national separatist tendencies
which can lead to the destruction of the tmity of the working class
movement.
In the articles and speeches made by Stalin after the Great October
Revolution, and included in this volume, Stalin develops the MarxistLeninist teachings on the national question further, in the light of the new
situation and shows how a victorious socialist revolution correctly applies
these teachings.
Some of the other extracts selected for inclusion in the volume deal
with various deviations on the national question, a study of which arms
the working class and its party to keep to the right path on this question.
It is with the hope that the readers will find it helpful for their study
of the national question and to equip themselves with the necessary essentials to apply these teachings to their own concrete conditions that we
present this volume to them.
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PART I

I

Critical Remarks
on the National Question
1.

I

f

F
'1

1

Liberals and Democl'ats on the Language Question*

On several occasions the newspapers have mentioned the report of
the Governor of the Caucasus, a report that is noteworthy, not for its
Black-Humlred 2 spirit, but for its timid "liberalism". Among other
things, Lhe Governor objects Lo artificial Russification of non-Russian
nationalities. Representatives of non-Russian nationalities in the Caucasus are themselves striving to teach their children Russian ; an example
of this is the Arnienian chmch schools, in which the teaching of Russian
is not obligatory.
Russkoye Slovo 3 (No. 198), one of the most widely circulating liberal
newspapers in Russia, points to this fact and draws the correct conclusion that the hostility towards the Russian language in Russia "sterns
exclusively from" the "artificial" (it should have said "forced") implanting
of that language.
"There is no reason to worry about the fate of the Russian language.
It will itself win recognition throughout Russia," says the newspaper.
This is perfectly true, because the reqtrirernents of economic exchange
will always compel the nationalities living in one state (as long as they
wish to live together) to study the langua,ge of the majority. The more
democratic the political system in -Russia becomes, the more powerfully,
rnpidly and extensively capitalism will develop, the more urgently will
the requirements of economic exchange impel various nationalities to
study the language most convenierit for general commercial relations.
The liberal newspaper, however, hastens to slap itself in the face
<llld demonstrate its liberal inconsistency.
"Even those who oppose Russification,'' it says, "would hardly be likely to deny
lhat in a country as huge as Russia there must he one single official language,. and
lhat this language can be only Russian."

Logic turned inside out l Tiny Switzerland has not lost anything,
but has gained from having not one single official language, but threeGerrnan, French and Italian. In Switzerland 70 per cent of the population are Germans (in Russia 43 per cent are Great Russians), 22 per cent
French (in Russia 17 per cent are Ukrainians) and 7 per cent· Italians
(in Russia 6 per cent are Poles and 4·5 per cent Byeloru:ssi;rns). If
Italians in Switzerland often speak French in their common parliament
Lhey do not do so because they are menaced by some sava,ge police law
(there are none such in Switzerland), but because the civilised citizens
of a democratic state themselves prefer a language that is understood
by a majority. The French language does not instil hatred in Italians
•See V. I. Lenin, Collected Wol'ks, Moscow, Vol. 19, pp. 354-57.-Ed.
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because it is the language of a free civilised nation, a language that i'l
not imposed by disgusting police measures.
'Vhy should "huge" Russia, a much more varied and Lcrribly backward country, inhibit her development by the retention of any kind or
privilege for any one language? Should not the contrary be true, liberal
gentlemen ? Should not Russia, if she wants lo overtake Europe, put
an encl to every kind of privilege as quickly as possible, as comi)letcly
as possible and as vigorously as possible ?
If all privileges disappear, .if the imposition of any one language
eeases, all Slavs will easily and rapidly learn to understand each other
and will not be frightened by the "horrible" thought that speeches in
different languages will be heard in the common parliament. The
requirements of economic exchange will themselves decide which language
of the given country it is to the advantage of the majority Lo know in
lhc interests of commercial relations. The decision will be all the firmer
because il is adopted voluntarily by a population of various nalionalities,
:mcl its adoption will be the more rapid and extensive the more consistent
the democracy and, as a consequence of it, the more rapid the develop·
rnent of capitalism.
The liberals approach the language question in the same way as
they approach all political questions-like hypocritical hucksters, holding out one hand (openly) to democracy and the other (behind their
backs) to the f euclalists and police. \Ve are against privileges, shout the
liberals, and under cover they haggle with the feuclalists for first one.
Lhcn another, privilege.
Such is the nature of all liberal-bourgeois nationalism-not <;Jnly
Great-Russian (it is the worst of them all because of its violent characlcr
and ils kinship with Lhe Pnrishkcviches), but Polish, Jewish, Ukrainian,
Georgian and every other nationalism. Under the slogan of "national
culture" the bourgeoisie of all nations, both in Austria and in Russia, are
in [act pursuing the policy of splitting the workers, emasculating clemoeracy and haggling with the feuclalists over the sale of the people's rights
and the people's liberty.
The slogan of working-class democracy is not "national culture" but
the international cuJture of democracy and the world-wide working-class
movement. Let the bourgeoisie deceive the people with various
"positive" national programmes. The class-conscious worker will answer
the bourgeoisie-Lhere is only one solution to the national problem
(insofar as it can, in general, be solved in the capitalist world, the world
of profit, squabbling and exploitation), and that solution is consistent
democracy.
The proof-Switzerland in Western Europe, a country with an old
culture, and Finland in Eastern Europe, a country with a young culture.
The national programme of working-class democracy is : absolutely
110 privileges for any one nation or any one language ; the solution of
the problem of the political self-determination of nations, that is, their
separation as states by completely free, democratic methods ; the promulcration of a law for the whole state by virtue of which any measure
(rur~l, urban or communal, etc., etc.) introducing any privilege of any
kind for one of the nations and militating against the equality of nations
or the rights of a national minority, shall be declared illegal and ineffecLive, and any citizen of the state shall have the right to demand that such
a measure be annulled as tinconstitutional, and that those wbo attempt
lo put it into effect be punished.

w·orking-class democracy contraposes to the nationalist wrangling of
the various bourgeois parties over questions of language, etc., the demand
for the unconditional unity and complete amalgamation of workers of
all nationalities in all working-class organisati_ons-trade union, col•perative, consumers', educational and all others-in contradistinction to
any kind of bourgeois nationalism. Only this type of unity and
amalgamation can uphold democracy and defend the interests of the
workers against capital-which is already international and is becoming
more so-and promote the development of mankind towards a new way
d life that is alien to all privileges and all exploitation.
~,

fa A CGmpulsol'y Official Lan.gu.age Needed?

The liberals differ from the reactionaries in that they recognise the
right to have instruction conducted in the native language, at least in the
elementary schools. But they are completely at one with the reaclioncirics on the point that a compulsory official language is necessary.
\Vhat does a compulsory official language mean ? In practice, it
means that the language of the Great Russians, who arc a minority of the
population of Russia, is imposed upon all the rest of the population of
Russia. In every school the teaching of the official language must be
obligolory. All ofiicial correspondence must be conducted. in the official
language, iiot in the language of the local population.
On what grounds do the parties who advocate a compulsory official
language justify its necessity ?
The "arguments" of the Black Hundreds are curt, of cotfrse. They
'-UY: All non-Russians should be ruled with a rod of iron to keep them
from "gelling ou.t of hand". Russia must be indivisible, and all the peoples must submit lo Great-Russian rule, for it was the Great Russians who
built up and united the land of Russia. Hence, the ianguage of the ruling class must be· the compulsory official language. ·The Purishkeviches
would not mind having the "local lingoes" banned altogether, although
Liley arc spoken by about GO per cent of Russia's total population.
The atlilude of the liberals is much mane "cultured" and "refined".
They are for permitting the use of the native languages within certain
limits (for example, in the elementary schools). At the same time they
advocate an obligatory official language, which, Lhey say, is necessary in
the inlerests of "culture", in the interests of a "united" and "indivisible"
Hnssia, and so forth.
"Statehood is the affirmation of cultural unity.... An official language is an essential constituent of stale culture. . . . Statehood is based on unity of authority, the official
language being an instrument of that unily. The official language possesses the same
compulsory and universally coercive power as all other forms of statehood ....
"If Hussia is to remain i.mitcd and inclivisble, we must firmly insist on the political
<.'xpcdiency of Lhc Russian literary language."

This is the typical philosophy of a liberal on the necessity of an
official language.
vVe have fJUOlcd the above passage from an article by Mr. s.
l'alrashkin in the liberal newspaper Dyen 4 (No. 7). For quite under"tandable reasons, the Black-Hundred Novoye Vremyu rewarded the
:mlhor of these ideas with a resounding kiss. Mr. Patrashkin expresses
"very sound ideas", Menshikov's newspaper stated (No. 13588). Another
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paper the Black Hundreds are constantly pra1smg for such very "sound"
And how can they help
praising them when the liberals, with the aid of '"cultured" arguments,
are advocating things that please the Novoye Vremya people so much?
Russian is a great and mighty language, the liberals tell us. Don't·
you want everybody who lives in the border regions of Russia to know
this gTeat and mighty language ? Don't you see that the Russian Ian·
guage will enrich the literature of the non-Russians, put great treasures
of culture within their reach, and so forth ?
That is all lrue, gentlemen, we say in reply to the liberals. \Ve
know better than you do that the language of Turgenev, Tolstoy, Dobrolyuhov and Chernyshevsky is a great and mighty one. We desire more
than you do that the closest possible intercourse and fraternal unity
should be established between the oppressed classes of all the nations
that inhabit Russia, without any discrimination. And we, of course, arc
in favour _of every inhabitant of Russia having the opportu.nily to learn
lhe great Russian language.
What we do not want is the element of coercion. We do not want
to have people driven into paradise with a cudgel ; for no matter how
many fine phrases about "culture" you may utter, a compulsory official
language involves coercion, the use of the cudgel. We do not think that
the great and mighty Russian language needs anyone having to study it
Ly sheer compulsion. \Ve are convinced that the development of capitalism in Russia, and the whole course of social life in general, are tending
to bring all nations closer together. Hundreds of thousands of people arc
moving from one encl of Russia to another; the different national populations are intermingling ; exclusiveness ahd national conservatism must
disappear. People whose conditions of life and work make it necessarv
for them to know the Russian language will learn it without being force~l
lo do so. But coercion (the cudgel) will have only one result : it will
hinder the great and mighty Russian language from spreading to other
mitional groups, and, most important of all, it will sharpen antagonism,
c:tusc friction in a million new forms, increase resentment, mutual
misunderstanding, and so on.
Who wants that sort of thing? Not the Russian people, not the
Hussian democrats. They do not recognise national oppression in any
form, ev.en in "the interests of Russian culture and statehood".
That is why Rusian Marxists say that there must be no compulsory
official language, that the population must be provided with schools where
leaching will be carried on in all the local languages, that a fundamental
law must be introduced in the constitution declaring invalid all privileges
of any one nation and all violations of the rights of national minorities.

Bunclist, who "drowned" it in his jumble of words, i.e., instead of revealing and clarifying the class gulf to the reader, he in fact obscured it. In
fact, the Bunclist acted like a bourgeois, whose every interest requires the
spreading of a belief in a non-class national culture.
In advancing the slogan of "the international culture of democracy
and of the world working-class movement", we take from each national
culture only its democratic and socialist elements ; we take them only
and absolutely in opposition to the bourgeois culture and the bourgeois
nationalism of each nation. No democrat, and certainly no Marxist,
denies that all languages should have equal status, or that it is necessary
lo polemise with one's "native" bourgeoisie in one's native language and
to advocate anti-clerical or anti-bourgeois ideas among one's "native"
peasantry and petty bourgeoisie. That goes without saying, but the
Bundist uses these indisputable truths to obscure the point in dispute, i.e.,
the real issue.
The question is whether it is permissible for a Marxist, directly or
indirectly, to advance the slogan of national culture, or whether he
~hould oppose it by advocating, in all languages, the slogan of workers'
internationalism while "adapting" himself to all local and national
features.
The significance of the "national culture" slogan is not determined
by some petty intellectual's promise• or good intention, to "interpret" it
as "meaning the development through it of an international culture". It
would be puerile subjectivism to look at it in that way. The significance
of the slogan of national culture is determined by the objective alignment of all classes in a given country, and in all countries of the world.
The national culture of the bourgeoisie is a fact (and, I repeat, the bourK·eoisie everywhere enters into deals with the landed proprietors and the
clergy). Aggressive bourgeois nationalism, which drugs the minds of the
workers, stullifies and disunites them in order that the bourgeoisie may
lead them by the halter-such is the fundamental fact of the limes.
Those who seek to serve the proletariat must unite the workers of
<ill nations, and unswervingly fight bourgeois nationalism, domestic and
foreign. The place of those who advocate the slogan of national culture
is among the nationalist petty bourgeois, not among the Marxists.
Take a concrete example. Can a Great-Russian Marxist accept the
~<logan of national, Great-Russian, culture?
No, he cannot. Anyone
who clues that should stand in the ranks of the nationalists, not of the
Marxists. Our task is to fight the dominant, Black-Hundred and bourgeois national culture of the Great Russians, and to develop, exclusively
in the internationalist spirit and in the closest alliance with the workers
of other countries, the rudiments also existing in the history of our
clemocratic and working-class movement. Fight your own Great-Russian
landlords and bourgeoisie, fight their "culture" in the name of internationalism, and, in so fighting, "adapt" yourself to the special features of
lhe Purishkeviches and StrU:ves-that is your task, not preaching or
tolerating the slogan of national culture.
The same applies to the most oppressed and persecuted nation-the
.Jews. Jewish national culture is the slogan of the rabbis and the bourgeoisie, the slogan of our enemies. But there are other elements in
Jewish culture and in Jewish history as a whole. Of the ten .and a half
million Jews in the world, somewhat over a half live in Galicia and Russia, backward ancl semi-barbarous countries, where the Jews. are forcibly
kept in the status of a caste. The other haJf lives in the civilised worlcl,

idea<> is the national-liberal Russkaga Mysl.5

3.

"National CuHure"

... The elements of democratic ancl socialist culture are present, if
only in rudimentary form, in every national culture, since in every nation
there are toiling and exploited masses, whose conditions of life inevitably
give rise to the ideology of democracy and' socialism. But every nation
also possesses a bourgeois culture (and most nations a reactionary and
clerical culture as well) in the form, not merely of "elements", b11t of the
dominant culture. Therefore, the general "national culture" is the culture of the landlords, the clergy and the bourgeoisie. This fundamental
and, for a Marxist, elementary truth was kept in the background by the
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and there the J cws do not live as a scgregaled caste. There the great
world-progressive features of J cwish culture stand clearly revealed : its
internationalism, its identification with the advanced movements of the
epoch (the pcrccnlage of J cws in the democratic and proletarian movements is everywhere higher than the percentage of J cws among the
population).
'Vhoevcr, directly or indirectly, puts forward the slogan of j ewish
"national cu!Lure" is. (whatever his good intentions may be) an enemy
of the proletariat, a supporter of all that is outmoded and connected with
rnste among the Jewish people ; he is an accomplice of the rabbis and
!he bourgeoisie. On the other hand, those Jewish Marxists who mingle
wilh the Russian, Lilhuanian, Ukrainian and other workers in international Marxist organisations, and make their contribution (both in Russian and in Yiddish) towards creating Lhc inlernational culture of the
working-class movemcut'-----those Jews, despite the separatism of the
Bund, uphold the best traditions of Jewry by fighting the slogan of
"national culture".
Bourgeois nationalism and proletarian internationalism-these are
Lhe two irreconcilably hoslile slogans that correspond to the two great
class camps Lhroughout the capilalist world, and express the two policies
(nay, the tw? w~rld outlooks) in the national question. In advocating
the s~ogan of nat10nal .culture and building up on it an entire plan and
pract~cal prog~amme of. what they call "cultural-national autonomy", the
l3und1sts are m effect mstnunents of bourgeois nationalism among the
workers.
4.

The Nationalist Bogey of "Assimilation"

The qu~stion of assimilation, i.e., of the shedding of national features,
m~d absorpt10n_ by m~oth.er nat~on, strikingly illustrates the consequ:cnccs
ol Lhe nat10nahst vac1llahons of the Bunclists and their fellow thinkers ....
Developing capitalism knows two historical tendencies in the national
(1uestion. The first is the awakening of national life and national
m.oven.icnls, the stniggle against all national oppression, and the creation
1>~ i~alwnal. states: The second is the development and growing frequency
ol mternat10nal mtercourse in every form, the break-down of national
barriers, the creation of the international unity of capital, of economic life
in general, of politics, science, etc.
Both tendencies are a universal law of capitalism. The former
predominates in the beginning of its development, the latter characterises
a mature capitalism that is moving towards its transformation into socialist society. The Marxists' national programme takes both tendencies
into acc~unt, an_d .ac~~ocatcs, first~y; the equality of nations and languages
a~d th~ imperm1ss1b1hty of all pnuzleges in this respect (and also the right
nJ nat10ns to self-determination, with which we shall deal separately
later) ; seco~dly, the p~·inciple of internationalism and uncompromising
~truggle agamst contammation of the proletariat with bourgeois nationalism, even of the most refined kind. . . . '
... 'Vhat is left is capitalism's world-historical tendency to break
do,;n national barriers, obliterate national distinctions, and to assimilate
m~t10ns-a tenc~cncy which manifests itself more and more powerfully
with· every passmg decade, and is one of the greatest driving forces trans.
forming capitalism into socialism.
Whoever does not recognise and champion the equality of nations
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and languages, and docs not fight against all national oppression or
inequality, is not a Marxist ; he is not even a democrat. That is beyond
doubt. Bul it is also beyond doubt that the pseudo-Marxist who heaps
abuse upon a Marxist of another nalion for being an "assimilator" is
simply a nationalist philistine. In this unhandsome category of people
arc all Lhe Bundists and (as we shall shortly see) Ukrainian nationalistsocialisls such as L. Yurkevich, Dontsov and Co ....
A rough idea 61' the scg_lc which the general process of assimilation
of nations is assuming under Lhe present conditions of advanced capitalism may be obtained, for example, from the immigration slatistics of
the Uniled States of America. ·During the decade between 1891-1900,
Europe sent 3,700,000 people there, and during the nine years between
1901 and 1909, 7 ,200,000. The 1900 census in the United States recorded
over 10,000,0UO foreigners. New York State, in which, according to the
sam(~ census there were over 78,000 Austrians, 136,000 Englishmen,
'.W,000 Frenchmen, 480,000 Germans, 37 ,000 Hungarians, 425,000 Irish,
182,000 Italians, 70,000 Poles, 166,000 people from Russia (mostly Jews),
43,000 Swedes, etc., grinds down. national distinctions. And what is taking place on a grand, internalional scale in New York is also to be seen
in every big city and industrial township.
No one unobscssed by nationalist prejudices can fail Lo perceive that
this process of assimilation of nations by capitalism means the greatest
historical progress, the breakdown of hidebound national conservatism in
the various backwoods, especially in backward countries like Russia.
Take Russia and the attitude of Great Russians towards the
Ukrainians. Naturally, every democrat, not to mention Marxists, will
~trongly oppose the incredible humiliation of Ukrainians, and demand
complete equality for them. Bttt it would be a dow11right betrayal of
socialism and a silly policy even from the standpoint of the bourgeois
"national aims" of the Ukrainians to weaken the ties and the alliance
lwt ween the Ukrainian and Great-Russian proletariat that now exist
wiihin the confines of a single state.
... Even from the point of view of the bourgeois nationalists, some of
whom stand for complete equality and autonomy for the Ukraine, while
others stand for an independent Ukrainian state, this argument will not
'wash. The Ukrainians' striving for liberation is opposed by the GreatRussian and Polish landlord class and by the bourgeoisie of these two
nations. \Vhat social ·force is capable of standing up to these classes?
The first decade of the twentieth century provided an actual reply to this
queslion : that force is none other than the working class, which rallies
the democratic peasantry behind it. By striving to divide, and thereby
weaken, the genuinely democratic force, whose victory would make
national oppression impossible, Mr. Yurkevich is betraying, not only the
interests of democracy in general, but also the interests of his own country, the Ukraine. Given united action by the Great-Russian and
Ukrainian proletarians, a free Ukraine is possible ; without su.ch unity, it
is out of the question.
But Marxists do not confine themselves to the bourgeois-national
standpoint. Fo1· several decades a well-defined process of accelerated
economic development has been going on in the South, i.e., the Ukraine,
attracting hundreds of thousands of peasants and workers from Great
Russia to the capitalist farms, mines, and cities. The "assimilation"within these limits-of the Great-Russian and Ukminian proletariat is an
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indispulable fact. And tlzis fact is undoubtedly progre.ssive. Capitalism
is replacing the ignorant, conservative, settl~d muzluk. of the GreatRussian or Ukrainian backwoods with a mobile proletarian whose conditions of life break clown specifically national narrow-mi~clecl_ness, both
Great-Russian and Ukrainian. Even if we assume that, m time, there
will be a state frontier between Great Russia and the Ukraine, the hisforically progressive nature of the "assimilation" of the Gre~t-Russiau
and Ukrainian workers will be as undoubted as the progressive nature
of the grinding clown of nations in America. The freer the Ukraine and
Great Russia become, the more extensive and more rapid will be the
development of capitalism, which will still more powerfully attract lhe
workers, the working masses of all nations from all regions of the slate
and from all Lhe neighbouring states (shottld Russia become a neighbouring state in relation to the Ukraine) to Lhe cities, Lhe mines, and Lhe
factories.
Mr. Lev Yurkevich acts like a real bourgeois, and a short-sighted,
narrow-minded, obtuse bourgeois at thal, i.e., like a philistine, when he
dismisses Lhc benefits to be gained from the intercourse, amalgamation
m1cl assimilation of the proletariat of the two nations, for the sake of the
momentary success of the Ukrainian national cause (sprava). The
national cause comes first and the proletarian cause second, the bourgeois nationalisls say, with the Yurkeviches, Dontsovs and similar would.be Marxists repeating it after them. The proletarian cause must come
first, we say, because it not only protects the lasting and fundamental
interests of labour and of humanity, but also those of democracy; and
\Vilhout democracy neither an autonomous nor an independent Ukraine
is conceivable ....
Contraposing Ukrainian cult1ire as a whole to Great-Russian cullure
as a whole, when speaking of the proletariat, is a gross betrayal of the
proletariat's interests for the benefit of bourgeois nationalism.
There are two nations in every modern nation-we say to all
uationalist-socialists. There are two national cultures in every national
culture. There is the Great-Russian culture of the Purishkeviches,
Guchkovs and Struves-but there is also the Great-Russian culture
typified in the names of Chernyshevsky and Plekhanov. There are tlze
same two cultures in the Ukraine as there are in Germany, in France, in,
England, among the Jews, and so forth. If the majority of the Ukrainian
workers are under the influence of Great-Ru.ssian culture, we also know
definitely that the ideas of Great-Russian democracy and SocialDemocracy operate parallel with the Great-Russian clerical and bourgeois culture. In fighting the latter kind of "culture", the Ukrainian
Marxist will always bring the former into focus, and say to his workers :
"We must snatch at, make use of, and develop to the utmost every opportunity for intercourse with the Great-Russian class-c011scious workers,
with their literature and with their range of ideas ; the fundamental
interests of botlz the Ukrainian and the Great-Russian working-class
movements demand it."
If a Ukrainian Marxist allows himself to be sway.eel by his quite
legitimate and natural hatred of the Great-Russian oppressors to such a
degree that he transfers even a particle of this hatred, ~ven if it be only
estrangement, to the proletarian culture and proletarian cause. of the
Great-Russian workers, then such a Marxist will get bogged clow,n m hour"
geois nationalism. Similarly, the Great-Russian Marxist will be bogged
down, not only in bourgeois, but also in Black-Hundred nationalism, if
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he loses sight, even for a moment, of the demand for complete equality
for the Ukrainians, or of their riglzt to form an independent state ....
5.

I
l.

"Cultural-National Autonomy"

... Marxism cannot be reconciled with nationalism, be it even of the
'•mosl jusl", "purest", most refined and civilised brand. In place. of all
forms of nationalism Marxism advances internationalism, the amalgamaLion of all nations in the higher unity, a unity that is growing before our
eyes with every mile of railway line that is built, with every international
trust, and every workers' association that is formed (an association that is
international in its economic activities as well as in its ideas and aims).
The principle of nationality is historically inevitable in bourgeois
society and, taking this society into clue account, Lhc Marxist fully recognises the historical legitimacy of national movements. But to prevent
Lhis recognition from becoming an apologia of nationalism, it must be
~trictly limited to what is progressive in such movements, in order that
this recognition may not lead to bourgeois ideology obscming proletarian
consciousness.
The awakening of the masses from feudal lethargy, and their struggle
against all national oppression, for the sovereignty of the people, of the
nation, are progressive. Hence, it is the Marxist's bounden ch1ly to stand
for the most resolute and consistent clemocratism on all aspects of the
national question. This task is largely a negative one. But this is the
limit the proletariat can go to in supporting nationalism, for beyond that
begins the "positive" activity of the bourgeoisie striving to f oriif y
nationalism.
To throw off the feudal yoke, all national oppression, and all
privileges enjoyed by any particular nation or language, is the imperative
duty of the proletariat as a democratic force, and is certainly in the
interests of the proletarian class struggle, which is obscu:recl and retarded
by bickering on the national question. But to go beyond these strictly
limited and definite historical limits in helping bourgeois nationalism
means betraying the proletariat and siding with the bourgeoisie. There
is a border-line here, which is often very slight and which the Bunclists
and Ukrainian nationalist-socialists completely lose sight of.
Combat all national oppression? Yes, of course! Fight fol' any
kind of national development, fol' "national culture" in general ?-Of
course not. The economic development of capitalist society presents us
with examples of immature national movements all over the world,
examples of the formation of big nations out of a number of small ones,
or to the detriment of some of the small ones, and also examples of the
assimilation of nations. The development of nationality in general is
the principle of bourgeois nationalism ; hence the exclusiveness of bourgeois nationalism, hence the endless national bickering. The proletariat,
however, far from undertaking to uphold the national development of
every nation, on the contrary, warns the masses against such illusions,
stands for the fullest freedom of capitalist intercourse and welcomes
every kind of assimilation of nations, except that which is founded on
force or privilege.
Consolidating nationalism within a certain "justly" de-limited sphere,
"constitutionalising" nationalism, and securing the separation of all
nations from one another by means of a special state institution-such is
Lhe ideological foundation and content of cultural-national autonomy.
2
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This idea is thoroughly bourgeois and thoroughly false. The proletariat
cannot support any consecration of nationalism; on the contrary, it supports everything that helps to obliterate national distinctions and remove
national barriers ; it supports everything that makes the ties between
nationalities closer and closer, or tends to merge nations. To act clifierently means siding with reactionary nationalist philistinism.
vVhen, at their Congress in Briinn 6 (in 1899), the Austrian SocialDemocrats discussed the plan for cultural-national a11tonomy, practically
no attention was paid to a theoretical appraisal of that plan. It is, how('ver, noteworthy that the following two arguments were levelled againsl
l his programme : (1) it would tend to strengthen clericalism ; "its result
would be the perpetuation of chauvinism, its introduction into every small
community, into every small group" (p. 1)2 of the official report of the
Briinn Congress, in German. A Russian translation was published by
the Jewish nationalist party, the J.S.L.P.) 7
There can be no doubt that "national culture", in the ordinary sense
of the term, i.e., schools, etc., is at present under the predominant
influence of the clergy and the bourgeois chauvinists in all countries in the
world. vVhen the B11ndists, in advocating "cultural-national" autonomy,
my that the constituting of nations will keep the class struggle within
them clean of all extraneous considerations, then that is manifest and
ridiculous sophistry. It is primarily in the economic and political
sphere that a serious class struggle is waged in any capitalist society. To
separate the sphere of education from this is, firstly, absurdly utopian,
becau.se schools (like "national culture" in general) cannot be separated
from economics and politics ; secondly, it is the economic and political
life of a capitalist country that necessitates at every step the smashing of
the absurd and outmoded national barriers and prejudices, whereas separation of the school system and the like would only perpetuate, intensify
and strengthen "pure" clericalism and "pure" bourgeois chauvinism.
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Cenlraiisaticm and Autonomy

... Marxists are, of course, opposed to federation and decentralisation, for the simple reason that capitalism requires for its development
!he largest and most centralised possible states. Other conditions being
equal, the class-conscious proletariat will always stand for the larger state.
lt will always fight against medieval particularism, and will always welcome the closest possible economic amalgamation of large territories in
which the proletariat's struggle against the bourgeoisie can devel6p on a
broad basis.
Capitalism's b~·~ad and rapid development of the productive forces
c:alls for large, p_ohhcally compact ai~d u_nite_d te.rritories, since only here
l ~n y1e bou~gem~ class-together with its mevitable antipode, the prolet~i ian class-.umte an? _sweep away all the old, medieval, caste, parol'hial, petty-national, rehg10us and other barriers.
T.he ri~ht of nations L~ self-determination, i.e., the right to secede
and foi:m mdependent nat10nal states, will be dealt with elsewhere.
But ~rlule, . and insofar as, cliff~rent nations constitute a single state,
M~rx~sts will never, under any circumstances, advocate either the federal
prmcip_le o; decentralisation. The great centralised stale is a tremendo~1s historical step forward from medieval disunity to the future socialist
umty of_. the w~10l~ world, and only via such a state (inseparably conuected with capitalism), can there be any road to socialism.
. . It would, however, be. inexcusable t~ forget that in advocating cent1 ahsm. ':e. advo:ate exclusively democratic centralism. On this point all
l?e ph~hstmes m general, and the nationalist philistines in particular
(m~ludmg the late Dragomanov), have so confused the issue that we are
obhged ag~in and again. to spend time clarifying it.
. ,. Far fr?m pre~ludmg lo~al self-g~vernme~1~, with autonomy for
i ct,10ns. l~avmg special economic and social concht10ns, a distinct national
c01~1pos1t10n of the population, and so forth, democratic centralism necessarily demands both. In Russia centralism is constantly confused with
I )'.ranny and bu~·eaucracy. This confusion has naturally arisen from the
h~story ~f Russia, but even so it is quite inexcusable for a Marxist to
yield to it.
This can best be explained by a concrete example.
In her lenglhy article "The National 'Question and Autonomy",*
R?sa Luxemburg, among many other curious errors (which we shall deal
w1Lh below),. commits the exceptionally curious one of trying to restrict
the demand for autonomy to Poland alone.
But first_ let us see lww she defines autonomy.
Rosa Luxemburg admits-and being a Marxist she is of course
~.ound to. aclmit-th~t 3:ll the _major and important economic and politi( al questwn_s of cap1~ahst society must be dealt with exclusively by the
central i;arhan~ent of. th~ _whole co~ntry concerned, not by the autonomo~1s Diets of the md1v1dual reg10ns. These questions include tariff
pohcy, laws governing commerce and industry, transport and means of
co~1n:;mnication (r~i~"~~l8' post: t~legraph, telephone, etc_.), _the army, the
laxat10n system, c1v1l
and cnmmal law, the general prmc1ples of educa-

The Equality of Nations and the Rights of National Minorities
... Switzerland's special features lie in her history, her geographical
nnd other conditions. Russia's special features lie in the strength of her
proletariat, which has no precedent in the epoch of bourgeois revolutions,
~md in her shocking general backwardness, which objectively necessitates
an exceptionally rapid and resolute advance, under the threat of all sorts
of drawbacks and reverses. . . . .
.
In S\vitzerland there are three official languages, but bills submitted
to a referendum arc printed in five languages, that is to say, in two
Romansh dialects, in addition Lo the three official languages. According to the 1900 census, these two dialects are spoken by 38,651 out of the
3,315,443 inhabitants of Switzerland, i.e., by a little over one per cent.
In the army, commissioned and non-commissioned officers "are given
1he fullest freedom to speak to the men in their native language". In the
cantons of Grauhiinden and Wallis (each with a population of a little
over a hundred thousand) both dialects enjoy complete equality ....
Guaranteeing the rights of a national minority is inseparably linked
up with the principle of complete equality. In my article in Severnaya
Pravda this principle was expressed in almost the same terms as in the
later, official and more accurate decision of the conference of Marxists. 8
That decision demands "the incorporation in the constitution of a fundamental law which shall declare null and void all privileges enjoyed by
any one nation and all infringements of the rights of a national minority" ...
{i.

*Przeglod Socja/demokrntyc2ny, 9 Krakow HJOS and 1909.
**In elaborating her ideas Rosa Luxemburg goes into details, mentioning, for
example-and quile rightly-divorce laws (No. 12, p. 1G2 of the above-mentioned
journal).
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Lion (for example, the law on purely secular schools, on universal education, on the minimum programme, on democratic school management,
e.tc.), the labour protection laws, and political liberties (right of associaL10n), etc., etc.
The autonomous Diets-on the basis of the general laws of the ~o~n
t~y--:-should deal with questions of purely local, regional, or natio'nal
s1gmficance. Amplifying this idea in great-not to say excessive-detail,
Rosa Luxemburg mentions, for example, the construction of local railways (N?. 12, p. 149) and local high ways (No. 14-15, p. 376) etc.
1
O~v10usly, one cannot conceive of a modern, truly democratic state
lhat chd not grant such autonomy to every region having any appreciably
distinct. ~conomic and social features, populations of a specific national
compos1hon, etc. The principle of centralism, which is essential for the
development of capitalism, is not violated by this (local and regional)
autonomy,. but on the contrary is applied by it democratically, not
bureaucratically. The broad, free and rapid development of capitalism
would be impossible, or at least greatly impeded, by the absence of such
autonomy, which facilitates the concentration of capital, the development
of the productive forces, the unity of the bourgeoisie and the unity of the
proletariat on a country-wide scale ; for bureaucratic interference in
purely local (regional, national, and other)questions is one of the greatest
obstacles to economic and political development in general, and an
(•bstacle to centralism in serious, important and fundamental matters in
particular. . ..
It is ridiculous to talk about the conditions and demands of modern
capitalism while at the same time taking not the "modern", not the
"capitalist", but the medieval, feudal and official-bureaucratic administra~ive divisions of Russia,. and in their cruelest form at that (gubernias
mstcad of uyczds). Plamly, there can be no question of any serious
local reform in Russia until these divisions are abolished and superseded
by ~,really "moderi~" division that really meets the requirements, not of
the 1 reasury, not of the bureaucracy, not of routine, not of the landlords,
11ot of the p~·ies.ts, ~Ut of capitalism ; and one of the modern requirements of cap1tahsm is undoubtedly the greatest possible national unifor~nity of the populati.on, for nationality and language identity are an
1111portant factor makmg for the complete conquest of the home market
e1nd for complete freedom of economic intercourse ....
We :vould menti~n that the Briinn Social-Democratic national programme I~ based entirely on national-territorial autonomy ; it proposes
that Austria should be divided into "nationally distinct" areas "instead of
lhe historical crown lands" (Clause 2 of the Briinn programme). 'Ve
would not go as far as that. A uniform national population is undoubtedly one of the most reliable factors making for free, broad and reallv
modern commercial intercourse. It is beyond doubt that not a singl~
M.arxist, and not even a single firm democrat, will stand J.Ip for, the Austrian crown lands and the Russian gubernias and uyezds (the latter arc
not as bad as the Austrian crown lands, but they are very bad nevertheless), or chal~enge the necessity of replacing these obsolete divisions by
others that will conform as far as possible with the national composition
of the population. Lastly, it is beyond doubt that in order to eliminate
all national oppression it is very important to create autonomous areas,
however small, with entirely homogeneous populations, towards which
members of the respective nationalities scattered all over the country,
or even all over the world, could gravitate, and with which they could
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enter into relations and free associations of every kind. All this is indisputable, and can be argued against only from the hidebound, bureaucratic
point of view.
. .
.
.
The national compos1t10n of the population, however, is one of the
very important economic factors, but not the sole and not .the most
important factor. Towns, for example, play a.n extreme~y o:iporta.nt
economic role under capitalism, and everywhere, m Poland, 111 L1thuama,
in the Ukraine, in Great Russia, and elsewhere, the towns are marked
by mixed populations .. To cut the towns off from the villages ,~nd. area,~
that econonucally gravitate towards them, for the sake of the nal10nal
factor would be absurd and impossible. That is why Marxists must not
take their stand entirely and exclusively on the "national-territorial"
principle.
The solntion of the problem proposed by the last conference of Russian Marxists is far more correct than the Austrian. On this question,
the conference advanced the following proposition :
" ... must provide for wide regional autonomy [not for Poland alone, of course,
tut for all the regions of Russia] • and fully democratic local self-government, and th·~
boundaries of the self-governing and autonomous regions must be determined [nol
by the boundaries of the present gubernias, uyezds, etc., but] by the local inhabitant~
themselves on the basis of lheir economic and social conditions, national make-up ot
the population, etc."

Herc the national composition of the population is placed on ilze
same level as the other conditions (economic first, then social, etc.)
which must serve as a basis for determining the new boqndaries that
will meet the needs of modern capitalism, not of bureaucracy and Asiatic
barbarism. The local population alone can "assess" those conditions
with full precision, and on that basis the central parliament. of the couniry will determine the bonndaries of the autonomous rcg10ns and the
powers of autonomous Diets.

The Right Of Nations
To Self-Determination
1.

What Is Meant by the Self-Determination of Nations'!

Naturally, this is the first question that arises when any attempt is
made at a Marxist examination of what is known as self-determination.
vVhat should be understood by that term ? Should the answer be sought
*Intc1'polations in square brackets (within passages quoted by Lenin) arc by Lenin,
unless olhcrwisc indicatecl.-Ed.
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in legal definitions deduced from all sorts of "general concepts" of law '?
Or is it rather to be sought in a historico-economic study of the national
movements '? ...
A precise formulation of this question, which no Marxist can avoid,
would at once destroy nine-tenths of Rosa Luxemburg's arguments. This
is not the first time that national movements have arisen in Russia, nor
are they pcculiai; to that country alone. Throughout the world, the
period of the final victory of capitalism over feudalism has been linked
up with national movements. For the complete victory of commodity
production, the bourgeoisie must capture the home market, and there
must he politically united territories whose population speak a single
language, with all obstacles to the development of that language and to
its consolidation in literature eliminated. Therein is the economic
foundation of national movements. Language is the most important
means of human intercourse. Unity and unimpeded development of
language arc the most important conditions for gemlinely free and extensive commerce on a scale commensurate with modern capitalism, for a
free and broad grouping of the population in all its various classes and,
lastly, for the establishment of a close connection between the market
and each and every proprietor, big or little, and between seller and buyer.
Therefore, the tendency of every national movement is towards the
formation of national states, under which these requirements of modern
capitalism are best satisfied. The most profound economic factors drive
towards this goal, and, therefore, for the whole of Western Europe, nay,
for the entire civilised world, the national state is typical and normal for
the capitalist period.
Consequently, if we want to grasp the meaning of self-determination
of nations, not by juggling with legal definitions, or "inventing" abstract
definitions, hut by examining the hislorico-economic conditions of the
national movements, we must inevitably reach the conclusion that the
self-determination of nations means the political separation of these
nations from alien national bodies, and the formation of an independent
national stale.
·
Later on we shall see still other reasons why it would be wrong to
interpret the right to self-determination as meaning anything but lhe
right to existence as a separate state. At present, we must deal with Rosa
Luxemburg's efforts to "dismiss" the inescapable conclusion that profound economic factors underlie the urge towards a national state.
·
Rosa Luxemburg is quite familiar with Kautsky's pamphlet Natio1wiily and Internationality. (Supplement to Die Neue Zeit 10 No. 1, 1907-08;
Hussian translation in the journal Nauclmaya .Mysl, 11 Riga, 1908.) She
is aware that after carefully analysing the qttestion of the national state
in §4 of that pamphlet, Kautsky arrived at the conclusion that Otto Bauer
"underestimates the strength of the urge towards a national state" (p. 23
of the pamphlet). Rosa Luxemburg herself quotes the following words
of Kautsky's : "The national state is the form most suited to present-day
conditions [i.e., capitalist, civilised, economically progressive conditions,
as distinguished from medieval, pre-capitalist, etc.] ; it is the form in
which the state can best fulfil its tasks" (i.e., the tasks of securing the
freest, widest and speediest development of capitalism). To this we
must add Kautsky's still more precise concluding remark that states of
mixed national composition (known as multi-national states, as distinct
from national slates) are "always those whose internal constitution has
for some reason or other remained abnormal or underdeveloped" (back·
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ward). Ncccllcss lo say, Kautsky sr)eaks of abnormality exclusively in
the sense of lack of conformity with what is best adapted lo the requirements of developing capitalism. . ..
... There follow arguments [ty Rosa Luxemburg] lo the effect that
tlw 'right lo self-determination" of small nations is made illusory by the
development of the great capitalist powers and by imperialism. "Can
one seriously speak," Rosa Luxemburg exclaims, ''about the 'self-determination' of lhe formally independent Montenegrins, Bulgarians Rumanians, Serbs, Greeks, partly even the Swiss, whose independence is itself
n result of lhe political struggle and the diplomatic game of the 'concert
of Europe'?!" (P. 500). The state that best suits these conditions is "noi
a national slate, as Kaul sky tclicvcs, tut a predatory one". Some dozens
o( figures are quoted relating to the size of British, French and other
colonial possessions.
After readiiw such arguments, one cannot help marvelling at the
author's ability_ t~ misunderstand llze how und the why of things. To
teach Kautsky, with a serious mien, that small slates are economically
dependent on big ones, that a struggle is raging among the bourgeois
states for the predatory suppression of other nations, and that imperialism and colonies exist-all this is a ridic1J[ous and puerile attempt to be
clever, for none of this has the slightest bearing on the subject. Not only
small states, hut even Russia, for example, is entirely dependent, economically, on the power of the imperialist finance capital of the "rich"
liourgeois countries. Not only the miniature Balkan states, hut even
nineteenth-century America was, economically, a colony of Europe, as
'.\farx pointed out in Capital. 12 Kautsky, like any Marxist, is, of course,
well aware of this, but that has nothing ·whatever to do with the question
of national movements and the national state.
For the question of the political self-determination of nations and
their independence as states in bourgeois society, Rosa Luxemburg has
substituted the question of their economic independence. This is just as
intelligent as if someone, in discussing the programmqtic demand for the
oupremacy of parliament, i.e., the assembly of people's representatives,
in a bourgeois state, were to expound the perfectly correct conviction that
big capital dominates in a bourgeois country, whatever the regime in it.
There is no doubt that the greater part of Asia, the most densely
populated continent, consists either of colonies of the "Great Powers",
or of states that are extremely dependent and oppressed as nations. But
does this commonly-known circumstances in any way shake the undoubled fact that in Asia itself the conditions for the most complete development of commodity production and the freest, widest and speediest
growth of capitalism have been created only in Japan, i.e., only in an
independent national state '? The latter is a bourgeois state, and for that
reason has itself begun to oppress other nations and to enslave colonies.
\Ve cannot say whether Asia will have had time to develop into a sys.tern
of independent national states, like Europe, before the collapse of capitalism, hut it remains an undisputed fact that capitalism, having awakened
Asia, has called forth national movements everywhere in that continent,
Loo · that the tendency of these movements is towards the creation of
nati~nal states in Asia ; that it is such states that ensure the best conditions for the development of capitalism. The example of Asia speaks
in favour of Kautsky and against Rosa Lu:Xemburg.
·
The example of the Balkan stales likewise contradicts her, for anyone can now see that the best conditions for the development of capital-

SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STAtTN

THE RIGHT OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETER~I!NATION

ism in the Balkans are created precisely in proportion to the creation of
independent national states in. that peninsula.
Therefore, Rosa Luxemb11rg notwithstanding, the example of the
whole of progressive and civilised mankind, the example of the Balkans
c:md that of Asia prove that Kautsky's proposition is absolutely correct :
the national state is the rule and the "norm" of capitalism ; the multiHational state represents backwardness, or is an exception. From the
standpoint of national relations, the best conditions for the development
of capitalism are undoubtedly provided by Lhe national stale. This does
not mean, of course, that such a state, which is based on bourgeois relations, can eliminale the exploilation and oppression of nations. It only
means that Marxists cannot lose sight of the powerful economic factors
that give rise Lo the urge to create national states. It means that "selfdetermination of nations" in the Marxists' Programme cannot, from a historico-economic point of view, have any other meaning than political sclfdPlermination, state independence, and the formation of a national state ....

can be no question of the Marxists of any country drawing up their
national programme without taking into account all these general historical and concrete state conditions.
... But Rosa Luxemburg always passes on imperceptibly to the condusion that among the factors that unite Russia and Poland, the purely
economic factors of modern capitalist relations now predominate.
Then our Rosa proceeds to the question of autonomy, and though
her article is entitled "The National Question and Autonomy" in genel'al,
she begins to argue that the Kingdom of Poland has an exclusive right
Lo autonomy (see Pl'osveshclzeniye, 1913, No. 12). To support Poland's
right to autonomy, Rosa Luxemburg evidently judges the state system of
Russia by her economic, political and sociological characteristics and
l'\ eryday life-a Lotality of features which, taken together, produce the
l'Oncept of "Asiatic despotism". (Pl'zeglad No. 12, p. 137 .)
It is generally known that this kind of state system possesses great
stability whenever completely patriarchal and pre-capitalist features predominate 'in the economic system and where commodity production and
class differentiation are scarcely developed. However, if in a country
whose state system is distinctly pre-capitalist in character there exists a
nationally demarcated region where capitalism is mpidly developing, then
the more rapidly that capitalism develops, the greater will be the antagonism between it and the pre-capitalist state system, and the more likely
will be the separation of the progressive region from the whole-with
which it is connected, not by "modern capitalistic", but by "Asiatically
despotic" ties ....

2.

The Historically Concrete Presentation of the Question

The categorical requirement of Marxist theory in investigating any
.social question is that it be examined within definite historical limits, and,
if it refers to a particular country (e.g., tl1e national programme for a
given country), that account be taken of the specific features distinguishing that country from others in the same historical epoch.
'What does this categorical requirement of Marxism imply in its
application to the question under discussion ?
First of all, it implies that a clear distinction must be drawn between
the two periods of capitalism, which differ radically from each other as
far as the national movement is concerned. On the one hand, there is
1he period of the collapse of feudalism and absolutism, the period of the
formation of the bourgeois-democratic society and state, when the
national movements for the first time become mass movements and in
one way or another draw all classes of the population into politics through
the press, participation in representative institutions, etc. On the other
hand, there is the period of fully formed capitalist states with a longest nblished constitutional regime and a highly developed antagonism between the proletariat and the bo.trrgeoisie-a period that may be called
Lhe eve of capitalism's downfall.
The typical features of the first period are : the awakening of
national movements and the drawing of the peasants, the most numerous
and the most sluggish section of the population, into these movements,
in connection with the struggle for political liberty in general, and for
lhe rights of the nation in particular. Typical features df the second
period are : the absence of mass bourgeois-democratic movements and
Lhe fact that developed capitalism, in bringing closer together nations that
have already been fully drawn into commercial intercourse, and causing
them to intermingle to an increasing degree, brings the antagonism between internationally United capital and the international working-clas~
movement into the forefront.
Of co11rse, the two periods are not walled off from each other ; they
are connected by numerous transitional links, the various countries differing from each other in the rapidity of their national development, in the
national make-up and distribution of their population, and so on. There
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The Concrete Features of the National Question in Russia,
and Russia's Bom•geois-Dcmocrntic Reformation

... The epoch of bourgeois-democratic revolutions in vVestern continental Europe embraces a fairly definite period, approximately between
1789 and 1871. This was precisely the period of national movements and
the' creation of national states. vVhen this period drew to a close, Western Europe had been transformed into a settled system of bourgeois
states, which, as a general rule, were nationally uniform states. Therefore,
to seek the right to self-determination in the programmes of WestEuropean socialists at this time of day is to betray one's ignorance of the
ABC of Marxism.
In Eastern Europe and Asia the period of bourgeois-democratic
revolutions did not begin until 190-5. The revolutions in Russia, Persia,
Turkey and China, the Balkan wars-such is the chain of world events of
oul' period in our "Orient". And only a blind man could fail to see in
this chain of events the awakening of a whole sel'ies of bourgeois-demoC'ratic national movements which strive to create nationally independent
and nationally uniform states. It is precisely and solely because Russia
and the neighbouring countries are passing through this period that we
mu:st have a clause in our programme on the right of nations to selfcletermination ....
. The peculiar conditions in Russia with regard to the national question are just the reverse of those we see in Austria. Russia is a state with
a single national centre-Great Russia. The Great Russians occupy a
vast, unbroken stretch of territory, and number about 70,000,000. The
specific featl!'res of this national state are : first, that "subject peoples"
3
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(which, on the whole, comprise Lhe majority of the entire populalion-57
per cent) inhabit the border regions ; secondly, the oppression of these
~ubject peoples is much stronger here than in the neighbouring states
(and not even in the European states alone) ; thirdly, in a number of cases
Lhe oppressed nationalities inhabiting the border regions have compatriots
across the border, who enjoy greate1; national independence (suffice it to
mention the Finns, the Swedes, the Poles, the Ukrainians and the
Rumanians along the western and southern frontiers of the slate) ;
fourthly, the development of capitalism and the general level of culture
are often higher in the non-Russian border regions than in the centre.
Lastly, it is in the neighbouring Asian states that we see the beginning of
a phase of bourgeois reyolutions and national movements which are
spreading to some of Lhe kindred nationalities within the borders of
Hussia.
Thus, it is precisely the special concrete, historical features of the
national question in Russia that make the recognition of the righl of
nations to self-determination in the present periOll a matter of special
urgency in our country ....

The demand f'or a "yes" or "no" reply Lo the question of secession in the case of every nation may seem a very "practical" one. In
reality it is absurd; it is metaphysical in theory, while in practice it leads
to subordinating the proletariat to the bourgeoisie's policy. The bourgeoisie always places its national demands in the forefront, and does so
in categorical fashion. w·ith the proletariat, however, these demands are
subordinated to the interests of the class struggle. Theoretically, you
cannot say in advance whether the bourgeois-democratic revolution will
end in a given nation seceding from al.1other nation, or in its equality. with
the latter ; in either case, the important thing for the proletariat is to
ensure the development of its class. For the bourgeoisie it is important
to hamper this development by pushing the aims of its "own" nation
before those of the proletariat. That is why the proletariat confines
ilself, so to speak, to the negative demand for recognition of the l'ight
to self-determination, wilhout giving guarantees to any nation, and wilhoul undertaking to give anything al the expense of another nation.
This may not be "practical", but it is in efiect the best guarantee for
the achievement of the most democratic of all possible solutions. Tlw
proletariat needs only such guarantees, whereas the bou·rgeoisic of every
nation requires guarantees for its own interest, regardless of the position
of (or the possible disadvantages to) other nations.
The bourgeoisie is most of all interested in the "feasibility" of a
given demand-hence the invariable policy of coming to terms with the
bourgeoisie of other nations, to the detriment of the proletariat. For the
proletariat, however, the important thing is to strengthen its 'class against
the bourgeoisie and to educate the masses in the spirit of consistent
democracy and socialism.
This may not be "practical" as far as the opportunists are concerned,
but it is the only real guarantee, the guarantee of the greater national
l'quality and peace, despite the feudal landlords and the nationalist
bourgeoisie.
The whole task of the proletarians in the national question is
"unpractical" from the standpoint of the nationalist bourgeoisie o.f every
nation, because the proletarians, opposed as they are to nationalism of
every kind, demand "abstract" equality ; they demaml, as a matter of
principle, that there should be no privileges, however slight. Failing to
t:rasp this, Rosa Luxemburg, by her misguided eulogy of praclicality, has
opened the door wide for the opportunists, and especially for opportunist
concessions to Great-Russian nationalism.
Why Great-Russian ? Because the Great Russians in Russia are an
oppressor nation, and opportunism in the national question will of course
find expression among oppressed nations otherwise than among oppressor
nations.
On the plea that its demands are "practical", the bourgeoisie of the
oppressed nations will call upon the proletariat to support its aspirations·
u:nconditionally. The most practical procedure is to say a plain "yes" in
favour of the secession of a pal'ticular nation rather than in favour of all
nations having the right to secede !
The proletariat is opposed to such practicality. ·while recognising
equality and equal rights to a national slate, it values above all and places
foremost the alliance of the proletarians of all nations, and assesses any
national demand, any national separation, from the angle of the workers'
class struggle. This call for practicality is in fact merely a call for
uncritical acceptance of bourgeois aspirations.

4.

"PR·acti.ca!ity" in the National Question

Rosa Luxemburg's argument that §9 of our Programme contains
r10thing "practical" has been seized upon by the opportunists. Rosa
Luxemburg is so delighted with this argument that in some parts of her
article this "slogan" is repeated eight times on a single page.
She writes: §9 "gives no practical lead on the day-by-clay policy of
the proletariat, no practical soh.ition of national problems".
Let us examine this argument, which elsewhere is formulated in such
a way that it makes §9 look quite meaningless, or else commits us to
support all national aspirations.
·what does the demand for "practicality" in the national q11estion
mean?
It means one of three things: supporl for all national aspirations;
llrn answer "yes" or "no" to the question of secession by any nation;
or that national demands are in general immediately "practicable".
Let us examine all three possible meanings of the demand for
"practicality".
The bourgeoisie, which naturally assumes the leadership at the start
of every national movement, says that support for all national aspirations
is practical. However, the proletariat's policy in the national question
(as in all others) supports the bourgeoisie only in a certain direction, but
.it never coincides with the bourgeoisie's policy. The working class
supports the bourgeoisie only in order to secure national peace (which the
bourgeoisie cannot bring about completely and which can be achieved
only with complete democracy), in order to secu,re equal rights and to
create the best conditions for the class struggle. Therefore, it is in
opposition to the practicality of the bourgeoisie that the proletarians
advance their principles in the national question; they always give the
bourgeoisie only conditional support. What every bourgeoisie is out for
in the national question is either privileges for its own nation, or exceptional advantages for it ; this is called being "practical". The proletariat
is opposed to all privileges, to all exclusiveness. To demand that it should
be "practical" means following the lead of the bourgeoisie, falling into
opportunism.
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By supporting the right to secession, we are told, you arc supporting
!he bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nations. This is what Rosa
Lu::cernburg s~ys, and she is echoed by Scrnkovsky, the opportunist, who
mcidcntally is the only representative of liquidationist ideas on this
question, in the liquidationist newspaper !
?ur r~ply to this is : No, it is to the bourgeoisie that a "practical"
so~ut10~1 of t?i~ qu~stion is important. To the workers the important
thmg is to distmgmsh the principles of the two trends. Insofar as the
?ourgeoisie of the oppressed nation fights the oppressor, we are always,
m every case, and more strongly than anyone else, in favour, for we arc
lhc staunchest and the most consistent enemies of oppression. But
insofar as the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation stands for its own bourg?ois nationalism, we stand against. We fight against the privileges and
;10lence of. t~1e oppressor nation, and do not in any way condone strivmgs for pnvileges on the part of the oppressed nation.
If, in our political agitation, we fail to advance and advocate the
slogan of th? .right to secession, we shall play into the hands, not only of
the bourgemsie, but also of the feudal landlords and the absolutism of
the oppressor nation. Kautsky long ago used this argument against Rosa
Lu1xcrnb~rg'. ~~1d the a~·gum_ent is indisputable. When, in her anxiety
no.t to assist the nahonahst bourgeoisie of Poland, Rosa Luxemburg
rejects the right to secession in the programme of the Marxists in Russia
she is in fact assisting the Great-Russian Black Hundreds. She is in fact
a~sisting opportunist tolei:ance of the privileges (and worse than privileges) of the Great Russians.
Carried away by the struggle against nationalism in Poland, Rosa
~u.xem~urg ~as f?rgotten the nationalism of the Great Russians, altholfgh
it rs thzs nahonahsrn that is the most formidable at the present time. It
is a nationalism that is more feudal than bourgeois, and is the principal
obs~acle. to democracy and to the proletarian struggle.
The bourgeois
nahonahsm of any oppressed nation has a general democratic content
that is directed against oppression, and it is this content that we unconditionally support. At the same time we strictly distinguish it from the
le~1dency t.owards nat~onal exclusiveness ; we fi,ght against the tendency
ot the Pohsh bourgeois to oppress the Jews, etc., etc .
. .T~is is "u~np.ractical" from the standpoint of the bourgeois and the
pluhstme, but rt. rs .the only policy in the national question that is practical; ~ased ?n pnnc1ples, and really promotes democracy, liberty and proletarian umty.
The recognition of the right to secession for all ; the appraisal of
cac~1 conc~ete quest~o? of secession from the point of view of removing
all mequahty, all privileges, and all exclusiveness.
Let us consider the position of an oppressor nation. Can a nation
he free if it oppresses other nations ? ·It cannot. The interests of the
freedom of the Great-Russian population* require a struggle against such
oppression. The long, centuries-old history of the suppression of the
movements of the oppressed nations, and the systematic propaganda in
favour of such suppression corning from the "upper" classes have created
*A certain L. VI. in Paris considers this word nu-Marxist. This L. VI. is amusingly
"superklug" (too clever by half). And "this too-clever-by half" L. VI. apparenlly
intends Lo write an essay on the deletion of the words "population", "nation", etc., from
(!l!l' minimum programme (having in mind the class struggle !) ,
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enormous obstacles to the cause of freedom of the Greal-Russian people
itself, in the form of prejudices, etc.
The Great-Russian Black Hundreds deliberately foster these prejudices and. encourage them. Th~ Great-RU:s~ian bourgeoisi~ tole1:ates or
condones them. The Great-Russian proletanat cannot achieve zts own
aims or cleai: the road to its freedom without systematically countering
Lhcse prejudices.
.
.
.
In Russia, the creation of an independent national state rcmams, 1or
Lhc time being, the privilege of the Great-Russian nation alone. We, the
Great-Russian proletarians, who defend no privileges whatev?I', do r~ot
defend this privilege either. We are fighting on the ground of a defuutc
slate · we unite the workers of all nations living in this stale ; we cannot
vouch for any particular path of national development, for we arc
marching to our class goal along all possible paths.
Howeyer we cannot move towards that goal unless we combat all
nationalism, ~nd uphold the equality of the vari~us nations. \:Vhe!hcr
the Ukraine, for example, is destined to form an mdepen~lent sta!e is a
matter that will be determined by a thousand unprechctablc factors.
\:Vithout attempting idle "guesses", we firmly uphold something that is
beyond doubt: the right of the Ukr3;il~e to form such a st~te. ~c respect
this right ; we clo not uphold the pnvil~ges of G~·e.at Russians. ';1th r?garcl
to Ukrainians · we educate the masses m the spint of recog111t10n of that
right, in the Sl)irit of rejecting state privileges f.or any na~ion.
. .
In the leaps which all nations have made m the per10d of bourgeois
revolutions, clashes and struggles over the right to a national slate arc
possible and probable. \:Ve proletarians declar~ in advan~e that we ~re
opposed to Great-Russian privileges, and this rs what guides our entire
propaganda and agitation.
.
,
In her quest for "practicality" Rosa Luxemb1;1rg has los~ sight of.
the principal practical task ?oth .o.f the Great~Russian proleta~iat. and of
the proletariat .of other nat10nahhc~ : that. o.f day-by-clay. ag1ta~.10n anc~
propaganda agamsl a~l state and. nat10.nal privileges, 3;ncl fo1 ~he ngh.t, the.
equal right of all nat10ns, to their nat10nal stale: T~1s (at p1esent) is .om
principal task in the national questio~, for only 111 tlus ~.ay can we def.ernl
Lhe interests of democracy and the alliance of all proletanans of all nations
on an equal footing. . ..

5.

Th~ Liberal Bomgeoisie and the Socialist

Opportunists in the National Question
... To clear up this question, which has been so confused by the
liberals (and by those who are so misguided as t~ echo t~ern), we shal~
cite a very simple example. Let us take the quesh.on of divorce.. In her
article Rosa Luxemburg writes that the centralised dernoc.rahc state,
while conceding autonomy to its constituent parts, should re~am the most
important branches of legislation, including legislation on divorce, under
!he jurisdiction of the central parliament. !he concern that the c~ntral
authority of the democratic state shoul? ret~m the power to allo_w chvorce
c-an be readily understood. The react10nanes are opposed to f1 eedorn of
rlivorce · they say that it must be "handled carefully", and loudly declare
that it ~neans the "disintegration of the family". The democrats, however believe that the reactionaries are hypocrites, and that they are
actu~lly defending the omnipotence of the police 3;nd the burea~cracy,
the privileges of one of the sexes, and the worst kmcl of oppress10n of
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women. They believe that in actual fact freedom of divorce will not
cause the "disintegration" of family ties, but, on the contrary, will strengthen them on a democratic basis, which is the only possible and durable
basis in civilised society.
To accuse those who support freedom of self-determination, i.e., freedom to secede, of encouraging separatism, is as foolish and hypocritical
as accusing those who advocate freedom of divorce of encouraging the
destruction of family ties. Just as in bourgeois society the defenders of
privilege and corruption, on which bourgeois marriage rests, oppose freedom of divorce, so, in the capitalist state, repudiation of the right to selfcletermination, i.e., the right of nations to secede, means nothing more
than defence of the privileges of the dominant nation and police methods
of administration, to the detriment of democratic methods.
No doubt, lhc political chicanery arising from all the relationships
existing in capitalist society sometimes leads members of parliament and
journalists to indulge in frivolous and even nonsensical twaddle about one
or another nation seceding. But only reactionaries can allow themselves
lo be frightened (or pretend to be frightened) by such talk. Those who
stand by democratic fffinciples, i.e., who insist that questions of state be
decided by the mass of the population, know very well that there is a
"tremendous distance" 13 between what the politicians prate about and
what the people decide. From their daily experience the masses know
perfectly well the valne of geographical and economic ties and the advantages of a big market and a big state. They will, therefore, resort to
secession only when national oppression and national friction make joint
life absolutely intolerable and hinder any and all economic intercourse.
In that case, the interests of capitalist development and of the freedom of
the class strnggle will be best served by secession. . ..
The liberals' hostility to the principle of political self-determination
of nations can have one, and only one, real class meaning : nationalJiberalism, defence of the state privileges of the Great-Russian bourgeoisie.
And the opportunists among the Marxists in Russia, who today, under the
Third of .June regime, are against the right of nations to self-determination - the liquidator Semkovsky, the Bundi.st Liebman, the Ukrainian
petty-bourgeois Yurkevich-are actually following in the wake of the
national-liberals, and corrupting the working class with national-liberal
ideas.
·
The interests of the working class and of its struggle against capitalism demand complete solidarity and the closest unity of the workers of
all nations ; they demand resistance to the nationalist policy of the bourgeoisie of every nationality. Hence, Social-Democrats would be deviating from proletarian policy and subordinating the workers to the policy
of the bourgeoisie if they were to repudiate the right of nations to selfdetermination, i.e., the right of an oppressed nation to secede, or if they
were to support all the national demands of the bourgeoisie of oppressed
nations. It makes no difference to the hired worker whether he is
exploited chiefly by the Great-Russian bourgeoisie rather than the nonRussian bourgeoisie, or by the Polish bourgeoisie rather than the Jewish
bourgeoisie, etc. The hired worker who has come to understand his class
interests is equally indifferent to the state privileges of the Great-Ru.ssian
capitalists and to the promises of the Polish or Ukrainian capitalists to
set tip an earthly paradise when they obtain state privileges. Capitalism
is developing and will continue to develop, anyway, both in integral states
'"ith a mixed population and in separate national states.
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In any case the hired worker will be an object of exploitation. Successful struggle against exploitation requires that the proletariat be free
of nationalism, and be absolutely neutral, so to speak, in the fight for
supremacy that is goin,g on among the bourgeoisie of the various nations.
If the proletariat of any one nation gives the slightest support to the privileges of its "own" national bourgeoisie, that will inevitably rouse distrust among thP proletariat of another nation ; it will weaken the inter·
national class soliclarily of the workers and divide them, to the delight of
the bourgeoisie. Repudiation of the right to self-determination or to
secession inevitably means, in practice, support for the privileges of the
dominant nation. . ..
(),

The Reso.i.uti.e:m of One London
hlk:u•nalimmi! Congress, 1896

This resolution reads :
"This Congress declares that it stands l'or !he full right o[ all nalion~ lo sel[c'elermination [Se/.bstbestimmungsreclzt] and expresses ils sympathy for the workers ol'
every country now suffering l!llder the yoke ol' military, national or other absolutism.
This Congress calls upon the workers of all these countries to join the ranks of the
class.-conscious [ K/ussen/Jeumsste-lhose who unde1stand their class interests] worken
ol' the whole world in order join!ly to fight for the defeat ol' international capitalism
;.ncl for the achievement of the aims of inlernalional Social-Democracy."* ...

The debate turned on the question of Poland's independence. Three
poinls of view were put forward :
1. That of the "Fracy", in whose name Haecker spoke. They
wanted 1.he International to include in its own programme a demand for
the independence of Poland. The motion was not carried and this point
of view was defeated in the International.
2. Rosa Luxemburg's point of view, viz., the Polish socialists should
110t demand independence for Poland. This point of view entirely precluded the proclamation of the !·ight of nations to self-determination. It
was likewise defeated in the International.
3. The point of view which was elaborated at the time by K.
Kautsky, who opposed Rosa Luxemburg and proved that her materialism
was extremely "one-sided" ; according to Kautsky, the International could
not at the time make the independence of Poland a point in its programme ; but the Polish socialists were fully entitled to pu.t forward such
;i demand.
From the socialists' point of view it was undou.btedly a mistake to ignore the tasks of national liberation in a situation where national
l)ppression existed.
The International's resolution reproduces the most essential and
fundamental propositions in this point of view : on the one hand, the
absolutely direct, unequivocal recognition of the full right of all nations
lo self-determination; on the other hand, the equally unambiguous appeal
to the workers for international unity in their class struggle.
vVe think this resolution is absolutely correct, and that, 1.o the coun*See the official German reporl of the London Congress : Vel'lzandhmgen imd
lics,·hliisse des inienwtiorw/en sozici/istis~·hen Arl>eiter- imd Gewerksclwfts-Kongresses zr1
London, llom 27, Juli liis 1, Allgust 1896, Berlin, 1897, S. 18. A Russian pamphlet has
been published containing the deci.eons of international congresses in which !he word
"self-dclcrmination" is wrongly translated as "autonomy".
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tries of Eastern Europe ancl Asia at the beginning of the twentieth century, it is thi~ resolution, with both its· parts being taken as an integral
whole, that gives the only correct leacl to the proletarian class policy in
!he national question.
Let t~s ~leal with the three above-mentioned viewpoints in somewhat
greater detail.
As is knowi1, Karl Marx ancl Frederick En,gels considered it the
b?uncl~n duty of the whole of West-European democracy, and still more
~if Social-Democracy, to give active support to the clemancl for Polish
mdepen~lence. F?r the period of the 1840s and 1860s, the period of the
~ourge01s revolutions in Austria and Germany, and the period of the
·Peasant Reform" in Russia, 14 this point of view was quite correct and
the only one that was consi~tently ~emocr~tic and proletarian. So long
as the ~nasses
the people m Russia and m most of the Slav countries
were still. sunk m torp~r, so long as as there were no inclepenclent, mass,
democr~hc movements m those countries, the liberation movement of the
gentry. m Pol~ncl assumed an immense and paramount importance from
the pomt of view, not only of Russian, not only of Slav, but of European
democracy as a whole. *
B~rt .while Marx's standpoint was quite correct for the forties, fifties
and srxhes or for the third quarter of the nineteenth century, it has
ceased l.o be correct by the twentieth century. Independent democratic
:novements, and even an independent proletarian movement, have arisen
m most Slav countries, even in Russia, one of the most backward Slav
co~mtr~es. Aristocratic Poland has disappeared, yielcling place to capitahst ~ oland. Under such circumstances Poland could not but lose her
e.rceptzonal revolutionary importance.
,, , , :~; ~ttempt of t~e P.S ..P. ,}the Polis~ Socialist Party, the present-day
, Ft acy ) m .1896 to establish for all tune the point of view Marx had
nel~l m a dzff ~r~nt epoch was an attempt to use the Zeller of Marxism
agamst the spmt of Marxism. The Polish Social-Democrats were therefore ~1ui.t~ right in. at!acking the extreme nationalism of the Polish petty
?ourgeo1s1e and P?mtmg out t~at the ?ational qnestion was of secondary
rmp~rtance to ~ohsh workers, m creatmg for the first time a purely prol~tanan party m _Poland and proclaiming the extremely important prinnple that the Pohsh and the Russian workers must maintain the closest
alliance in their class struggle.
But. did this mean that at the beginning of the twentieth century the
Int?rnat10nal cou~d regard the principle of political self-determination of
na~10ns, of. the nght to secede, as unnecessary to Eastern Europe and
Asia ? Tlus would ~a;e been the height of absurdity, and (theoretically)
tantamount to admrttmg that the bourgeois-democratic reform of the
Turkish, Russian and Chinese states had been consummated ; indeed it

o!

*It would be a very interesting piP.ce of historical research to compare the position
of a noble Polish rebel in 1863 with that of the all-Russia revolutionary democrat,
Chernyshevsky, who (like Marx) was able to appreciate the importance of the Polish
movement, and with !hat of the Ukrainian petty bourgeois Dragomanov, who appeared
much later and expressed the views of a peasanl{,. so ignorant and sluggish, and so
attached to his dung heap, that his legitimate hatred of the Polish gentry blinded him
lo. the. significance which their struggle had for all-Russia democracy. (Cf. Dragomanou,
H1sloncal r:oland and Great-Russian Democracy.) Dragomanov richly deserved the
ferven.t kisses which were subsequently bestowed on him by Mr. P. Il. Struve, who l;y
!hat time had become a national-liberal.

would have been tantamount (in practice) to opportunism towards absolutism.
No. At a time when bourgeois-democratic revolutions in Eastern
Europe and Asia have heguri, in this period of the awakening and intensification of national movements and of the formation of independent proletarian parties, the task of these parties with regard to national policy
must be twofold: recognition of the right of all nations to self-determination, since bourgeois-democratic reform is not yet completed and since
working-class democracy consistently, seriously and sincerely (and riot in
a liberal, Kokoshkin fashion) fights for equal rights for nations ; then, a
close, unbreakable alliance in the class struggle of the proletarians of all
nations in a given state, throughout all the changes in its history, irrespective of any reshaping of the frontiers of the individual states by the
hcnrrgeoisie.
it is this twofold task of the proletariat that the 1896 resolution of
the International formulates. That is the substance, the underlying principle, of the resolution adopted by the Conference of Russian Marxists
held in the summer of 1913. Some people profess to see a "contradiction" in the fact that while point 4 of this i·esolution, which recognises
the right to self-determination and secession, seems to "concede" the
maximum to nationalism (in reality, the recognition of the riglzt of all
nations to self-determination implies the maximum of clemocrncy and the
minimum of nationalism), point 5 warns the workers against the nationalist slogans of the bourgeoisie of any nation and demands the unity and
amalgamation of the workers of all nations in internationally united proletarian organisations. But this is a "contradiction" only for extremely
shallow minds, which, for instance, cannot grasp why the unity and class
solidarity of the Swedish and the Norwegian proletariat gained when the
Swedish workers upheld Norway's freedom to secede and form an
independent state.
7.

The Utopian Ifarl Mall'X and the Practical Rosa Luxemburg

... The conclusion that follows from all these critical remarks of
Marx's is clear : the working class should be the last to make a fetish of
the national question, since the development of capitalism does not necessarily awaken all nations to independent life. But to brush aside the
mass national movements once they have started, and. to refuse to support what is progressive in them means, in effect, pandering to nationalistic prejudices, that is, recognising "one's own nation" as a model nation
(or, we would add, one possessing the exclusive privilege of forming a
state).*
But let us return to the question of Ireland.
Marx's position on this question is most clearly expressed in the
following extracts from his letters :
"I have clone my best to bring about this demonstration of the English workers in favour of Fenianism 16 •••• I used to think the separation
of Ireland from England impossible. I now think it inevitable, although

* Cf. also Marx's letter to Engels of June 3, 1867 : " ... .I have learned with real
pleasure from the Paris letters to Tlie Times 15 about the pro-Polish exclamations of
the Parisians against Russia ... Mr. Pronclhon and his little doctrinaire clique are not
the French people."
4
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after Lhe separation there may come federation." This is what Marx
wrole to Engels on November 2, 1867.
In his letter of November 30 of the same year he added:
" ... what shall we advise the English 'workers ? In my opinion they
must make the Repeal of the Union [Ireland with England, i.e., the separation of Ireland from England] (in short, the affair of 1783, only demorratised and adapted to the conditions of the time) an article of their
prommziamento. This is the only legal and therefore only possible form
of Irish emancipation which can be admitted in the programme of an
English party. Experience must show later whether a mere personal
union can continue to subsist between the two countries ....
" ... ·what the Irish need is:
"1) Self-government and independence from England;
"2) An agrarian revolution .... "
Marx attached great importance to the Irish question and delivered
hour-and-a-half lectures on this subject at the German 'Vorkers' Union
(letter of December 17, 1867).
In a letter dated November 20, 1868, Engels spoke of "the hatred
towards the Irish found among the English workers", and almost a year
later (October 24, 1869), returning to this subject, he wrote:
"ll n'y a qu'un pas [it is only one step] from Ireland to Russia ... .Irish
history shows what a misfortune il is for one nation to have subjugated
another. All the abominations of the English have their origin in the
Irish Pale. I have still to plough my way through the Cromwellian
period, but this much seems certain to me, that things would have taken
another turn in England, too, but for the necessity of military rule in
Ireland and the creation of a new aristocracy there."
Let us note, in passing, Marx's letter to Engels of August 18, 1869:
"The Polish workers in Posen have brought a strike to a victorious
encl with the help of their colleagues in Berlin. This struggle against·
Monsieur le Capital-even in the lower form of the strike-is a more
serious way of getting rid of national prejudices than peace declamations
from the lips of bourgeois gentlemen."
The policy on the Irish question pursued by Marx in the International
may be seen from the following :
On November 18, 1869, Marx wrote to Engels that he had' spoken for
an hour and a quarter at the Council of the International on the question
of the attitude of the British Ministry to the Irish Amnesty, and had proposed the following resolution : 17
"Resolved,
"that in his reply to the Irish demands for the release of the imprisoned Irish patriots Mr. Gladstone deliberately insults the Irish nation;
"that he clogs political amnesty with conditions alike degrading to
the victims of misgovernment and the people they belong to ;
"that having, in the teeth of his responsible position, publicly and
enthusiastically cheered on the American slave-holders' rebellion, he now
steps in to preach to the Irish people the doctrine of passive obedience ;
"that his whole proceeding with reference to the Irish Amnesty quesLion are the true and genuine offspring of that 'policy of conquest', by the
fiery denunciation of which Mr. Gladstone ousted his Tory rivals from
office ;
"that the General Council of the International Workingmen's Asso<'iation exp,ress their admiration of the spirited, firm and high-souled manner in which the Irish people carry on their Amnesty movement ;
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"that this resolution be communicated .to all branches of, and workingmen's bodies connected with, the International 'Vorkingmen's Association in Europe and America."
.
.
On December 10, 1869, Marx wrote. that lus paper on the Insh question to be read at the Cmmc!l of the International would be couched as
follows:
"Quite apart from all phrases about 'international' and 'humane'
justice for Ireland-which are taken for granted in the I?ternatio~rnl
Council-it is in the direct and absolute inte~·est of the English .w~rkmg
class to get rid of their present connexion wztlz Ireland. And tl11s IS i_ny
fullest conviction, and for reasons which in part I can not tell the Eng~1sh
workers themselves. For a long time I believed that it would be possible
to overthrow the Irish regime by English working-cla.ss ascendancy. .I
always expressed this point of view in the Ne.w Y ~rk Tnbune 18 [an American paper to which Marx contribut~d for a hng h?Ie]. Deeper study h~s
now convinced me of the opposite. The Enghsh workmg class ':ill
never accomplish anything until it has got r?cl of. Ireland .... Th~ Enghs!1
reaction in England had its roots in the subjugat10n of Ireland. (Marx s
ilalics.) 19
•
Marx's policy on the Irish question should now be qmte clear to our
readers.
Marx, the "utopian", was so "unpractical" that he stood for the .sepa ·
ration of Ireland, which half a century later has not yet been achieved.
'Vhat gave rise to Marx's policy, and was it not mistak~n?
At firsl Marx thought that Ireland wonld not be liberate~ by the
national movement of the oppressed nation, but by the workmg-class
movement of the oppressor nation. Marx did not make an. Absolute of
the national movement, knowing, as he did, that only the victo~·y of. ~he
working class can bring about the complete liberati?n of all .nat10nahhes.
Jt is impossible to estimate beforehand all the possible ~·elations between
the bourgeois liberation movements of the oppressed n~t10ns and the proletarian emancipation movement of the oppressor nah?n (the. very problem which today makes the national qucsti?n of Ru~sia so chf~cult). , .
However, it so happened that the Enghsh workmg class fell uncle1
!he influence of the Liberals fo!· a fairly long time, b~came a~1 appendage
to the Liberals, and by adopting a liberal-labour pohcy left itself leaderless. The bourgeois liberation movement in Irelan.cl g.rew stronger and
assumed revolutionary forms. Marx rec.onsiderecl l11s v1~w. and correct:~~
it. "'Vlrnt a misfortune it is for a nation to ha~e subJuga~ed anothe1.
The English working class w~ll never be .free until Ireland is freed from
the English yoke. Reaction m England
s~rengthe.ne~ and fostered b~
the enslavement of Ireland (just as react10n m Russia is fostered by he1
enslavement of a number of nations ! ) .
.
.
.
And in proposing in the International a resolut10n of sympathy with
"the Iris'h nation", "the Irish people" (the clever L. VI. would ~)robably
have berated poor Marx for forgetting about the cla,~s struggle . ) , Marx
advocated the separation of Ireland from England, although after the
. ".
separation there may come f e d era t 10n
.
What were the theoretical grounds for Marx's conclusron? In En~
land the bourgeois revolution had been co1:s~mm~tecl long ago. Ent it
had not yet been consummated in Ireland ; it IS bemg consummated 01~ly
now, after the lapse of half a cenlury, by the reforms of the .English
Liberals. If capitalism had been overthrown in England as qmckly a.s
Marx had ~t first expected, there would have been no room for a boUI-
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geois-democratic and general national movement in Ireland. But since
it had arisen, Marx advised the English workers to support it, give it a
revolutionary impetus and see it through in the interests of their own
liberty.
, The economic ties between Ireland and England in the 1860s were,
of course, even clos:r t~an Russia's present ties with Poland, the Ukraine,
etc. The. "unpract~cahty" and "impracticability" of the separation of
Irelai~d (if only owmg to geographical conditions and England's immense
col~i~ia~ power) "'.ere 9ui.te obvious. Though, in principle, an enemy of
fede\al~sm, Marx m tins. ms.tance granted the possibility of federation, as
well, zf on.ly the emancipation of Ireland was achieved in a revolutionary,
not refornust way, through a movement of the mass of the people of Ireland supported by the :vorking class of England. There can be no doubt
that_ only. such a solut10n of the historical problem would have been in
the best mterests of the proletariat and most conducive to rapid social
progress.
.
Things ~urned out differently. Both Lhe Irish people and the English proletariat. pro':'ed weak. Only now, through the sordid deals betwc.en the English Liberals and the Irish bourgeoisie, is the Irish problem
bemg solved (the ~xample of Ulster shows with what difficulty) through
the land reform (wi~h compensation) and Home Rule (not yet introduced).
\Veil then? Does,y follm.v tlrn! Marx and Engels were "utopians", that
they put forward . ·rm practicable ' national demands, or that they allowed.
the~s~lves to be mfluenced by the Irish p.etty-bourgeois nationalists (for
Lhe1 e rs 110 doubt about the petty-bourgeors nature of the Fenian movement), etc. ?
. No. In the. Irish question, too, Marx and Engels pursued a con
sistently proletarian P?li~y, which really educated the masses in a spirit
of democracy and socialism. Only such a policy could have saYcd both
~rela.nd and Engl.and half a century. of delay. in int~·oducing the necessary
i~forms, and p1evented these reforms from bemg mutilated by the
Liberals to please the reactionaries.
Tl~e policy of ~arx and Engels on the hish question serves as a
·~plendid example of the a~titnde the proletariat of Lhe oppressor nations
::.110uld . 3:do1?l towards nat10nal movements, an example which has lost
none "of _it~ immen,~e ~ractic~Ll importai:~e". It serves as a warning against
that se1vrle haste with which the pluhstmes of all countries, colours and
languages hurry to label as "utopian" the idea of altering the frontiers of
states that w.e~e es.tablished by the violence and privileges of the landlords
and bourge01s1e of one nation.
If the Irish and English. proletariat had n.ot accepted Marx's policy
and had not made the secess10n of Ireland therr slogan, this would have
~-ee~ the ~orst sort of opportunism, a neglect of their duties as democrats

* By the way, it is not difficull lo see why, from a Social-Democratic point of view
'he
right
· t'10n " means ne1tlzer
·
·
'
. -- .to " - elf -c1e t ermma
federation
nor autonomy {although,'
s~eak1ng m the. abs.tract, both come under the category of "self-determination"). The
nght to lederahun 1s simply meaning!eS"s, since federation implies a bilateral contract.
It g~cs wi~hout saying that Marxists cannot include the defence of federalism in general m thcll' programme. As far as autonomy is concerned, Marxists defend not the
".
ng l 1 L" tu autonomy, but autonomy itself, as a general universal principle of a ' democralic state w.il.h a mixed national compos'ilion, and a great variety of geographical and
~ther cund1t10ns. Consequently, the recognition of lhe "right of nations Lo autonomy"
1s as absurd as that of the "right of nations tu federation''.
0
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and socialists, and a concession to English reaction and the English
bourgeoisie ....

8.

Conclusion
To sum up.
.
As fa!· as the theory of Marxism in general is concerned, the questron
of Lhe right to self-determination presents no difficulty. No one can seriously question the London resolution of 1896, or the fact th3:t self-~cter
mination implies only the right to secede, or that the formation of mdependent national states is the tendency in all bourgeois-democratic
revolvtions.
A difficulty is to some extent created by the fact t~at in Russia .the
proletariat of both the oppressed and the oppressor nation~ are fightmg,
and must fight, side by side. The task is to preserve the umty of the proletariat's class struggle for socialism, and to resist all bourgeois and
Black-Hundred nationalist influences. Where the oppressed nations are
concerned, the separate organisation of the proletariat as an independent
party sometimes leads to such. a bitter struggle a~ains~ local nationalism
that the perspective becomes distorted and the nahonahsm of the oppressor nation is lost sight of.
.
But this distortion of perspective cannot last long. The experience
of the joint stniggle waged by the proletarians of var.i~us ~ations has
demonstrated all too clearly that we must formulate pohhcal issues from
the all-Russia, not the "Cracow" point of view. Arid in all-Russia p~liti~s
it is the Purishkeviches and the Kokoshkins who are in the saddle. fheir
ideas predominate, and their persecution of non-Russians for~ "separatism", for thinking abont secession, is being preached and practised m the
Duma, in the schools, in the churches, in the barracks, and in hundreds
imcl thousands of newspapers. It is this Great-Russian nationalist poison
that is polluting the entire all-Russia political atmospher~. Tl~is is the
misfortune of one nation, which, by subjugating other nations, rs strengthening reaction throughout Russia. The memories of 18~9 and 1863
form a living polilical tradition, which,. unless great st.orms arise, t!1reatens
to hnmpcr every democratic and especially every Social-Democratic movement for decades to come.
There can be no doubt that however natural the point of view of cer1ain Marxists belonging to the oppressed i:ations ('"'.hose "misfort1;me" i~
rnmetimes that the masses of the populat10n are blmded by the idea of
their "own" national liberation) may appear at times, in reality the objective alignment of class forces in Russia makes refusal to ac~vocate the
right to self-determination tantamom~t to t~e worst oppo:tumsm, to the
infection of the proletariat with the ideas of. the Kokoshkm~. An.cl these
ideas are, essentially, the ideas and the pohcy of the Punshkeviches.
Therefore although Rosa Luxemblfrg's point of view could at first
have· been exc~sed as being specifically Polish, "Cracow" narrow-mindedness, * it is inexcusable today, when nationalism and, above all, govern-

* It is not difficult to understand that the recognition by the Marxists of the whole
of R 11 ssia, and firsl and foremost by the Great Russians, of the right of nations lo
secede in no way precludes agitation against secession by Marxists of a particular
oppressed nation, ·just as the recognition of the right to divorce does nol preclude agitation against clivorcc in a particular ca~e. We think, therefore, that there will be an
inevita,ble increase in the number of Polish Marxists who laugh al the non-existent.
"contradiction" now being "encouraged" by Semkovsky and Trotsky.
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mental G_rea~-Rus.sian nationalism, has everywhere gained ground, and
when. P?hcy is bemg shaped by this Great-Russian nationalism. In actual
fact, i~ is b~ing seized upon by th1e opportunists of all nations, who fight
shy of th.e idea or "s.torms" and "leaps", believe that the bourgeoisd~mocrahc rev~lut10n 1s over, and follow in the wake of the liberalism
ot the Kolwshkms.
. Like any other na~ionalism, Great-Russian nationalism passes through
var~ous phases, accorclmg to the classes that are dominant in the bourgeo~s country .at a~y given time. Up to 1905, we almost exclusively knew
nahonal-reachonanes. After the revolution, national-liberals arose in our
country.
In. our country this is virtually the stand adopted both by the
Octobnsts and by the Cadets (Kokoshkin), i.e., by the whole of the present-clay bourgeoisie.
.
Great-Russian national-democrats will rnevitably appear later on.
\fr. Peshekhonov, one of the founders of the "Popular Socialist" Part 19
1.tlreacly expressed this point of view (in the issue of Russkoye BogatstJ;20
J or August 1905) when he called for caution in regard to the
r
r t
. .
.
peasan t s '
na 10na is preJuchces. However much others may slander us Bolsheviks
and accu~e us of "idealising" the peasant, we always have made and
always will. m~ke a clear distinction between peasant intelligence and
i~easant pre3!1cl1ce,. between peasant strivings for democracy and opposih~n to Punshkev1ch, and the peasant desire to make peace with the
pnest and the landlord.

E~en now," and probably. for a fairly. long time to come; proletarian
democrncy mu~t reckon with the nat10nalism of the Great-Russian
peasants. (n~t with the object of m~ldng concessions to it, but in order to
cor:ibat it). The awakenmg of nationalism among the oppressed nations,
~;h1ch b~came so pr~m~~1r_icecl aft~r 1905 (let us recall, say, the group of
Feclerahst-Autononusts m the Fust Duma, the growth of the Ukrainian
mo;eme~t, of the Moslem movem?nt, etc.), will inevitably lead to greater
nah?nahsm among the Great-Russian petty bourgeoisie in town and count?s1cle. Th~ sl~w:r the clemo~ratisation of .Russia, the more persistent,
b1 i1tal a~1~l b1tte1 will b? the nat10nal persecut10n and bickering among the
h?urge01s1e ~~ the v~nous . nations'. T~e particularly reactionary nature
of the Russian Punshkev1ches will simultaneously give rise to (and
s.t~engthe~1) "separ~tist" te?clencies among the various oppressed nationahhes, wh1.ch ~om~tnnes en3oy far greater freedom in neighbouring states.
In this s1t~ahon, the proletariat of Russia is faced with a twofold or
rather,_:~wo-s1clecl task: to combat nationalism of every kind, above all'.
*It woul<l he interesting to trace the changes that take place in Polish nltti n l'
.
o a ism,
01'. exa1~p!e, m the pro~ess of its transformation from gentry nationalism into bourgeois
natwnahsrn, and then mto peasant nationalism. In his book Das polnische Gemeinwese~ im preZissischeIZ Staat (The Polish CommZinity in the PrnsS.ian State; there is a
Russian translation), Ludwig Bernhai'd, who shares the view of a German Kolrnshkin
describes ~ very typical. phenomenon : the formation of a sort of "peasant republic" b;
the Poles m Germany m the form of a close alliance of the various co-operatives and
other assoeialions of Polish peasants in their strnggle for nationality, religion, and
'"Polish" land. German oppression has welded the Poles together and segregated them,
after first awakening the nationalism of the gentry, then of the bourgeoisie, and finally
of !he peasant masses (especially after the campaign the Germans launched in 1873
against the use of the Polish language in schools). Things are moving in the same
direction in Russia, and not only with regard to Poland.
f
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Great-Russian nationalism ; to recognise, not only fully equal rights for all
nations in general, but also equality of rights as regards polity, i.e., the
right of nations to self-determination, to secession. And at th~ same time,
it is their task, in the interests of a successful struggle agamst all and
every kind of nationalism among all nat.ions, to p1:ese~·ve the tmity of ~he
proletarian struggle and the prole~an~n org~msat10ns, .arr.ialgamah~1g
these organisations into a close-kmt mternat10nal association, despite
bourgeois strivings for nati~nal exclusivenes~.
.
.
.
Complete equality of nghts for all nations ; the nght of nat10ns Lo
self-determination; the unity of the workers of all nations-such is the
!rnlional programme that Marxism, the experience of the whole word, aml
the experience of Russia, teach the workers.

The Socialist Revolution and the Right of
Nations to Self-Determination
Theses

1.

lmperialism 9 Socialism ancl the Liberation of Oppressecl Nations

Imperialism is the highest stage in the development of capitalism.
In the foremost countries capital has outgrown the bounds of national
~tates, has replaced competition by monopoly and has created all the
objective conditions for the achievement of socialism. In ·western Europe
and in the United States, therefore, the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat for the overthrow of capitalist governments and the expropriation
of the bourgeoisie is on the order of the day. Imperialism forces the
masses into this struggle by sharpening class contradictions on a tre.mendous scale, by worsening the conditions of the masses both eco11:0.m1c.ally
-trusts, high cost of living-and politically-the growth of mi11tansm,
inore frequent wars, more powerful rea~tion, the inte?sifi~ation ~ncl
expansion of national oppression and colomal plunder. V1ctonous socialism must necessarily establish a full democracy and, consequently, not
only introduce full equality of 1.1ati?ns b!1t also re~lise the .right o~ _the
oppressed nations to self-cletermmat10n, Le., the right to fr~e pol~t~<:'.al
separation. Socialist parties which did not show by all their activity,
both now, during the revolution, and after its victory, that they would
liberate the enslaved nations and build up relations with them on the
basis of a free union-and free union is a false phrase without the right
to secede~these parties would be betraying socialism.
Democracy, of course, is also a form of state which must disappear
when the state disappears, but that will only take place in the transition
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from conclusively victorious and consolidated socialism
munism.
2.

'tlfl~ SOCIALIST REVOLUTION AND TIIE RIGHT OF NATIONS
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to full

com-

The Socialist Revolution and the Stmggle fo1• Democracy

The socialist revolution is not a single act, it is not one battle on one
front, but a whole epoch of acute class conflicts, a long series of battles
on all fronts, i.e., on all questions of economics and politics, battles th~t
can only end in the expropriation of the bourgeoisie. It would be a rad1 ·
cal mistake lo think that the struggle for democracy was capable of
diverting the proletariat from the socialist revolution or of hiding, overshadowing it, etc. On the contrary, in the same way as there can be no
victorious socialism that does not practise full democracy, so the proletariat cannot prepare for its victory over lhe bourgeoisie without an allround, consistent and revolutionary struggle for democracy.
It would b<e no less a mistake to remove one of the points of the
democratic programme, for example, the point on the self-determination
i.lf nations, on the grounds of it being "impracticable" or "illusory" under
imperialism. The contention that the right of nations to self-determination is impracticable within the bounds of capitalism can be understood
either in the absolute, economic sense, or in the conditional, political
sense.
In the first case jt is radically incorrect from the standpoint of
theory. First, in that sense, such things as, for example, labour money,
or the abolition of crises, etc., are impracticable under capitalism. It is
absolutely untrue that the self-determination of nations is equally
impracticable. Secondly, even. the o?e example ~~. the s.eces~~on,, ?f
Norway from Sweden m 1905 is sufficient to refute 1mpract1.cab1hty m
1hat sense. Thirdly, it would be absurd to deny that some shght change
in the political and strategic relations of, say, Germany and Britain,
might today or tomorrow make the formation of a new Polish, _lndi~n
and other similar state fully "practicable''. Fourthly, finance capital, m
ils drive to expand, can "freely" buy or bribe the freest democratic or
republican government and the elective officials of ~ny, even an "in~lepe~1dent", country. The domination of finance capital and of capital m
general is not to be abolished by any reforms in the sphere of political
~lemocracy; and self-determination belongs wholly and exclusively ~o
this sphere. This domination of finance capital, however, does no~ m
the least nullify the significance of political democracy as a freer, wider
and clearer farm of class oppression and class struggle. Therefore all
arguments about the "impracticability", in the economic sense. of one
of the demands of political democracy under capitalism are reduced to a
theoretically incorrect definition of the general and basic relationships of
capitalism and of political democracy as a whole.
.
.
In the second case the assertion is incomplete and maccnrate. This
is because not only the right .o.f nations to self-determinatior~, but "C!!l th.e
fundamental demands of pohhcal democracy are only partially practicable" under imperialism, and then in a distorted from and by way of
exception (for example, the secession of Norway f'ro~1 Swden. in 1905).
The demand for the immediate liberation of the colomes that is put forward by all revolutionary Social-Democrats is also "impracticable" under
capitalism without a series of revolutions. But from .this it do.es not. by
any means follow that Social-Democracy should reject the 1m~ed1~lte
and most determined struggle for all these demands-such a re.1echon
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would only play into the hands of the bourgeoisie and reaction-but, on
the contrary, it follows that these demands must be formulated and put
through in a revolutionary and not a reformist manner, going beyond
the bounds of bourgeois legality, breaking them down, going beyond
speeches in parliament and verbal protests, and drawing the masses into
decisive action, extending and intensifying the struggle for every fundamental democratic demand up to a direct 1)roletarian onslaught on the
bourgeoisie, i.e., up to the socialist revolution that expropriates, the bourgeoisie. The socialist revolution may flare up not only through some
big strike, street demonstration or hunger riot or a military insurrection
or colonial revolt, but also as a result of a political crisis such as the
Dreyfus case 21 or the Zabern incident, 22 or in connection with a referendum on the secession of an oppressed nation, etc.
Increased national oppression under imperialism does not mean that
Social-Democracy should reject what the bourgeoisie. call the "utopian"
struggle for the freedom of nations to secede but, on the contrary, it
should make greater use of the conflicts that arise in this sphere, too. as
grounds for mass action and for revolutionary attacks on the bourgeoisie.
3.

The Significance of the Right to Self-Determination and its Relation
to Federation
I

The right of. nations to self-determination implies exclusively the
right to independence in the political sense, the right lo free political
separation from the oppressor nation. Specifically, this demand for
political democracy implies complete freedom to agitate for secession and
foi' a referendum on sece.~sion by the seceding nation. This demand,
therefore, is not the equivaleul of a demand for separation, fragmentation and Lhe formation of small states. It implies only a consistent
expression of stuggle against all national oppression. The closer a democratic state system is to complete freedom to secede the less frequent and
less ardent will the desire for separation be in practice, because big
stales afford indisputable advantages, both from the standpoint of economic
progress and from that of the interests of the masses and, furthermore,
these advantages increase with the growth of capitalism. Recognition of
self-determination -is not synonymous with recognition of federation as a
principle. One may be a determined opponent of that principle and a
champion of democratic centralism but still prefer federation to national
inequality as the only way to full democratic centralism. It was from
this standpoint that Marx. who was a centralist, preferred even the
federation of Ireland and England to the forcible subordination of Ireland
lo the English. 23
The aim of socialism is not only to end the division of mankind into
tiny states and the isolation of nations in any form, it is not only to bring
the nations closer together but to integrate them. And it is precisely in
order to achieve this aim that we must, on the one hand, explain to the
masses the reactionary nature of Renner and Otto Bauer's idea of socallecl "cultural and national autonomy" 24 and, on the other, demand the
liberation of oppressed nations in a clearly and precisely formulated
political programme that takes special account of the hypocrisy and
cowardice of socialists in the oppressor nations, and not in general nebulous phrases, not in empty declamations and not by way of "relegating"
the question until socialism has been achieved. In the same Way as
mankind can arrive at the abolition of classes only through a transition
5
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period of the dictatorship of the oppressed class, it can arrive at Lhe
ineviLable inLegraLion of nations only through a transition period of Lhe
complete emancipation of all oppressed nations, i.e., Lheir freedom to
secede.

Lo make the Social-Democrats refuse to recognise the right of nations to
self-determination as the numerous cases of bourgeois utilisation of
republican slogans for the purpose of political deception and financial
plunder (as in the Romance countries, for example) are unlikely to make
the Social-Democrats reject their republicanism.*

4.

The Proletarian-Revolutionary Presentation of the Question of the
Self-Determination of Nations

The petty bourgeoisie had put forward not only the demand for the
self-determination of nations but all the points of our democratic minimum programme long before, as far back as the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. They are still putting them all forward in a utopian
manner because they fail to see Lhe class struggle and its increased
intensity under democracy, and because they believe in "peaceful"
capitalism. That is the exacL nature of the utopia of a peaceful union
of equal nations under imperialism which deceives the people and which
is defended by Kautsky's followers. The programme of Social-Democracy, as a counter-balance to this petty-bourgeois, opportunist utopia,
must postulate the division of nations into oppressor and oppressed as
basic, significant and inevitable under imperialism.
The proletariat of the oppressor nations must not confine themselves
Lo general, stereotyped phrases against annexation and in favour of the
equality of nations in general, such as any pacifist bourgeois will repeat.
The proletariat cannot remain silent on the question of the frontiers of a
state founded on national oppression, a question so "unpleasant" for
the imperialist bourgeoisie. The proletariat must struggle against the
enforced retention of oppressed nations within the bounds of the given
state, which means that they must fight for the right to self-determination. The proletariat must demand freedom of political separation for
the colonies and nations oppressed by "their own" nation. Otherwise,
the internationalism of the proletariat would be nothing but empty words;
neither confidence nor class solidarity would be possible between the
workers of the oppressed and the oppressor nations ; the hypocrisy of
the reformists and Kautskyites, who defend self-determination but
remain silent about the nations oppressed by "their own" nation and
kept in "their own" state by force, would remain unexposed.
On the other hand, the socialists of the oppressed nations must, in
particular. defend and implement the full and unconditional unity,
including organisational unity, of the workers of the oppressed nation
and those of the oppressor nation. Without this it is impossible to
defend the independent policy of the proletariat and their class solidarity
with the proletariat of other countries in face of all manner of intrigues,
treachery and trickery on the part of the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie
of the oppressed nations persistently utilise the slogans of national libera- ·
tion to deceive the workers ; in their internal policy they use these slogans
for reactionary agreements with the bourgeoisie of the dominant nation
(for example, the Poles in Austria and Russia who come to terms with
reactionaries for the oppression of the Jews and Ukrainians) ; in their
foreign policy they strive to come to terms with one of the rival imperialist
powers for the sake of implementing their predatory plans (the policy of
the small Balkan states, etc.)
The fact that the struggle for national liberation against one
imperialist po\ver may, under certain conditions, be utilised by another
"great" power for its own, equally imperialist, aims, is just as unlikely
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Mal'xism and Proudhonism on the National Question

In contrast to the petty-bourgeois democrats, Marx regarded every
democratic demand without exception not as an absolute, but as an
historical expression of the struggle of the masses of the people, led by the
bourgeoisie, against feudalism. There is not one of these demands
which could not serve and has not served, under certain circumstances,_
as an instrument in the hands of the bourgeoisie for deceiving the workers.
To single out, in this respect, one of the demands of political democracy,
specifically, the self-determination of nations, and to oppose it to the rest,
is fundamentally wrong in theory. In practice, the proletariat can retain
its independence only by subordinating its struggle for all democratic
demands, not excluding the demand for a republic, to its revolutionary
struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie.
·
On the other hand, in contrast to the Proudhonists who "denied"
the national problem "in the name of social revolution", Marx, mindful
in the first place of the interest's of the proletarian class struggle in the
advanced countries, put the fundamental principle of internationalism
and socialism in the foreground-namely, that no nation can be free if
il oppresses other nations. 25 It was from the standpoint of the interests
of the German workers' revolutionary movement that Marx in 1848
rlemanded that victorious democracy in Germany should proclaim and
grant freedom to the nations oppressed by the Germans. It was from
the standpoint of the revolutionary struggle of the English workers that
Marx, in 186\-l, demanded the separation of Ireland from England, and
ur:klecl : ''. .. even if federation should follow upon separation" .26 Only
by putting forward this demand was Marx really educating the English
workers in the spirit of internationalism. Only in this way could he
counterpose the opportunists and bourgeois reformism-which even to
this day, half a century later, has not carried out the Irish "reform"wiLh a revolutionary solution of the given historical task. Only in this
way could Marx mainlain-in contradiction to the apologists of capital
who shout that the freedom of small nations to secede is utopian and
impracticable and that not only economic but also political concentration
is progressive-that this concentration is progressive when it is nonimperialist, and that nations should not be brought together by force, but
by a free union of the proletarians of all countries. Only in this way
• It would, needless lo say, he quite ridiculous to reject the right lo self-delermina- ·
lion on lhe grounds that it implies "defence of the fatherland". With equal right, i.e.,
with equal lack of seriousness, the social-chauvinists of 1914-16 refer lo any of the
demands of democracy (to its repuhlicanism, for example) and to any formulation of
llw struggle against national oppression in order lo justify "defence of the fatherland".
Marxism deduces the defence of the fatherland in wars, fur example, in the great
French Revolution or the wars of Garibaldi, in Europe, and lhc rcnnncialion of defence
of the fatherland in the imperialist war of 1914-16, from an analysis of the concrete
historical peculiarities of each individnal war and never from any "general principle",
or any one point of a programme,
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could .l\~nrx, ~n opposition to the merely verbal, and often hypocritical,
recogrntwn of the equality and self-determination of nations, advocate the
revolutionary a~tion ?f .the masses in the settlement of national questions
us wel~. The 1mpenahst war of 1914-16, and the Augean stabes 27 of
hypocrisy on th~ part of the opportunists and Kautskyitcs that it has
0xposed, have stnkmgly confirmed the correctness of Marx's policy, which
should serve as a model for all advanced countries, for all of them arc
now oppressing other nations.*

Turkey, an<l all the colonies, which have a combined population of 1,000
million. In these countries the bourgeois-democratic movements either
have hardly begun, m· have still a long way to go. Socialists must not
only demand the unconditional and immediate liberation of the colonies
without compensation-and this demand in its political expression signifies nothina else than the recognition of the right to self-determina
tion ; they ~ust also render determined support to the more revolution<1ry clements in the bourgeois-democratic movements for national liberation in these countries and assist their uprising-or revolutionary war,
in the event of one-against the imperialist powers that oppress them.
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Three Types of Countries with Respect to the Self-Determination of
Nations

7.
h~

this respect, countries must be divided into three main types.
. First, the advanced capitalist countries of 'Vestern Europe and the
Umted States. In these countries progressive bourgeois national movements came to an end long ago. Every one of these "great" nations
oppresses other nations both in the colonies and at home. The tasks
of the proletariat of these ruling nations are the same as those of the
proletariat in England in the nineteenth century in relation to Ireland.* *
~econdly, ~astern Europe: Austria, the Balkans and particularly
Russia. He~·e it was ~he h~entieth century that particularly developed
the bourge01s-democrahc national movements and intensified the national
struggle. The tasks of the proletariat in these countries both in completing their bourgeois-democratic reforms, and renderin;, assistance to
1he socialist· revolution in other countries, cannot be carri~d out without
championing the right of nations to self-determination. The most difficult and most important task in this is to unite the class struggle of the
workers of the oppressor nations with that of the workers of the
oppressed nations.
Thirdly, the semi-colonial countries, such as China, Persia and
*Reference is often made-e.g., recently by the German chauvinist Lenech in Di:'
Glocke 28 Nos. 8 and 9-to the fact llrnt Marx's objection lo the national movement or
certain peoples, lo !h"l of lhe Czechs in 1848, for example, refutes the necessity of
recognising the self-determination of nations from the l\farxist standpoint. nut this
is incorrect, for in 1848 there -were hi.sloric~d and political gr01.mds for drawi1w a dis1inclion between "reactionary" and revc)lntionnry-democratic nations. Marx w:~s right
to condL,mn the former and defend the latler. 29 The right to self-delerminalion is
'.me of the demands of democracy which m11st naturally be subordinated to ils general
J11tercsls. In 1848 and the following years these general interests consisted primarily
in combating tsarism.
**In some small states which lrnvc kept out of the war of 1914-16--Holland and
~witzcrland, for example-the bourgeoisie mnkcs extensive' use of the "self-determination of nations" slogan lo justify participation in the imperialist war. This is a motive!
· inducing the Social-Democrats in such countries lo repudiate self-determination. Wron"
arguments are being used to defend a correct proletarian policy, the· repudiation of
"defence of the fatherland" in an imperialist war. This results in a distortion of
Marxism in theory, and in practice leads to a peculiar small-nation narrow-mindedness
neglect of the hundreds of millions of people in nations that arc enslaved by th•;
"dominant" nations. Comrade Gorter, in his excellent pamphlet Imperialism 1Var and
Social-Democracy wrongly rejects Lhe principle of self-determination of n~lions bu!
correctly applies it, when he demands the immediate granting of "political and n(i~ional
independence" lo 1.he Dutch Indies and exposes the Dulch opporltmisls who refuse to
put forward this demand and to fight for it

Social-Chauvinism and the Self-Determination of Nations

The imperialist epoch and the war of 1914-16 has laid special
emphasis on the struggle against chauvinism and nationalism in the
leading countries. There arc two main trends on the self-dcterminat~on
of nations among the social-chauvinists, that is, among the opportumsts
and Kautskyites, who hide the imperialist, reactionary nature of the war
by applying to it the ·"defence of the fatherland" concept.
On the one hand. we see quite undisguised servants of the bourgeoisie who defend annexation on the plea that imperialism and political concentration are progressive, and who deny what they call the
utopian, illu.sory, petty-bourgeois, etc., right to se~f-de~ermination. This
includes Cu now, Parvus and the extreme opportumsts m Germany, some
of the Fabians 30 and trade union leaders in England, and the opportunists
in Russia: Semk.ovsky, Liebman, Yurkevich, etc.
On the other hand, we see the Kautskyites, among whom are
Vanclervclde, Renandel, many pacifists in Britain and France, and others.
They favour unity with the former. and in practice ~!·e ~ompletely .ic~enti
fled with them ; they defend the right to self-determmat10n hypocnhcally
and by words alone : they consider "excessive" ("zu viel verlan_g_t":
Kaut.sky in DiP Nene Zeit, May. 21, 1915). the demand .for free p~htical
separation, they do not defend the necessity f~r rev.oluhon~ry tactics on
the part of the socialists of the oppressor ~ah~ns m. pa:ticulm: but, on
Lhe contrary, obscure their revo~utwnary. obhgahons, JUshfy their ~ppm··
tunism, make easy for them their deception o~ the people, a~1c~ avoid the
ycry question of the frontiers of a state forcefully retammg underprivileged nations within its bounds, etc.
Both arc equally opportunist, they prostitute Marxism, having lost
all ability to understand the theoretical significance and practical urgency
of the tactics which M:cux explained with Ireland as an example.
As for annexations, the question has become particularly urgent in
connection with the war. But what is annexation? It is quite easy to
see that a protest against annexation~ either boils clown t.o recognition of
the self-determination of nations or is based on the pacifist phrase that
defends the status quo and is hostile to any, even: revolutionary, violence.
Such a phrase is fundamentally false and incompatible with Marxism.
8.

The Concrete Tasks of the Proletariat in the Immediate Future

The socialist revolution may begin in the very near future. In this
case the proletariat will be faced with t~e immeclia~e. tas~ of winning
power, expropriating the banks and eff.ectmg other chclatonal II?-easures.
The bourgeoisie-and especially the mtellectuals of the Fabian and
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Kautskyite type-will, at such a moment, strive to split and check the
revolution by f?isting limited, democratic aims on it. Vlhereas any
p~irely democratic demands are in a certain sense liable to act as a
h~ndrance t? the revolution, provided the proletarian attack on the pillars
~1 bourge01s power has begun, the necessity to proclaim and grant
h~erty to all oppressed peoples (i.e., their right to self-determination)
will be ~s ~rgent in tl~e socialis~ re".olution as it was for the victory of
the bomge01s-democrahc revolut10n m, say, Germany in 1848, or Russia
m 1905.
It i~ l~ossible, ho.wever, that five, ten or more years will elapse before
Lhe socialist revolut10n begins. This will be the time for the revolut.ionary. e~lucation .o~ the masses in a spirit that will make it impossible
ior sociahst-c?auvim~ts and opportunists to belong to the working-class
party and gam a viclory, as was the case in 1914-16. The socialists
must explain to the masses that British socialists who do not demand
freedom to separate for the colonies and Ireland, German socialists who
do not demand freedom to separate for the colonies, the Alsatians. Dane<;
and P~les, and who do not extend their revolutionary propaganda and
rev?lut10nary m~ss activity directly to the sphere of struggle against
national oppressron, or who do not make use of such incidents as that
at Zabern for the. broadest illegal propaganda among the proletariat of
Lhe. oppresso~· naho?, . for street demonstrations and revolutionary mass
a~hon-Russran socrahsts .who do not demand freedom to separate for
Fmland, Poland, the Ukrame, etc., etc.-that such socialists act as chauvinists and lackeys of bloodstained and filthy imperialist monarchies
and the imperialist bonrgeoisie.
9.

The Attitude of Russian and Polish Social-Democrats and of the
Second Intemational to Self-Determination

The differences between the revolutionary Social-Democrats of Russia and the Polish Social-Democrats on the question of self-determination came cnit into the open as early as 1903, at the Congress which
adopted the Programme of the R.S.D.L. Party, and which, despite the
protest by the Polish Social-Democrat delegation, inserted Clause 9
recognising the right of nations to self-determination. Since then th~
Polish Social-Democrats have on no occasion repeated, in the name of
Lheir party, the proposal lo remove Clause 9 from our Party's Programme
or lo replace it by some other formula.
'
In Russia, where the oppressed nations account for no less than 5 7
per cent of the. population, or over 100 million, where they occupy mostly
the border regr~ns, where some of them are more highly cultured than
the Grea~ Russians, where the political system is especially barbarous
and medieval, where the bourgeois-democratic revolution has not been
consummated-there, in Russia, recognition of the right of nations
oppressed by. tsarism lo free secession from Russia is absolutely obligatory for Social-Democrats, for the furtherance of their democratic and
.socialist aims. Our Party, re-established in January 1912,3 1 adopted a
resolution in 1913 reaffirming the right to self-determination and explaining it in precisely the above concrete sense. The rampage of Great-Russian chauvinism in 1914-16 both among the bourgeoisie and among the
opportunist socialists (Rubanovich, Plekhanov, Nashe Dyelo, 3 2 etc.) has
given us even more reason to insist on this demand and to regard those
who deny it as actual supporters of Great Russian chauvinism and
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tsarism. Our Party declares that it most emphatically declines to accept
:my responsibility for such actions against the right to self-determination.
The latest formulation of the position of the Polish Social-Democrats
on the national question (the declaration of the Polish Social-Democrats
al Llie Zimmerwakl Conference 33 ) conlains the following ideas :
The declaration condemns the German and other governments that
regard the "Polish regions" as a pawn in the forthcoming compensation
game, "depriving the Polish people of the opportunity of deciding their
own fate themselves". "Polish Social-Democrats resolutely and solemnly
protest against the carving up and parcelling out of a whole country" ....
~rhey flay the socialists who left it to th'e Hohenzollerns "to liberate the
oppressed peoples'). They express the conviction that only participation
in the approaching struggle of the international revolutionary proletariat,
Lhe struggle for socialism, "will bteak the fetters of national oppression
<tml destroy all forms of foreign rule, will ensure for the Polish people
the possibility of free all-round development as an equal member of a
concord of nations". The declaration recognises that "for the Poles"
1he war is "doubly fratricidal". (Bulletin of the International Socialist
Committee No. 2. September 27, 1915, p. 15. Russian translation in the
l':ymposium The International and the War, p. 97 .)
These propositions do not differ in substance from recognition of
the right of nations to self-determination, although their political
fromulations are even vaguer and more indeterminate than those of most
programmes and resolutions of the Second International. Any attempt
lo express these ideas as precise political formulations and to define their
applicability to the capitalist system or only to the socialist system will
show even more clearly the mistake the Polish Social-Democrats make
in denying the self-determination of nations.
The decision of the London International Socialist Congress of 1896,
which recognised the self-determination of nations, should be supplemented on the basis of the above theses by specifying : ( 1) the particular
t1rgency of this demand under imperialism, (2) the political conventionalism and class content of all the demands of political democracy, the one
under discussion included, (3) the necessity to distinguish the concrete
Lasks of the Social-Democrats of the oppressor nations from those of the
Social-Democrats of the oppressed nations, (4) the inconsistent, purely
verbal recognition of self-determination by the opportunists and the
Kautskyites, which is, therefore, hypocritical in its political significance,
(5) the actual identity of the chauvinists and those Social-Democrats,
especially those of the Great Powers (Great Russians, Anglo-Americans,
Germans, French, Italians, Japanese, etc.), who do not uphold the freedom to secede for colonies and nations oppressed by "their own" nations,
(6) the necessity to subordinate the struggle for the demand under discussion and for all the basic demands of political democracy directly to
the revolutionary mass struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeois
governments and for the achievement of socialism .
The introduction into the International of the viewpoint of certain
small nations, especially that of the Polish Social-Democrats, who have
been led by their struggle against the Polish bourgeoisie, which deceives
Lhe people with its nationalist slogans, to the incorrect denial of selfcletermination, would be a theorelical mistake, a substitution of Protldhonism for Marxism implying in practice involuntary support for
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the mosl clangcrou_s chauvinism and opportunism of the Great-Power
nations.
Editorial Board of Sotsial-Democrat,
Centml Organ of R.S.D.L.P.

Postscript. In Die Neue Zeit for March 3, 1916, which has just
appeared, Kautsky openly holds out the hand of Christian reconciliation
t_o Austerlitz, a representative of the foulest German chauvinism, rejecting
1reedom of separation for the oppressed nations of Hapsburg Austria but
recognising it for Ru_ssicm Poland, as a menial service to Hindenburg and
'Nilhelm II. One could nol have wished for a better self-exposure of
Kautskyisrn !

The Discussion
On Self-Determination Summed up
1.

Socialism and the Self-Determination of Nations

vVe have affirmed that it would be a betrayal of socialism to refuse
lo implement the self-determination of nations under socialism. vVe are
told in reply that "the right of self-determination is not applicable to a
socialist society''. The difference is a radical one. vVhere does it stem
from'! ....
Our very first thesis said that the liberation of oppressed nations
implies a dual transformation in the political sphere : ( l) the full equality
of nations. This is not disputed and applies only to what takes place
within the state ; (2) freedom of political separation.* This refers to the
demarcation of state frontiers. This only is disputed. But it is precisely
this that our opponents remain silent about. They do not want to think
either about state frontiers or even about the state as such. This is a
sort of "imperialist Economism" like the old Economism of 1894-1902,
which argued in this way : capitalism is victorious, therefore political
questions are a waste of time. Imperialism is vi~torious, there[ ore political
questions are a waste of. time! Such an apolitical theory is extremely.
harmful to Marxism.
·
In his Critique of the Gotha Progmmme, Marx wrote : "Between
capitalist and communist· society lies the period of the revolutionary
transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds to this also
· a political transition period in which the state can _be nothing but the
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat." 34 Up to now this truth
• See p. 31 of this book.-Ed.
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has been indisputable for socialists and it includes the recognition of lhc
fact that the stale will exist .until victorious socialism develops inlo full
communism. Engels's dictum about the withering away of the stale is
well known. vV e deliberately stressed, in the first thesis, that democracy
is a form of state that ·will also wither away when the s_tate withers
away. And until our opponents replace Marxism by some sort of "nonslale" viewpoint their arguments ·will constitute one big mistake.
Inslead of speaking about the stale (which means, about the demarcation of its frontiers !) , they speak of a "socialist cultural zone", i.e., .
ihey deliberately choose an expression that is indefinite in the sense thal
all state questions are oblilerated ! Thus we get a ridiculous tautology :
if lhere is no stale there can, of course, be no question of frontiers. In
lhat case the whole democrnlic-political programme is unnecessary. Nor
will there be any republic, when the stale "withers away".
The German chauvinist Lcnsch, in the articles we mentioned in
Thesis 5 (footnote),* quoted an interesting passage from Engels's article
"The Po and the Rhine". Amongst other things, Engels says in this
article I.hat in the course of historical development, which swallowed up
a number of small and non-viable nations, the "frontiers of great and
viable European nations" were being increasingly determined by the
"language and sympathies" of the population. Engels calls these frontiers "na~ural". Such was the case in the period of progressive capitalism in Europe, roughly from 1848 lo 1871. Today, these democratically
determined frontiers are more and more often being broken down by
reactionary, imperialist capitalism. There is every sign lhat imperialism
will leave its successor, socialism, a heritage of less democratic frontiers,
a nu.mber of annexations in Europe and in other parts of the world. Is
it to be supposed that victorious socialism, restoring and implementing
full democracy all along the line, will refrain from democmtically
demarcating state frontiers and ignore the "sympathies" of the popula.tion '? These questions need only be stated to make it quite clear that
our Polish colleagues are sliding down from Marxism towards imperialisl
Economism.
The old Economists, who made a caricature of Marxism, told the
workers that "only the economic" was of importance to Marxists. The
new Economists seem to think either that the democratic state of victorious socialism will exist without frontiers (like a "complex of sensations"
without matter) or that frontiers will be delineated "only" in accordance
with the needs of production. In actual fact its frontiers will be
delineated democratically, i.e .. in accordance with the will and "sympathies" of the population. Capitalism rides roughshod over these sympathies, adding more obstacles to the rapprochement of nations. Socialism, by organising production without, class oppression, by ensuring the
well-being of all members of the state, gives full play to the "syin-pat hies" of the population, thereby promoting and greatly accelerating
the drawing together and fusion of the nations .....
Otto Bauer says : "The socialist community will never be able to
include whole nations within its make-up by the u_se of force. Imagine the
masses of the people, enjoying all the blessings of national culture, taking
a full and active part in legislation and government, and, finally, supplied
with arms-woulcLit be possible to subordinate such a nation to the rule
of an alien social organism by force '! All state power rests on the force of
* See p. 36 of this bo<ik.-Ed.
6
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arms. The present-day people's army, thanks to an ingenious mechanism, still constitutes a tool in the hands of a definite person, family or
dass exactly like the knightly and mercenary armies of the past. The
army of the democratic community of a socialist society is nothing but
th_e people armed, since it consists of highly cultured persons, working
without compulsion in socialised workshops and taking full part in all
spheres of politkal life. In such conditions any possibility of alien rule
disappears."
This is t_rue. IL is impossible to abolish national (or any other political) oppression under capitalism, since this requires the abolition of
classes, i.e., the introduction of socialism. But while being based on
economics, socialism cannot be reduced to economics alone. A foundaLion--socialist production-is essential for the abolition of national
oppression, but tl~is foundation must also carry a democratically organised
state, a democratic army, etc. By transforming capitalism into socialism
the prol~t~r.iat creates the possibility of abolishing national oppression ;
the possibility becomes reality "only"-"only" !-with the establishment
of full democracy in all spheres, including the delineation of state
~rontiers in accordance with the "sympathies" of the population, includmg complete freedom to secede. And this, in turn, will serve as a basi~
fo_r ~eveloping the practical elimination of even the slightest national
friction and the least national mistrust, for an accelerated drawing
together and fusion of nations that will be completed when the state
withers away. This is the Marxist theory, the theory from which our
Polish colleagues have mistakenly departed . . . . . .

for liberation of small nations ; (2) that the demand for democracy must
not be considered in jsolation but on a European-today we should say a
world-scale.
That is all there is to it. There is no hint of any repudiation of that
elementary socialist principle which the Poles forget but to which Marx
was always faithful-that no nation can be free if it oppresses other
nations. 35 If the concrete situation which confronted Marx when tsarism
rlominated international politics were to repeat itself, for instance, in the
form of a few nations starting a socialist revolution (as a bourgeois<lemocratic revolution was started in Europe in 1848), and other nations
~erving as the chief bulwarks of bourgeois reaction-then we too would
have to be in favour of a revolutionary war against the latter, in favour of
"crushing" them, in favour of destroying all their outposts, no matter
what small-nation movements arose in .them. Consequently, instead of
rejecting any examples of Marx's tactics-this would mean professing
Marxism while abandoning it in practice-we must analyse them concretely and draw invaluable lessons for the future. The several demands
of democracy, including sell'-determination, arc not an absolute, but only
a small part of the general-democratic (now : general-socialist) world
movement. In individual concrete cases, the part may contradict the
whole ; if so, it must be rejected. It is possible that the republican
movement in one country may Le merely an instrumenl of the
clerical or financial-monarchist intrigues of other countries ; if so, we
must not support this particular, concrete movement, but it would be
ridiculous to delete the demand for a republic from the programme of
international Social-Democracy on these grounds.
In what way has the concrete situation changed bctvveen the periods
of 1848-71 and 1898-1916 (I take the most important landmarks of
imperialism as a period : from the Spanish-American imperialist war to
the European imperialist \var) ? Tsarism has manifestly and indisputably
ceased to be the chief mainstay of reaction, first, because it is supported
by international finance capital, particularly French, and, secondly,
because of 1905. At that time the system of big national states-th\'
democracies of Europe-was bringing democracy and socialism to the
world in spite of tsarism.* Marx and Engels did not live to see the period
of imperialism. The system now is a handful of imperialist "Great"
Powers (five or six in number), each oppressing other nations : and this
oppression is a source for artificially retarding the collapse of capitalism,
and artificially supporting opportunism and social chauvinism in the
imperialist nations which dominate the world. At that time, vVestEuropean democracy, liberating the big nations, was opposed to tsarism,
which used certain small-nation movements for reactionary ends. Today,

2.

Marxism or Proudhonism ?

. Marx is known to have favoured Polish independence in the interests
0f European democracy in its struggle against the power and influenceor, i~ might be said, against the omnipotence and predominating reaction<1ry mflue~1ce-of tsarism. That this attitude was correct was most clearly
and practically demonstrated in 1849, when the Russian serf army crushed
the national_ liberati.on and, revolutionary-democratic rebellion in Hungary.
From that hme until Marx s death, and even later, until 1890, when there
was a danger that tsarism, allied with France, would wage a reactionary
'~ar against a non-imperialist and nationally independent Germany,
Engels stood first and foremost for a struggle against tsarism. It was for
this reason, and exclusively for this reason, that Marx and Engels were
opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and South Slavs. A
simple reference to what Marx and Engels wrote in 1848 and 1849 will
prove to anyone who is interestea in Marxism in real earnest and not
merely f°.r the purpose of brushing Marxism aside, that Marx and Engels
at that time drew a clear and definite distinction between "whole reactionary nations" serving as "Russian outposts" in Europe, and "revolutionary nations", namely, the Germans, Poles and Magyars. This is a
fact. And it was indicated at the time with incontrovertible truth : in
184~ revolutionary nations fought for liberty, whose principal enemy was
tsarism, whereas the Czechs, etc., were in fact reactionary nations and
outposts of tsarism.
vVhat is the lesson to be dravvn from this concrete example which
must be analysed concretely if there is any desire to be true to Marxism ?
Only t?is : (_1) t~at the interests of the liberation of a number of big and
very big nations m Europe rate higher than the interests of the movement

* Ryazanov has published in Griinberg's Archives of the History of Socialism (191G,
I) a very interesting article by Engels on the Polish question, written in 1866. Engels
emphasises that !he proletariat must recognise the political independence and "selfdetermination" ("right to dispose of itself" [These words are in English in the orginal.F:d. ]l of the great, major nations of Europe, anll points to the absurdity. of the
''principle of nationalities" (particularly in its Bonapartist application), i.e., of placing
any .,mall nation on the same ]eye! as these bif( ,ones. "And as to Russia," says Engels,
"she cm!ld only be mentioned as the detainer of an immense amount of stolen property
[i.e., oppressed nations] which would have to be disgorged on the day of reckonning," 3"
Both Bonapartism and tsarism utilise the small-nation movements for lheir own benefit,
llf](linst European democracy.
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the socialist proletariat, split into chauvinists, "social-imperialists", on the
one hand, and revolutionaries, on the other, is confronted by an alliance
of tsarist imperialism and advanced capitalist, European, imperialism,
which is based on their common oppression of a number of nations.
Such are the concrete changes that have taken place in the situation,
and it is just these that the Polish Social-Democrats ignore, in spite of
their promise to be concrete ! Hence the concrete change in the application of the same socialist principles : formerly the main thing was to fight
"'against tsarism" (and against certain small-nation movements that il was
n~ing for undemocratic ends), and for the greater revolutionary peoples
oi the 'Nest ; the main thing today is to stand against the united, aligned
front of the imperialist powers, the imperialist bourgeoisie and the socialimperialists, and lor the utilisation of all national movements against
imperialism for the purposes of the socialist revolution.
.
~.he. more pure!~ proletarian . the sti:uggle against the general
nnpe1.ia hst ,fNront now is, the more vital, obv10usly, is the internationalist
prmc1p 1e :
o nation can be free if it oppresses other nations."
In th~ na~ne of their doctrinaire concept of social revolution, the
Proudh?msts ignored the international role of Poland and brushed aside
the. nat10nal movements. Equally doctrinaire is the attitnde of the Polish
~oc~al-Democrat.s, .who . b1:eak up the international front of struggle
.iga~nst. the social-m1pen.ahsts, and (objectively) help the latter by their
vac:llahons on t~c qucsh~n of annexations. For it is precisely the internat10nal fror~t. of proletarian struggle that has changed in relation to the
con.crete pos1t10~1 of the small nations: at that time (1848-71) the small
nat10ns were nnportant as the potential allies either of "\Vestern
democracy" .and the revolutionary nations, or of tsarism ; now ( 18981914). that is. no . longer so ; today they are important as one of the
i~utnhvc m~~ha ~i the pa.rasi~!sm an.cl, conseqncntly, the social-imperiah~~ of the dommant nat10ns . The important thing is not whether onefift~et~1 or one-hundredth of the small nations are liberated before the
wcial~st ~·evolution, but the fact that in the epoch of imperialism, owing
to ob.iect1vc canses, the proletariat has been split into two international
camps, one of which has been corrupted by the crumhs that fall from the
t.able of the dominant~nation bourgeoisie-obtained, among other things,
1rom the double or tnplc exploitation of small nations-while the other
c.annot liberate it~elf without liberating the small nations, without educatmg th.c I~as~es m ~1~ anti-chauvinist, i.e., anti-annexationist, i.e., "selfdetenn1nahon1st", sp1nt.
. This, the most important aspect of the question, is ignored by our
Pohsh co~rade~, ~ho do nol view things from the key position in the
epoch of impenahsm, the standpoint of the division of the international
proletariat into two camps.
Here are some other concrete examples of ·their Proudhonism ·
(1) thei~ att.itude to the Irish rebellion of 1916, of which later; (2) th~
cleclarat10n m the theses (II. 3, encl of § 3) that the slogan of socialist
revolution "must not be overshadowed by anything". The idea that the
t.logan. of socialist rev.olulion can be "overshadowed" by linking it up with
a cons1st~ntly. revoh1t~onary, position on all questions, ii~clucling the national question, is certamly profoundly anti-Marxist.
The Polish Social-Democrats consider our programme "national-re··
forn~ist". Compare these two practical proposals: (1) for autonomy
(Pohsh theses, III, 4), and (2) for freedom to secede. It is in this and
in this alone, that our programmes diff9r ! And is it not clear that' it is
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precisely the first programme that is reformist and n?t the second? A
reformist change is one which leaves intact the foundations of the power
of the ruling class and is merely a concession leaving its power unimpaired.
A revolutionary change undermines th~ foundations. o.f power,- A ref.or·:
mist national programme does not abohsh all the privileges of the ruhng
uation : it does not establish complete equality; it does not abolish national
r1ppression in all its forms. An "autonomous" nation does not enjoy rights
equal to those of the "ruling" nation ;. our Polish comr~des cou~cl not
have failed to notice this had they not (hke our old Economists) obstmately
avoided 1irnking an analysis of political concepts and categories. Until
1905 autonomous Norway, as a part of Sweden, enjoyed the widest
autonomy, but she was not Sweden's equal. Only by her free secessir~n
was her equality manifested in practice and proved (and let u~ ac~cl m
parentheses that it was this free s~cession. t~at created the basis .tor ~
more intimate and more clemocrahc associat10n, founded on equably ol
rights). As long a~ .Norway. ,~as merely auton?mou~, the ~~v~cl.ish ~~·isle~~
cracy had one acld1t10nal pnv1le.ge ; ~ncl. sece~s~on .did not :mtigate th.is
privilege (the essence of refornusm hes m m1t1gat1~1g. an ev~l a.nd not m
destroying it), but eliminated it altogether (the prmc1pal cntenon of the
revolutionary character of a programme).
Incidentally, autonomy, as a reform, difiers in principle from
freedom to secede, as a revolutionary measure. This is u.nquestionablf~.
But as everyone knows, in practice a reform is often merely a step towards
revolution. It is autonomy that enables a nation forcibly retained within
Lhe boundaries of a given state to crystallise into a nation, to gather, asses'>
and organise its for~es, and to select the most opportune moment for a
declaration . .. in the "Norwegian" spirit : \Ve, the autonomous diet of
:rnch-and-such a nation, or of such-and-sl{ch a territory, declare that Ilw
Emperor of all the Russias has ceased to be King of Poland, etc. The
usual "objection" to this is that snch questions are decided by wars and
not by declarations. True : in the vast majority of cases they arc decided
hy wars (just as questions of the form of government of big state.s arc
ckciclecl, in the vast majority of cases, only by wars and revolut10ns).
However, it would do no harm to reflect whether such an "objection"
to the political programme of a revolutionary party is logical. _Arc
we opposed to wars and revolutions for what is just and beneficial to
lhe proletariat, for democracy and socialism ?
.
.
"But we cannot be in favour of a war between great natwns, m
favour of the slaughter of twenty million people for the sake of the
problematical liberation of a small nation with a population of perhaps
ten or twenty millions !" Of course not ! And it does not mean that we
lhrow complete national equality out of our Programme ; it means that
the democratic interests of one country must be subordinated to the
democratic interests of several and all countries. Let us assume that
bet ween two great monarchies there is a little monarchy whose kinglet is
"bound" by blood and other ties to the monarchs of both neighbouring
countries. Let us farther assume that the declaration of a republic in the
liltle country and the expulsion of its monarch would in practice lead to
a war bet ween the two neighbouring big countries for the restoration of
that or another monarch in the little country. There is no doubt that all
international Social-Democracy, as well as the really internationalist
section of Social-Democracy in the little country, would be against subslituling a republic for the monarchy in this case. The substitution of .a
republic for a monarchy is not an absolute but one of the democral!c
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demands, subordinate to the interests of democracy (and still more, of
course, to those of the socialist proletariat) as a whole. A case like this
would in all probability not give rise to the slightest disagreement among
Social-Democrats in any country. But if any Social-Democrat were to
propose on these grounds that the demand for a republic be deleted
altogether from the programme of international Social-Democracy, he
would certainly be regarded as quite mad. He would be told that after
~<ll one must not forget the elementary logical difference between Lhe
yeneral and the particular.
This example brings us, from a somewhat different angle, to the
question of the internationalist education of the working class. Can such
education-on the necessity and urg·ent importance of which differences
of opinion among the Zimmerwalcl Left are inconceivable-be concretely
identical in great, oppressor nations and in small, oppressed nations, in
annexing nations and in annexed nations ?
Obviously not. The way to the common goal-complete equality,
Lhe closest association and the eventt1al amalgamation of all nationsobviously runs along different routes in each concrete case, as, let us say,
the way Lo a point in the centre of this page runs left from one edge and
right, from the opposite edge. If a Social-Democrat from a great, oppressing, annexing nation, while advocating the amalgamation of nations in
general, were for one moment to forget that "his" Nicholas II, "his"
'Vilhelm, George, Poincare', etc., also stand for amalgamation with small
nations (by means of annexations)-Nicholas II for "amalgamation" with
Galicia, Wilhelm II for "amalgamation" with Belgium, etc.--such a SocialDemocrat would be a ridiculous doctrinaire in theory and an abettor of
imperialism in practice.
In the internationalist education of the workers of the oppressor
counLries, emphasis m:nst necessarily be laid on their advocating freedom
for the oppressed countries to secede and their fighting for it. Without
this there can be no internationalism. It is our right and duty to treat
every Social-Democrat of an oppressor nation who fails to conduct such
propaganda as a scoundrel and an imperialist. This is an absolute
demand, even where the chance of secession being possible and "practicable" before the introduction of socialism is only one in a thousand.
It is our duty to teach the workers to be "indifferent" to national
distinctions. There is no doubt about that. But it must not be the
indifference of the annexationists. A member of an oppressor nation
must be "indifferent" to whether small nations belong to his state or to u
neighbouring state, or to themselves, according to where their sympathies
lie : without such "indifference" he is not a Social-Democrat. To be an
internationalist Social-Democrat one must not think only of one's own
nation, but place above it the interests of all nations, their common liberty
and equality. Everyone accepts this in "theory" bnt displays an annexationist indifference in practice. There is the root of the evil.
On the other hand, a Social-Democrat from a small nation must
emphasise in his agitation the second word of ous general formula :
"voluntary integration" of nations. He may, without failing in his duties
as an internationalist, be in favour of both the political independence of
his nation and its integration with the neighbouring state of X, Y, Z, etc.
But in all cases he must fight against small-nation narrow-mindedness,
seclusion and isolation, consider the whole and the general, subordinate
the particular to the general interest.
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People who have not gone into the question thoroughly .think tl~at. it
is "contradictory" for the Social-Democrats of oppress?r nat10ns to 11~s1sl.
on the "freedom to secede", while Social-Democrats o~ oppressed. nat10
1
insist on the "freedom to integrate". However, a httle. reflect~on ~'I
show that there is not, and cannot be, any other road to mt~rnah?n~h.sm
~ml the amalgamation of nations, any other road from the gwen s1tuat1011
to this goal.
l'> 1· 1 S · 1
And now we come Lo Lhe specific position of Dutch and o isl 'oeia Democrats.

;1

a.

The Specific aml the Gener~d in the Position
of the Dutch and Polish Social-Democ1•at
In terna tionali§ ts

There is not the slightest doubt that the Dtttch and Poli~h Marxists
who oppose self-determination are. among ~he best ~·evolut10nary an.l~
internationalist elements in internat10nal Social-Democrncy. How can \·
be then that their theoretical arguments as we have seen,. are a ?1assl o t
errors ? There is not a single correct general argument, nothmg JU
imperialist Economism !
.
.
.
r ·
f Ll
· It is not at all due to the especially J?acl s~bJe.ct1ve q1~a. 1t1es. o · ,~~
Dutch and Polish comrades but to the specific obJechve ~ond1t10ns m t~eu
.
t .·
Both countries are : (1) small and helpless m the present- ay
~oun
ne,~. o f grea t P O\:vers '. (2) both are geographically· situated between
·system
t b"tt ·
lremendously powerful imperialist plunderers eng~ged lll t 1lC mo~ ~
rivalry with each other(Britain and Germany ; Germ~1~y and
us~ia,,
13) · b 0 th there are terribly strong memories and tracht10ns of the hll1:es
. m they themselves
<
• •. H o nancl was
when
were great powers
. once a colomal,
power greater than England, Poland wa~ more cult~ired a~1d wa~ . ,t
stronger great power than I\ussia and Prussia ; (4) to this clay ~ 1l
~1~
their privileges consisting in the oppression of otdh.er p~~plei :l .the la~~~d
hour ·eois owns the very wealthy Dutch. East In. res ;
e . ~ is
.
prop~ietm" oppresses the Ukrainian and Byelornssian peasant , the Pohsh
bourgeois, the Jew, etc.
.
.
f h
f
· ts
· The particularity comprised in the combmat10n o t .ese our porn
is not to be found in Ireland, Portugal (sh~ was at one. time annexe~ to
s J ·n) Alsace Norway, Finland, the Ukrame, the Leths? ~nd Bye~01us
"la~ te'rritories' or many others. And it is this very p~cuhan~y that is :h~
rea l essence o f the rnatter ·I vVhen the Dutch and Pohsh t Social-Democrats
·
th
that
reason against self-determination, :using general argumen s, i.e.,
ose
.
concern . imperialism in general, socialism in general, dem~~~cytl ~n
general national oppression in general, w~ may. t~uly s.ay
a
l Y
n '·n mistakes. But one has only to discard this obv10us1y erro~e
~vu~ ~I:.el~ of eneral arguments and exan_ii~1e the es~e~ce .of the quest10n
from the sta~dpoint of the specific concl1t10ns obtammg m. Holland a~l~
Poland for their particular position to become comprehe~1s1ble an~l q.u1t~
· ·
t
It ma be said, without any fear of sounclmg para .ox1~a ,
leg1hmla
e. th e D u tyc h and Polish
se.hlf-determmat10n
Lhat w ien
· Marxists battle against
·
· '
they do not say quite what they mean, or, to put it anot er way, mean
quite what they say.*

r

g

c

-• -- all Lhc I)cili'sJ1 Social-Democrats recognised sclf-dctcrminalionI in
Let-11s recall
that
in Lheir Zirnmcrwalcl (l edaralion, allhough their formula lion was slig it 1.\'
dill'crenl. 37
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vVe have already quoted one example in our theses.* Gorter is
against. Lhe. sclf~delcrmination of his own country but in favour of selfdel:rnnnal10i~ for the Dutch East Indies, oppressed as they are by "his"
nalron ! Is il any wonder that WC see in him a more sincere internationalist and a fellow-thinker who is closer lo us than those who
r;~cognise self-determination as verbally and hypocritically as Kautsky in
C1ernumy,. m~d Trotsky and Martov in Russia ? The general and fundamcn~al prmciples of Marxism undoubtedly imply Lhc duly to struggle for
the. freedom lo seL:ede for nations that are oppressed by "one's own"
nal10n, but they certainly do· not require the independence spedfically of
Hol.land to be made a matter of paramount importance-Holland, which
suil~rs most from her narrow, c.allous, selfish and stultifying seclusion :
let tl1e whole world burn, we stand aside from it all, "we" are satisfied
with our old spoils and the rich "left-overs", Lhc Indies, ''we" arc no!
conL:crnec.1 with anything else !
Herc is another example. Karl Radek, a Polish Social-Democrat,
~vho ha~ d01~e pa.rticularly great service by his determined struggle for
mlcrnat10n~hsm m German Social-Democracy since the outbreak of war,
made a f1u·10us attack on self-determination in an article entitled "The
Right of Nations to Self-Determination" (Lichtstruhlen 38 ~a Left RadiL:al
monthly prohibited by the Prussian censor, edited by J. Borchardt-1915,
December 5, Third _Year of Publication, No. 3). He quotes, incidentally,
only Dutch and Pohsh authorities in his support and propounds, amongst
others, Lhc argument Lhat self-determination fosters the idea that "it is
~llegeclly the duty of Social-Democrats to support any
struggle for
mdependencc".
Frm~ ~he stand1~oin~ of "general theory this argument is outrageous,
h.ccausc it is clearly illogical : first, no democratic demand can fail to give
nse to ~buses, unless the specific is subordinated lo the general ; we are
not o~hged to support .either "any" struggle for independence or "any"
rcpubhcan or anti-clencal movement. Secondly, no formula for the
struggle against national oppression can fail to suffer from the same
"shortcoming". Radek himself in Berner Tagwacht used the formula
( 19~5, ~ss1ie . 253) ; . "Against old and new annexations." Any Polish
nationalist will legitimately "deduce" from this formula : "Poland is an
annexment, I am against annexations, i.e., I am for the independence of
Poland." Or I recall Rosa Luxemburg saying in an article written in
1908, 39 that the formula : "against national oppression" was quite
adequat~. ~ut any Polish nationalist would say-and quite justly-that
annexatron is one of the forms of national oppression, consequently, etc.
However, t3:~e Poland's specific conditions in place of these general
arguments : her mdependence today is "impracticable" without wars or
rcvolutio~1s. To be i.n favour of an all-European war merely for the sake
of r~stormg Poland is to ]).e a nationalist of the worst sort, and to place
the interests of a small number of Poles above those of the hundreds of
millim~s of p~ople who suffer from war. Such, indeed, are the "Fracy"
(the Right ':mg of the P.S.P.) who are socialists only in word, and
compared with whom the Polish Social-Democrats are a thousand times
rig.ht: To. raise the question of Poland's independence today, with the
existing ah~nment of .the neighbouring imperialist powers, is really to run
after a w1ll-o'-the-w1sp, plµnge into narrow-minded nationalism and
forget the necessary premise of an all-European or at least a Russian and
• See p. 36 of this book.-Ed.
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German revolution. To have put forward in 1908-14 freedom of
coalition in Russia as an independent slogan would also have meant
running after a will-o'-thc-wisp, and would, objectively, have helped the
Stolypin labour party (now the Potresov-Gvozdyov party, which,
incidentally, is the same thing). But it would be madness to remove freedom of coalition in general from the programme of Social-Democracy !
A third and, perhaps, the most important example. We read in the
Polish theses (III, end of § 2) that the idea of an independent Polish
buffer state is opposed on the grounds that it is an "inane utopia of small
impotent groups. Put into effed, it would mean the creation of a tiny
fragment of a Polish state that would be a military colony of one or
another group of Great Powers, a plaything of their military or economic
interests, an area exploited by foreign capital, and a battlefield in future
wars." This is all very true when used as an argument against the slogan
of Polish independence today, because even a revolution in Poland alone
would change nothing and would only divert the attention of the masses
in Poland from the main thing-the comiection between their struggle
and that of the Russian and German proletariat. Il is not a paradox but
a fact that today the Polish proletariat as such can help the cause of
socialism and freedom, including the freedom of Poland, only· by join/
~truggle with the proletariat of the neighbouring countries, against the
nmrnw Polish nationalists. The great historical service rendered by the
Polish Social-Democrats in the struggle against the nationalists cannot
possibly be denied.
But these same arguments, whid1 arc true from Lhc standpoint of
Poland's specific conditions in the present epoch, are manifestly untrue in
Lhe general form in which they are presented. So long as there are wars,
Poland will always remain a battlefield in wars between Germany and
Russia, but this is no argument against greater political liberty (and, therefore, against politiL:al independence) in the periods between wars. The
same applies to the arguments about exploitation by foreign capital and
Poland's role as a plaything of foreign interests. The Polish SocialDemocrats cannot, at the moment, raise the slogan of Poland's independence, for the Poles, as proletarian internationalists, can do nothing about
it without stoping, like the "Fracy", to humble servitude to one of the
i1i1pcrialist monarchies. But it is not indifferent to the Russian and
German workers whether Poland is independent, or they take part in
annexing her (and that would mean educating the Russian and German
workers and peasants in the basest turpitude and their rnnscnt to play
the part of executioner of other peoples).
,
The situ:ation is, indeed, bewildering, but there is a way out in which
all participants would remain internationalists : the Russian and German
Social-Democrats by demanding for Poland unconditional "freedom to
secede" ; the Polish Social-Democrats by working for the unity of the
{Jroletarian struggle in both small and big countries without putting
forward the slogan of Polish independence for the given epoch or the
given period.

::i
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Engels's LeUea• tn J(autsky

. "In my opinion the colonies proper, i.e., the countries occupied by a
European population-Canada, the Cape, Australia-will , all become
independent ; on the other hand, the countries inhabited by
native
population, which are simply subjugated-India, Algeria, the Dutch,
7
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Portuguese and Spanish possessions-must be taken over for the timt;
being by the proletariat and led as rapidly as possible towards independence. How this process will develop is difficult to say. India will
perhaps, indeed very probably, make a revolution, and as a proletariat in
process of self-emancipation cannot condu.ct any colonial wars, it would
have to be allowed to run its course ; it would not pass off without all
sorts of destruction, of course, but that sort of thing is inseparable from
all revolutions. The same might also take place elsewhere, e.g., in Algeria
and Egypt, and woulcl certainly be the best thing for us. We shall have
enough to do at home. Once Europe is reorganised, and Noth America,
that will furnish such colossal power and such an example that the semicivilised countries will of themselves follow in their wake ; economk
needs, if anything, will see to that. But as to what social and political
lYhascs these countries will then have to pass through before they likewise
arrive at socialist organisation, I think we today can advance only rather
idle hypotheses. One thing alone is certain : the victorious proletariat can
force no blessings of any Jcind upon any foreign nation without undermining its own victory by so doing. vVhich of course by no means
excludes defensive wars of various kinds . . . . "(Letter from Engels, quoted
by Kautsky).
Engels does not at nll suppose that the "economic" alone will directly
remove all difficulties. An economic revolution 'Nill be a .stimulus to all
peoples to strive for socialism ; but at the same time revolutions-against
the socialist state-and wars arc possible. Politics will inevitably adapt
themselves to the economy, but not immediately or smoothly, not simply,
not directly. Engels mentions as "certain" only one, absolutely internationalist, principle, and this he applies to all "foreign nations", i.e., not
to colonial nations only : to force blessings upon them would mean to
undermine the victory of the proletariat.
Just because the proletariat has carried out a social revolution it will
not become holy and immune from errors and weaknesses. But it will be
inevitably led to realise this truth by possible errors (and selfish interest
--attempts to saddle others).
vVe of the Zimmerwald Left all hold the same conviction as Kautsky,
for example, held before his desertion of Marxism for the defence of
chauvinism in 1914, namely, that the socialist revolution is quite possible
in the very near future- "any day", as Kautsky himself once put it.
National antipathies will not disappear so quickly : the hatred-and
perfectly legitimate hatred-of an oppressed nation for its oppressor will
last for a while ; it will evaporate only after the victory of socialism and
after the final establishment of completely democratic relations between
nations. If we are to be faithful to socialism we must even now educate
the masses in the spirit of internationalism, which is impossible in oppressor nations without advocating freedom of secession for oppr~ssed nations.

u.

The Irish Rebellion of 1916

Our theses were written before the outbreak of the rebellion, which
must be the tou.chstone of our theoretical views.
The views of the opponents of self-determination lead to the conclusion that the vitality of small nations oppressed by ·imperialism has
already been sapped, that they cannot play any role against imperialism,
lhat support of their purely national aspirations will lead to nothing, etc.
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The imperialist war of 1914-16 has provided facts which refute such
conclusions.
The war proved to be an epoch of crisis for the \Vest-European
nations, and for imperialism as a whole.· Every cnsis discards the
conventionalities, tears avvay the outer wrappings, sweeps away the
obsolete and reveals the underlying springs and forces. vVhat has it
revealed from the standpoint of the movement of oppressed nations ? In
the colonies there have been a number of attempts at rebellion, which the
oppressor nations naturally did all they could to hide. by . means of a
military censorship. Nevertheless, it is known that m Smgapore the
British brutally suppressed a mutiny among their Indian troops ; that
there were attempts at rebellion in French Annam (see Nashe Slovo 40 )
and in the German Cameroons (see the Junius pamphlet*) ; that in
Europe, on the one hand, there was a rebellion in Ireland, "~hi~h the
"'freedom-loving" English, who did not dare to extend conscnpt10n. Lo
Ireland, suppressed by executions, and, on the otl~cr, the Austrian
Government passed the death sentence on the deputies of the Czech
Diet "for treason", and shot whole Czech regiments for the same
"crime".
This list is, of course, far from complete. Nevertheless, it proves
that, owing to the crisis of imperialism, the flames of nati.onal revolt h~ve
flared up both in the colonies and in Europe, and that national sympathies
and antipathies have' manifested themselv.es in spite of . t~1e D~aconi~n
threats and measures of repression. All this before the crisis of nnpenalism hit. its pea~<: ; the power of the imperialist bo~irg?~~sie .."'.as Jct to b~
undermmed (this may be brought about by a war of . attntim~ but. h~s
not yet happened) and the proletarian movements m the impenahst
countries were still very feeble. vVhat will happen when the war has
caused complete exhaustion, or when, in one state at least, the power of
the bourgeoisie has been shaken under the blows of proletarian struggle,
as that of tsarism in 1905 ?
On May 9, 1916, there appeared in B_emer Taflwacht, th~ organ of
the Zimmerwald group, including some of the Leftists, an article on the
Irish rebellion entitled "Their Song Is Over" and signed \Vith the initials
K. R. It described the Irish rebellion as being nothing mor:e nor less than
a "putsch", for, as the author argued, "the Irish question was an a?Tari~n
one", the peasants had been pacified by reforms, and t~e nat10nahst
movement remained only a "purely urban, petty-bourgeois movement,
which, notwithstanding the sensation it caused, had not m11ch social
backing".
. .
.
It is not surprising that this monstrously doctrmmre and pedantic
assessment coincided with that of a Russian national-liberal Cadet, Mr. A
Kulisher (Rech No. 102, April 15, 1916), v,rho also labelled the rebellion
"the Dublin putsch".
It is to be hoped that, in accordance with the adage, "it's an ill wind
that blows nobody any good", many comrades, who were not aware of the
morass they were sinking into by repudiating ."self-d.eter~ina~ion" .and by
treating the national movements of small nat10ns with disclam, will have
their eyes opened by the "acciden~al" ~oinci~lence . o~ opinion ~e~d by a
Social-Democrat and a representative of the impenahst bourgemsie !!
The term "putsch", in its scientific sense, may. be employ~d onl}'.
when the attempt at insurrection has revealed nothmg but a circle of
*See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Moscow, Vol. 22, pp. 305-19.-Ed.
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conspirators or stupid maniacs, and has aroused no sympathy among the
masses. The centuries-old Irish national movement, having p°assed
through various stages and combinations of class interest, manifested
itself, __in particular, in a mass Irish National Congress in America
(Vor~vats, 41 _Marc~ 20, 1916) which called for Irish independence; it also
mamfestecl rts~l_f m street fighting conducted by a section of the urban
pe~ty _bourge01s1e and a section of the workers after a long period of mass
ag1tat10n, clem?nstrations, suppression of newspapers, etc. 'Vhoever calls
such . a _rebellion a "putsch" is either a hardened reactionary, or a
:loctnnarre hopelessly mcapable of envisaging a social revolution· as a livmg phenomenon.
To ir:iagir~e that social revolution is conceivable without revolts by
:-.mall nat10ns 11~ the colonies and in Europe, withont revolutionary outhirsts by a sect10n of the petty bourgeoisie with all its prejudices, without
a m~vemeut of th~ politically_ non-conscious proletarian and semi-prolelanan masses. agamst. oppressron by the landowners, the church, and the
mona~chy, ag_amst natI?nal oppression, etc.-to imagine all this is to
;~eJ~lldu:te so.c1~l :·e~olll,';wn. So one army lines up in one place and says,
,.''. ~ are .~or. so~rahsm , and ~nother, s01~1ewhere e!se and says, "\Ve are
101 nnpenahsr?., and that will be a social revolut10n !
Only those who
hole~ su~h a ndrculously pedantic view could vilify the Irish rebellion bv
calling 1t a "putsch".
·
'Vhoever expects a "pure" social revolution will never live to see it.
Such a. pe1:son pays lip-service to revolution without understanding what
revolutron is.
. The Russ~an Rev~i_lution. of 1905 was a bourgeois-democratic; revoltfl 1011. It consisted of a senes of battles in which all the discontenterl
classes, groups and elements of the population participated. Amon«
these there were masses imbued with the crudest prejudices, with thZ
va~uest and most fantastic aims of struggle ; there '~'ere small groups
which accept~cl ~ apanese money, there were speculators and adventurers.
etc .. But ob1ect1.vcly, the mass movement was breaking the back of
tsans?1 and pavmg the way for democracy ; for this reason the classconscwus workers led it.
The s~cialist revolntion in Europe cannot be anything other than an
outburst <?f mass struggle on the part of all and sundry oppressed and discontented elements. Inevitably, sections of the petty bourgeoisie and of
the backward .w~rkers .will participate in it-without such participation,
ma~s st.ruggle r~ 1mposs1bl~, wi.thout it no revolution is possible-and just
"~s m~v1tably w~ll ~hey b~mg mto the movement their prejudices, their
1 e_act10nary fa1~ws1es, their weaknesses and errors.
But objectively thev
w11I attack capital, and the class-conscious van°·uard
of the revolution the
0
a~vanced proletariat, expressing this objective truth of a variegated' and
chsco~dant, mo~ley 3:nd outwardly fragmented mass struggle, will be able
to umte 3:nd direct 1t, capture power, seize the banks, expropriate the
t~usts '~h1ch all hate (though for different reasons!), and introduce other
drctatonal measures which in their totality will amount to the overthrow
of the bourgeoisie and the victory of socialism, which, however, will by
no meai;rs immediately "purge" itself of petty-bourgeois slag.
·
Social-Democracy, we read in the Polish theses (I, 4), "must utilise
~he s~ruggle of the young colonial bourgeoisie against European imperial~sm. m order to sharpen the revolutionary crisis in Europe".
(Authors'
rtahcs.)
Is it not clea.r that it is least of all permissible to contra.st Ell.rope to
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the colonies in this respect ? The struggle of the oppressed nations in
Europe, a struggle capable of going all the way to insurrection and street
fighting, capable of breaking clown the _iron clisc~p!in~ of the a~!11Y and
martial law, will "sharpen the revolut10nary cnsrs m ~ur~pe to an
infinitely greater degree than a much more developed rebelh~n ri;i a re?1~te
!'olony. A blow delivered against the power of th~ Enghsh r~p~nahst
bourgeoisie by a rebellion in Ireland is a_ hunclr:ecl tri;r1es ~ore .sr.gmficant
politically than a blow of equal force delivered m Asia or m A~nc~.
The French chauvinist press recently reported the pubhc_atron in
Belgium of the eightieth issue of an illegal journal_, . Free Be.lgm1!1. 0~
course, the chauvinist press of France very often hes, but t~1s piece ol
news seems to be true. Whereas chauvinist and Kautsky1te German
Social-Democracy has failed to establish a free press for. i_tself dnring t~e
two years of war, and has meekly borne the yoke of r1:11htary censo~·slup
(only the Left Radical eleme1:1ts, to. their credit be it sa.1d, have pubhshecl
pamphlets and manifestos, m spite of the cei:sorshrp)-an op_pressed
civilised nation has reacted to a military oppress10n unparallel~d m. ferocity by establishing an organ of revolutionary protest!. The chalectrcs of
history are such that small nations, powerless as an mdependent factor
in the struggle against imperialism, play a. I?art a~ o_ne o,f the ferments,_ 0~1e
of the bacilli, which help the real antr-rmpenahst force, the socrahst
proletariat, to make its appearance on the scene._
.
. .
..
The general staffs in the current war are domg their utmost to ntr~rse
any national and revolutionary movement in the enemy camp : the Germans utilise the· Irish rebellion, the French-the Czech movement, etc.
They are acting quite correctly from their own point of view. A serious
war would not be treated seriously if advantage were not taken o~ the.
enemy's slightest weakness and if ev.ery ~pI_Jor_tunity _that presented rts:lf
were not seized upon, the more so smce it LS nnpossrble to know beforehand at what moment, where, and with what force ~ome. po_wd:r
magazine will "explode". vVe would be very poor revolutr~nanes rf, m
the proletariat's great war of liberation for. socialism, '~'e did. not kn_ow
how to utilise every popular movement agamst every s~n.gle disaster imperialism brings in order to intensify and extend the cnsrs. _If we were,
on the one hand, to repeat in a thousand keys the declaration t~at we
are "opposed" to all national oppression .and, on the ~ther, to de~cnbe th:
heroic revolt of the most mobile and enlightened section of certam classes
in an oppressed nation against its oppressors as a "p~tsch", we should be
sinking to the same level of stupicl~ty as the Kautsky1tes.
.
. .
It is the misfortune of the Insh that they. rose prematm ely, _bef~:n e
the European revolt of the proletariat had h.ad time. to matur:· Capitalism
is not so harmoniously built that the various sources of rebellion can
immediately merge of their own accord, without reverses and ~efeats.
On the other hand, the very fact that revolts do break out at. different
times, in different places, and are of diff~re.nt kind~, guarantees ~rel~ ~cope
and depth to the general movement; but it rs only m premature, md1v1dual,
sporadic and therefore unsuccessful revolutionary movements that . the
masses gain experience, acquire knowledge, gather s~reng~h, and get to
know their real leaders, the socialist proletarians, and m this w~y prepare
for the general onslaught, just as certain strikes, demonstrations, local
and national mutinies in the army, outbreaks among the peasantry, etc.,
prepared the'· way for the general onslaught in 1905.
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Conclusion

Contrary to the erroneous assertions of the Polish Social-Democrats,
the demand for the self-determination of nations has played no less a role
in our Party agitation than, for example, the arming of the people, the
separation of the church from the state, the election of civil servants by
the people and other points the philistines have called "utopian". On the
contrary, the strengthen~ng of the national movements after 1905
naturally prompted more vigorous agitation by our Party, including a
number of articles in 1912-13, and the resolution of our Party in 1913
gving a precise "anti-Kautskian" definition (i.e., one that does not tolerate
purely verbal "recognition") of the content of the point.* ...
Outspoken social-imperialists, such as Lensch, still rail both against
self-determination and the renunciation of annexations. As for the
Kautskyites, they hypocritically recognise self-determination-Trotsky and
Martov are going the same way here in Russia. Both of them, like
Kautsky, say they favour. self-determination. \Vhat happens in practice ?
Take Trosky's articles "That Nation and the Economy" in Naslze Slovo,
::,nd you will find his usual eclecticism : on the one hand, the economy
unites nations and, on the other, national oppression divides them. The
conclusion ? The conclusion is that the prevailing hypocrisy remains
unexposed, agitation is dull and does not touch upon what is most
important, basic, significant and closely connected with practice-one's
attitude to the nation that is oppressed by "one's own" nation. Martov
and other secretaries abroad simply preferred to forget-a profitable lapse
of memory !-the struggle of their colleague and fellow-member Semkovsky against self-determination. In the legal press of the Gvozdyovites
(Naslz Golos 42 ) Martov spoke in favour of self-determination, pointing out
the indisputable truth that during the imperialist war it does not yet
imply participation, etc., but evading the main thing-he also evades it
jn the illegal, free press !-which is that even in peace time Russia set a
world record for the oppression of nations with an imperialism that is
much more crude, medieval, economically backward and militarily
bureaucratic. The Russian Social-Democrat who "recognises" the selfdetermination of nations more or less as it is recognised by Messrs.
Plekhanov, Potresov and Co., that is, without bothering to fight for the
freedom of secession for nations oppressed by tsarism, is in fact an
imperialist and a lackey of tsarism.
No matter what the subjective "good" intentions of Trotsky and
Martov may be, their evasiveness objectively supports Russian socialimperialism. The epoch of imperialism has turned all the "great" powers
into the oppressors of a number of nations, and the development of
imperialism will inevitably lead to a more definite division of trends in
this question in international Social-Democracy as well.

Preliminary Draft Theses o~
.
43
the National and the Colonial Questions
FOR THE SECOND CONGRESS OF THE COMMUNIST
INTERNATIONAL
In submitting for discussion by the Second Congress of Commun~st
t' nal the following draft theses on the national and the colomal
c~::t~n1so I would request all comrades, espeeially those who possess
conc'i·ete information on any of these very complex problems, to l~t me
have their opinions, amendments, addenda and concrete r~marks m tlz~
most concise form (no more tlzan two or three pages), particularly on the
following points :

I t

Austrian experience ;
.
Polish-Jewish and Ukrainian expencnce ;
Alsace-Lorraine and Belgium ;
Ireland ;
Danish-German, Italo-French and Italo-Slav relations ;
Balkan experience ;
Eastern peoples ;
.
The struggle against Pan-Islam1sm ;
Relations in the Caucasus ;
The Bashkir and Tatar Republics ;
Kirghizia;
Turkestan, its experience ;
Negroes· in America ;
Colonies ;
China-Korea-Japan.
N. Lenin
June 5, 1920
. ( 1) An abstract or formal posing of the problem of equality i~
·eneral and national equality in particular is in .the very 1:1at1:1r~ o
~our eois democracy. Uuder the guise of the equality of the mcln~1clual
in g!1eral, bourgeois democracy proclaims the forn;ial or lJg~ equalt1~e~f
the )ro erty-owner and the proletarian, the expl01ter an
e exp 01
ther!by pgrossly deceiving the oppressec~ . cla.sses. On t~e P~~a t~~at ~f
men are absolutely equal, the bourge01s1e is transformm9
e I ea.
equality' which is itself a reflection of relations. ~n commodity pr~iuct1~~l
. t
ea on in its struggle against the abohtwn of classes.
e r
~e~~ ~
the demand for equality consists in its being a demand for the

l

*See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Moscow, Vol. 19, pp. 427-29.-Ed.
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abolition of classes.
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(2) In conformity with its fundamental task of combating bourgeois
democracy and exposing its falseness and hypocrisy, the Communist Party,
as the avowed champion of the proletarian struggle to overthrov1i the
bourgeois yoke, must base its policy, in the national question too, not on
abstract and formal principles but, first, on a precise appraisal of the
specific historical situation and, primarily, of economic conditions ;
second, on a clear distinction between the interests of the oppressed
dasses, of working and exploited people, and the general concept of
national interests as a whole, which implies the interests of the ruling
class ; third, on an equally clear distinction between the oppressed,
dependent and subject nations and the oppressing, exploiting and
sovereign nations, in order to counter the bourgeois-democratic lies that
play down this colonial and financial enslavement of the vast majority of
the world's population by an insignificant minority of the richest and
advanced capitalist countries, a featt\re characteristic of the era of finance
capital and imperialism.
(3) The imperialist war of 1914-18 has very clearly revealed to all
nations and to the oppressed classes of the whole world the falseness of
bourgeois-democratic phrases,* by practically demonstrating that the
Treaty of Versailles of the celebrated "vVestern democracies" is an even
more brutal and foul act of violence against weak nations than was the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of the German Junkers and the Kaiser. The
League of Nations and the entire post-war policy. of the Entente reveal
this truth with even greater clarity and distinctness. They are everywhere intensifying the revolutionary struggle both of the proletariat in the
advanced countries and of the toiling masses in the colonial and dependent countries. They are hastening the collapse of the petty-bourgeois
r,ationalist illusions that nations can live together in peace and equality
11nder capitalism.
(4) From these fundamental premises it follows that the Communist
lnlernational's entire policy on the national and the colonial questions
shotdd rest primarily on a closer union of the proletarians and the working
masses of all nations and countries for a joint revolutionary struggle to
overthrow the landowners and the bourgeoisie. This union alone will
guarantee victory over capitalism, without which the abolition of national
oppression and inequality is impossible.
• Both sides used phrases about national liberation and the right of national sclfrletermination to make good their case, but treaties of Brest-Litovsk and Bucharest
on one side, and the treaties of Versailles and St. Germain ruthlessly determine 'national'
frontiers in accordance with their economic interests. Even 'national' frontiers are
<:bjects of barter for the bourgeoisie. The So-called League of Nations is nothing but
the insurance contract by which the victors in the war mutually guarantee each other's
spoils. For the bourgeoisie, the desire to re-establish national unity, to 're-unite with
the ceded parts of the country', is nothing but an attempt of the defeated to assemble
forces for new. wars. The reunification of nations artificially torn apart is. also in
accordance with the interests of the proletariat ; but the proletariat can attain genuine
national freedom and unity· only by means of revolutionary struggle and after the downfall of the bourgeoisie. The League of Nations and the entire post-war policy of the
imperialist States disclose this truth even more sharply and clearly, everywhere intensifying the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat of the advanced countries and of the
labouring classes in the colonies and dependent couritries, accelerating the destruction
of petty-bourgeois national illusions about the possibility of peaceful co-existence and of
the equalit~ of nations under capitalism.
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(5) The world political situation has now placed the dictatorship of
the proletariat on the order of the clay. World political developments
are of necessity concentrated on a single focus-the struggle of the world
·bourgeoisie against the Soviet Russian Republic, around which arc
inevitably grouped, on the one hand, the Soviet movements of the advanced
workers in all countries, and, on the other, all the national liberation
movements in the colonies and among the oppressed nationalities, who are
learning from bitter experience that their only salvation lies in the Soviet
.-,ystem's victory over world imperialism.
(6) Consequently, one cannot at present confine oneself to a bare
recognition: or proclamation of the need for closer union between the
working people of the various nations; a policy must be pursued that will
achieve the closest alliance, with Soviet Russia, of all the national and
colonial liberation movements. The form of this alliance should be
determined by the degree of development of the communist movement in
the proletariat of each connlry, or of the bourgeois-democratic liberation
movement of the workers and peasants in backward countries or am~mg
backward nationalities.
(7) Federation is a transitional form to the complete unity of the
working people of different nations. The feasibility of federatioi:i has
already been demonstrated in practice both by the relations .between the
R.S.F.S.R. and other Soviet Republics (the Hungarian, Finnish 44 and
Latvian 45 in the past, and the Azerbaijan and Ukrainian at present), and
by the relations within the R.S.F.S.R. in respect of nationalities which
formerly enjoyed neither statehood nor autonomy (e.g., the Bashkir and
Tatar autonomous republics in the R.S.F.S.R., founded in 1919 and 1920
respectively).
(8) In this respect, it is the task of the Communist International to
further develop and also to study and test by experience these new
federations, which are arising on the basis of the Soviet system and the
Soviet movement. In recognising that federation is a transitional form
to complete unity, it is necessary to strive for ever closer federal unity,
bearing in mind,. first, that the Soviet republics, surrounded as they are by
the imperialist powers of the whole world-which from the military standpoint are immeasurably stronger-cannot possibly continue to exist without the closest alliance ; second, that a close economic alliance between
the Soviet republics is necessary, otherwise the productive forces which
have been ruined by imperialism cannot be restored and the well-being
of the working people cannot be ensured; third, that there is a tendency
towards the creation of a single world economy, regulated by the proletariat of all nations as an integral whole and according to a common plan.
This tendency has already revealed itself quite clearly· under capitalism
and is bound to be further developed and consummated imder s0<::ialism.
(9) The Communist International's national policy in the sphere of
relations within the state cannot be restricted to the bare, formal, purely
declaratory and actually noncommittal recognition of the equality of
nations to which the bourgeois democrats confine themselves-both those
who frankly admit being such, and those who assume the name of -socialists (such as the socialists of the Second International).
In all their propaganda and agitation-both within parliament and

s

b8

SELE'.C't!ONS :FnclM

LENiN ANb S'tAUN

outside it-the Communist parties must consistently expose that constant
violation of the equality of nations and of the guaranteed rights of
nat~onal minorities which is to be seen in all capitalist countries, despite
their "democratic" constitutions. It is also necessary, first, constantly to
explain that only the Soviet system is capable of ensuring genuine equality
of nations, by uniting first the proletarians and then the whole mass of
the working population in the struggle against the bourgeoisie; and, second,
that all Communist parties should render direct aid to the revolutionary
movements among the dependent and. underprivileged nations (for
example, Ireland, the American Negroes, etc.) and in the colonies.
Without the latter condition, which is particularly important, the
struggle against the oppression of dependent nations and colonies, as well
as recognition of their right to secede, are bnt a false signboard, as is
evidenced by the parties of the Second International.
(10) Recognition of internationalism in word, and its replacement in
deed -by petty-bourgeois nationalism and pacifism, in all propaganda,
agitation and practical work, is very common, not only among the parties
of the Second International, but also among those which have withdrawn
from it, and often even among parties which now call themselves communist. The urgency of the slruggle against Lhis evil, against the most
deep-rooted petty-bourgeois national prejudices, looms ever larger with
the mounting exigency of the task of converting· the dictatorship of the
proletariat from a national dictatorship (i.e., existing in a single country
and incapable of determining world politics) into an international one
(i.e., a dictatorship of the proletariat involving at least several advanced
countries, and capable of exercising a decisive influence upon worlcl
politics as a whole). Petty-bourgeois nationalism proclaims as internationalism the mere recognition of the equality of nations, and nothing
more. Quite apart from the fact that this recognition is purely verbal,
petty-bourgeois nationalism preserves national self-interest intact, whereas
proletarian internationalism demands, first, that the interests of the proletarian struggle in any one country should be subordinated to the interests
of that stuggle on a world-wide scale, and, second, that a nation which is
achieving victory over the bourgeoisie should be able and willing to make
Lhe greatest national sacrifices for the overthrow of international capital
Thus, in countries that are already fully capitalist and have workers'
par!ics that real~y act as the vanguard of the proletariat, the struggle
agamst opportumst and petty-b011rgeois pacifist distortions of the concept
and policy of internationalism is a primary and cardinal task.
(11) With regard to the more backward states and nations, in which
.feudal or patriarchal and patriarchal-peasant relations predominate, it is
·particularly important to bear in mind :
first, that all Comm1111ist parties must assist the bourgeois-democratic
liberation movement in these co1mtries, and that the duty of rendering the
most active assistance rests primarily with the workers of the country
the backward nation is colonially or financially dependent on;
·
second, the need for a struggle against the clergy and other influential
reactionary and medieval elements in backward countries·
. Lhtrd, the need to combat Pan-Islamism and simil~r trends, which
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strive to combine the liberation movement against European and American
imperialism with an attempt to strengthen the positions of the khans,
ianclowners, mullahs, etc. ;*
fourth, the need, in backward countries, to give special support to the
peasant movement against the landowners, against landed proprietorship,
and against all manifestations or survivals of feu.dalism, and to strive to
lend the peasant movement the most revolutionary character by establish-.
ing the closest possible alliance between the \-Vest-European communist
proletariat and the revolutionary peasant movement in the East, in the
i:olonies, and in the backward countries generally. It is particularly
necessary to exert every effort lo apply the basic principles of the Soviet
system in countries where pre-capitalist relations predominate-by setting
up "working people's Soviets", etc. ;
fifth, the need for a determined struggle against attempts to give a
communist colouring to bourgeois-democratic liberation. trends in the
backward countries ; the Communist International should support
bourgeois-democratic national movements in colonial and backward
countries only on condition that, in these countries, the clements of future
proletarian parties, which will be communist not only in name, are brought
together and trained to understand their special tasks, i.e., those of the
struggle against the bourgeois-democratic movements within their own
nations. The Communist International must enter into a temporary
alliance with bourgeois democracy in the colonial and backward countries,
but should not merge with it, ·and should under all circumstances uphold
the independence of the proletarian movement even if it is in its most
embryonic form ;
.
sixth, the need constantly to explain and expose among the broadest
working masses of all countries, and particularly of the backward countries, the deception systematically practised by the imperialist powers,
which, under the guise of politically independent states, set up states that
are wholly dependent upon them economically, financially and militarily.**·
Under present-clay international conditions there is no salvation for
dependent and weak nations except in a union of Soviet republics.
( 12) The age-old oppression of colonial and weak nationalities by the
imperialist powers has not only filled the working masses of the oppressed
countries with animosity towards the oppressor nations, but has also
aroused distrust in these nations in general, even in their proletariat.
The despicable betrayal of socialism by the majority of the official leaders
of this proletariat in 1914-19, when "defence of country" was used as a
social-chauvinist cloak to conceal the defence of the "right" of their
"own" bourgeoisie to oppress colonies and fleece fmancially dependent
*In lhe proofs Lenin inserted a brace opposite poinls 2 and 3 and wrote "2 and .3
to be united".-Ed.
"It is necessary to struggle against the pan-Islamic and Pan-Asiatic ·movements and
similar tendencies, which are trying to combine the liberation struggle against European
and American Imperialism with the strengthening of the power of Turkish and Japanes~
imperialism and of the nobility, the large landlords, the priests, etc."
•• A glaring examplt of the deception practised on the working classes of an
oppressed nation by the combined efforts of Entente imperialism and the bourgeoisie
of that same nation is offered by the Zionists·' Palestine venture (and by Zionism as a
whole, which under the pretence of creating a Jewish State in Palestine in fact
rnrrenders· the Arab working people of Palestine, where the Jewish workers form only
fl small minority, lo exploitation by England).
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The characteristic feature of imperialism consists in the whole world,
as we now see, being divided into a large number of oppressed nations
and an insignificant number of oppressor nations, the latter possessing
colossal wealth and powerful armed forces. The vast majority of the
world's population, over a thousand million, perhaps even 1,250 million
people, if we take the total population of the world as 1,7 50 million, in
other words, about 70 per cent of the world's population, belong to the
oppressed nations, which are either in a state of direct colonial dependence
or are semi-colonies, as, for example, Persia,Turkey and China, or else,
conquered by some big imperialist power, have become greatly dependent
on that power by virtue of peace treaties. This idea of distinction, of
dividing the nations into oppressor and oppressed, runs through the
theses, not only the first theses published earlier over my signature, but
also those submitted by Comrade Roy. The latter were framed chiefly
from the standpoint of the situation in India and other big Asian
countries oppressed by Britain. Herein lies their great importance to us.
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Report
Of the Commission on the National
And the colonial Questions
July 2640
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The second basic idea in our theses is that, in the present world situation following the imperialist war, reciprocal relations between peoples
and the world political system as a whole are determined by the struggle
waged by a small group of imperialist nations against the Soviet move··
ment and the Soviet states headed by Soviet Russia. Unless we bear that
in mind, we shall not be able to pose a single national or colonial problem
correctly, even if it concerns a most outlying part of the world. The
Communist parties, in civilised and backward countries alike, can pose
and solve political problems correctly only if they make this postulate
their starting-point.
·
Third, I should like especially to emphasise the question of the
bourgeois-democratic movement in backward cmmtries. This is a question that has given rise to certain differences. We have discussed
whether it would be right or wrong, in principle and in theory, to state
that the Communist International and the Communist parties must
support the bourgeois-democratic movement in backward countries. As
a result of our discussion, we have arrived at the unanimous decision to
speak of the national-revolutionary · movement rather than of the
"bourgeois-democratic" movement. It is beyond doubt that any national
movement can only be a bourgeois-democratic movement, since the overwhelming mass of the population ·in the backward countries consist of
peasants who represent bourgeois-capitalist relationships. It would be
utopain to believe that proletarian parties in these backward countries, if
indeed they can emerge in them, can pursue communist tactics and a
communist policy, without establishing definite relations with the peasant
movement and without giving it effective support. However, the objections have been raised that, if we speak of the bourgeois-democratic
movement, we shall be obliterating all distinctions between the reformist
nnd the revolutionary movements. Yet that distinction has been very
clearly revealed of late in the backward and colonial countries, since the
imperialist bourgeoisie is doing everything in its power to implant a
reformist movement among the oppressed nations too. There has been
a certain rapprochement between the bourgeoisie of the exploiting
countries and that of the colonies, so that very often-perhaps even in
most cases-the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries, while it does
support the national movement, is in full accord with the imperialist
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extensive, bnt more .and more data will gradually accumulate. It is un .
questionable that the proletariat of the advanced countries can and should
give help to the working masses of the backward countries, a.nd that the
backward countries can emerge from their present stage of development
when the victorious proletariat of the Soviet Republics extends a helping
hand to these masses and is in a position to give them support.
There was quite a lively debate on this question in the commission,
not only in connection with the theses I signed, but still more in connection with Comrade Roy's theses, which he will defend here, and certain
amendments to which were unanimously adopted.
The question was posed as follows : are we to consider as correct the
assertion that the capitalist stage of economic development is inevitable
for backward nations now on the road to emancipation and among whom
a certain advance towards progress is to be seen since the war ? We
replied in the negative. If the victorious revolutionary proletariat
condncts systematic propaganda among them, and the Soviet governments
come to their aid with all the means at their disposal-in that event it
will be mistaken to assume that the backward peoples must inevitably go
throug·h the capitalist stage of development. Not only should we create
independent contingents of fighters and party organisations in the colonies
and the backward countries, not only at once launch propaganda for the
organisation of peasants' Soviets and strive to adapt them to the pre-capitalist conditions, but the Commnnist International should advance the
proposition, with the appropriate theoretical grounding, that with the aid
of the proletariat of the advanced countries, backward countries can go
over to the Soviet system and, through certain stages of development, to
communism, without having to pass through the capitalist stage.
The necessary means for this cannot be indicated in advance. These
will be prompted by practical experience. It has, however, been
definitely established that the idea of the Soviets is understood by the
mass of the working people in even the most remote nations, that the
Soviets should be adapted to the conditions of a pre-capitalist social
system, and that the Communist parties shou.ld immediately begin work
in this direction in all parts of the world.
I would also like to emphasise the importance of revolutionary work
by the Comm11nist parties, not only in their own, but also in the colonial
countries, and particularly among the troops employed by the exploiting
nations to keep the colonial peoples in subjection.
Comrade Quelch of the British Socialist Party spoke of this in our
commission. He said that the rank-and-file British worker would
consider it treasonable to help the enslaved nations in their uprisings
against Britsh rule. True, the Jingoist and chauvinist-minded labour
aristocrats of Britain and America present a very great danger to socialism, and are a bulwark of the Second International. Here we are
confronted with the greatest treachery on the part of leaders and workers
belonging to this bourgeois International. The colonial question has
been discussed in the Second International as well. The Basie
Manifesto 46 is quite clear on this point, too. The parties of the Second
International have pledged themselves to revolutionary action, but they
have given no sign of genuine revolutionary work or of assistance to the
exploited and dependent nations in their revolt against the oppressor
nations. This, I think, applies also to most of the parties that have withdrawn from the Second International and wish to Ijoin the Third
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International. We must proclaim this publicly for all to hear, and it is
irrefutable. We shall see if any attempt is made to deny it.
All these considerations have formed the basis of our resolutions,
which undoubtedly are too lengthy but will nevertheless, l am sure, prove
of use and will promote the development and organisation of genuine
revolutionary work in connection with the national and the colonial qnesiions. And that is our principal task.

Marxism and
the National Question47
The period of counter-revolution in Russia brought not only "thunder
and lightning" in its irain, but also disillusionment 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
11uestions first and foremost ! But when doubt crept into 'people's hearts,
they began to depart, each to his own national tent. Let every man count
only upon himself ! The "national question" first and foremost !
At the same time a profound upheav.al 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 survivals of serfdom in the country~ide.
The series of good harvests which succeeded the famine years, and
the indu.strial boom which followed, furthered the progress of capitalism.
Class differentiation in the countryside, the growth of the iowns, the
development of trade and means of communication all took a big stride
forward. This applied particularly to the border regions. And it could
not but hasten the process of economic consolidation of the nationalities
of Russia. They were bonnd to be stirred into movement .....
The "constitutional regime" established at that time also acted in
the same direction of awakening the nationalities. The spread of newspapers and of literature generally, a certain freedom of the press and
cultural institutions, an increase in the number of national theatres, and
!,o forth, all unquestionably helped to strengthen "national sentiments".
The Duma, with its election campaign and political groups, gave fresh
opportunities for greater activity of the nations and provided a new and
wide arena for their mobilisation.
And the mounting wave of militant nationalism above and the series
of repressive measures taken by the "power that be" in vengeance on the
border regions for their "love of freedom," evoked an answering wave of
nationalism below, which at times took the form of crude chauvinism.
The spread of Zionism 48 among the Jews, the increase of chauvinism in
Poland, Pan-Islamism among the Tatars, the spread of nationalism among
the Armenians, Georgians and Ukrainians, the g·eneral swing of the
philistine towards anti-Semitism-all these are generally known facts.
The wave of nationalism swept onwards with increasing force,
threatening to engulf the mass of the workers. And the more the movement for emancipation declined, the more plentifully nationalism pushed
forth its blossoms.
At this difficult time Social-Democracy had a high mission-to resist
nationalism and to protect the massses from the general "epidemic." For
Social-.Democracy, and Social-Democracy alone, could do this, by countering nationalism with the tried weapon of internationalism, with the
.nnity and indivisibility of the class struggle. And the more powerfully
H
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the wave of nationalism advanced, the louder had to be the call of SocialDemocracy for fraternity and unity among the proletarians of all the
nationalities of Russia. And in this connection particular firmness was
d~manded of th~ Social-Democrats of the border regions, who came into
direct contact with the nationalist movement.
_But no! all Social-Democrats proved equal to the task-and thi.s
npphes p~rhcularly to. the Social-Democrats of the border regions. The
Bun<;I, wluch _had prevrously laid stress on the common tasks, now began
to give prommence to its own specific, purely nationalist aims : it went
to th_e l~n~~h of de~lari?g "observance of the Sabbath" and "recognition
of Yidchsh a fightmg issu.e in its election campaign.* The Bund was
followed by the Caucasus ; one section of the Caucasian SocialDemocrats, which, like the rest of the Caucasian Social-Democrats had
~ormer~y rejected "~.?.~tural-national autononiy", are now making it an
imme~ha~e demand: ·•· ., . This is without mentioning the conference 01'
the Liqmdators, which 111 a diplomatic way gave its sanction to nationalist
\acillations. ***
But fr?m this it _follows that the views of Russian Social-Democracy
on the national quest10n are not yet clear to all Social-Democrats
It is evident that a serious and comprehensive discussion. of the
national question is required. Consistent Social-Democrats must work
solidly and in~lefatigably against the fog of nationalism, no matter from
what quarter it proceeds.

THE NATION
What is a nation ?
A ~rntion is p~·im~rily a community, a definite community of people.
This commumty is not racial, nor is it tribal. The modern Italian
nation was, formed from R?mans, Teutons, Etruscans, Greeks, Arabs, and
so forth. fhe French nat10n was formed from Gauls, Romans, Britons,
Teutons, and so on. The same must be said of the British, the Germans
and others, who were formed into nations from people of diverse races
and tribes.
Thu~, a nation is not a racial or tribal, hut a historically constituted
commumty of people.
On the other hand, it is unquestionable tliat the great empires of
Cyrus a~d Alexa~der. could not be called nations, although they came to
be constituted historically and were formed out of different tribes and
races. 1:hey w,ere not nations, but casual and loosely-connected conglom~rah~ns o1 gr?nps, ~hie? fell apart or joined together according to
the victories or defeats of tlus or Lhat conqueror.
Thus, a n~tion is not a casual or ephemeral conglomeration, but a
stable commumty of people.
But not every stable community constitutes a nation. Austria and
Russia are also stable communities, but nobody calls them nations. What
•See "Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund."
•• See "Announcement of the August Conference."
Ibid.
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distinguishes a national community from a state community ? The fact,
among others, that a national community is inconceivable without a
common language, while a state need not have a common language. The
Czech nation in Austria 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 a number of different
languages within their borders. vVe are referring, of course, to the spoken
languages of the people and not to the official governmental languag.es.
Thus, a common language is one of the characteristic feat11res of a
nation.
This, of course, does not mean that different nations always and
everywhere speak different languages, or that all who speak one language
necessarily constitute one nation. A common language for every nation,
!mt not necessarily different languages for different nations! There is
no nation which at one and the same time speaks several languages, but
this does not mean that there cannot be two nations speaking the same
language ! Englishmen and Americans speak one language, but they
do not constitute one nation. The same is true of the Norwegians and
!he Danes, the English and the Irish.
But why, for instance, do the English and the Americans not con~:titute 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 resu:lt of lengthy and systematic
intercourse, as a result of people living together generation after generation. But people cannot live together for lengthy periods unless they
have a common territory. Englishmen and Americans originally inhabited the same territory,· England, and constituted one nation. Later, one
section of the English emigrated from England to a new territory,
America, and there, in the new territory, in the course of time, came to
form the new American nation. Difference of territory led to the forma ..
Lion of different nations.
Thus, u common teI'l"itory is one of the characteristic features of a
nation.
But this is not all. Common territory does not by itself create a
nation. This requires, in addition, an internal economic bond to
weld the various parts of the nation into a single whole. There is no
such bond between England 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, constitute one nation, for, being split up
into a number of disconnected principalities, they could not share a common economic life ; for centuries they waged war against each other and
pillaged each other, each inciting the Persians and Turks against the
other. The ephemeral and casual union of the principalities which some
successful king sometimes managed to bring about embraced at best a
superficial administrative sphere, and rapidly disintegrated owing to the
caprices of the princes and the indifference of the peasants. Nor coulcl it
be otherwise in economically disunited Georgia. . . Georgia came on 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,
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the development of means of communication and the rise of capitalism
introduced division of labour between the various districts of Georgia,
completely shattered the economic isolation 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, a common 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 complexion of the people constituting a nation. Nations differ not only in their conditions of life, but
also in spiritual complexion, 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 generation as a resnlt of dissimilar conditions of
existence.
Of course, by itself, psychological make-up or, as it is otherwise
called, "national character," is something intangible for the observer, but
in so far as it manifests itself in a distinctive culture common to the
nation it is something tangible 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 a~ every given moment, it leaves its impress on the physiognomy
of the nation.
.
Thus, a common psychological make-up, which manifests itself in a
common culture, is one of the characteristic featnres of a nation.
'Ve have now exhausted the characteristic features of a nation.
11 nation is a historically constituted, sta/Jle community of people,
formed on the /Jasis of a common language, territory, economic life, and
psychological make-up manifested in a common culture.
It goes without saying that a nation, like every historical phenomenon, is subject to the law of change, has its history, its beginning
and encl.
It must be emphasised that none of the above characteristics taken
separately is sufficient to define a nation. More than that, it is sufficient
for a single 01ie of these characteristics to be lacking and the nation
ceases to be a nation.
It is possible to conceive of people possessing a common "national
character" who, nevertheless, 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, in our
opinion, do not constitute a single nation.
It is possible to conceive of people with a common territory and
economic life who nevertheless wouJd not constitute a single nation
because they have no common language and no common "national
character". Such, for instance, are the Germans and Letts in the Baltic
region.
Finally, the Norwegians and the Danes speak one language, but they
do not constitute a single nation owing to the absence of the other
characteristics.
It is only wizen all these characteristics are present together that we
ftave a nation.

It might appear that "national character" is not one of the characteristics but the sole essential characteristic of a nation, and that all the
other characteristics are, properly speaking, only conditions for the
development of a nation, rather than its characteristics. Such, for
instance, is the view held by R. Springer, and more particularly· by
0. Bauer, who are Social-Democratic theoreticians on the national
question well known in Austria.
Let us examine their theory of the nation.
According to Springer, "a nation is a ml.ion of similarly thinking and similarly
speaking persons". It is "a cultural community of modern people no longer lied to
the 'soil'"•. (Our italics).

Thus, a "union" of similarly thinking and similarly speaking people,
no matter how disconnected they may be, no matter where they live,
is a nation.
Bauer goes even further.
"What is a nation?" he asks. "Is it a common language which makes people a
nation ? But the English and the Irish .... speak the same language without, however, being one people; the Jews have no common language and yet arc a nation."••

vVhat, then, is a nation?
"A nation is a relative community of character."***
But what is character, in this case national character?
National character is "the sum total of characteristics which distinguiBh the people of one nationality from the people of another nationality-the complex of physical and spiritual characteristics which distinguish one nation from another".••••

Bauer knows, of course, that national character does not drop from
Lhe skies, and he therefore adds :
"The character of people is determined by nothing so much as by their destiny
. ... A nation is nothing but a c6mmunity with a common destiny" which, in turn, is
<letermincd "by the conditions under which people produce their means of subsistence
and distribute the products of their labour". *****

We thus arrive at Lhe most "complete", as Bauer calls it, definition
of a nation:
"A nation is an aygregate of people bound into a community of clwracler by a
common destiny".******

We .thus have common national character based on a common
•See R. Springer, Tlze National Problem, Obshchestvennaya Polza Publishing
House, 1909, p. 43.
••Sec O. Bauer, Tlze National Question and Social Democracy, 'Serp Publishing House, 1909, pp. 1-2.
***Ibid., p. 6.
••••Ibid., p. 2.
••••• Ibid., pp. 24-25.
****** Ibid., p. 139.
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destiny, but not necessarily connected with a common territory, languagP
or economic life.
But what in that case remains of the nation ? What common
nationality 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",* but what "common destiny" and national cohesion is
there, for instance, between the Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian and
American Jews, who are completely separated from one another, inhabit
different territories and speak different languages ?
The above-mentioned Jews undoubtedly lead their economic and
political life in common with the Georgians, Daghestanians, Russians
and Americans respectively, and they live in the same cultural atmosphere
as these : this is bound to leave a definite impress on their national
character ; if there is anything common to them left, it is their religion,
their common origin and certain relics of the national character. All
this is beyond question. But how can it be seriously maintained that
petrified religious rites and fading psychological relics affect the "destiny''
of these Jews more powerfully than the living social, economic and cultural environment that surrounds them'? And it is only on this assmnption that il is possible to speak of the Jews as a single nation at all.
What then, distinguishes Bauer's nation from the mystical and selfsufficient "national spirit" of the spiritualists ?
Bauer sets up an impassable barrier between the "distinctive feature"
of nations (national character) and the "conditions" of their life, divorcing the one from the other. But what is national character if not a
I'eflection of the conditions of life, a coagulation of impressions derived
from environment ? How can one Jjmit the matter to national character
alone, isolating and divorcing it from the soil that gave rise to it ?
Further, what indeed distinguished the English nation from the
American nation at ,the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the
llineteenth centuries, when America was still known as New England'?
~ot national character, of course·; for the Americans had origin:ated from
England and had brought with them to America not only the English
language, bu.t also the English national character, which, of course, tbey
could not lose so soon; although, under the influence of the new conditions, they would naturally be developing their own specific character.
Yet, despite their more or less common character, they at that time
already constituted a nation distinct from England! Obviously, New
England as a nation differed then from England as a nation not by .its
specific national character, or not so much by its national character, as by
its environment and conditions of life, which were distinct from those of
England.
It is therefore clear that there is in fact no sing[~ distinguishing
characteristic of a nation. There is only a sum total of characteristics,
.of which, when nations are compared, sometimes one characteristic
(national character), sometimes another (language), or sometimes a third
(territory, economic conditions), stands out in sharper relief. A nation
constitutes the combination of all these characteristics taken together.
Bauer's point of view, which identifies a nation with its national
character, divorces the nation from its soil and converts it into an
~

Ibid., p. 2.

Invisible, self-contained force. The result is not a living and active
nation, but something mystical, intangible and .s:upern~tural. . For, I
repeat, what sort of nation, for insta1_1ce, is a ~ ew1sh nat10n which consists of Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian, Amencan and other Jews, the
members of which do not understand each other (since they speak
tlifferent languages), inhabit different parts of th~ gl?~e, will never s~e
each other, and will never act together, whether m time of peace or 111
time of war ? !
No it is not for such paper "nations" that Social-Democracy draws
np its 1~ational programme. It can reckon only with r~al nations, which
act and move . and therefore insist on being reckoned with.
Bauer is' obviously confusing nation, which is a historical category,
with tribe, which is an ethnographical category.
.
.
However, Bauer himself apparently feels the .weakness of his position While in the beginning of his book he clefimtely declares the Jews
Lo be a nation, * he corrects himself at the encl of the book and state,<;
fhat "in general capitalist society makes it impossible
~hem (t.he
.Tews) to continue as a nati.on," ** by .causing" them to ass1m1late with
other nations. The reason, it appears, is that the Jews have no closed territory of settlement,"*** whereas th.e Czec~s, for instm~ce, have such
a territorv and, according to Bauer, will survive as a nat10n. In short,
lhc rcas01; lies in the absence of a territory.
.
· By arguing thus, Bauer wanted to prove that the J e~1sh wor~ers
cannot demand national autonomy, * * * * but he thereby madvertently
refuted his own theory, which denies that a common 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 yet are a
nation."***** But hardly has he reached p. 130 than he effects a c~ang.e
of front and just as definitely declares that "unquestionably, no natwn zs
possible without a common langu,~ge" * * * **.* (our italic~).
.
.
Bauer wanted to prove that language is the most u?portant. mshu ·
ment of human interco1trse", ******* but at the same time he inadvertently proved something he did not mean to pro:e, name~y, ~he unsoundness of his own theory of nations, which demes the s1gmficance of a
common language.
Thus this theory, stitched together by idealistic threads, refutes
itself.

to:

THE NATIONAL MOVEMENT
A nation is not merely a historical category. bu.t .a histor.ica~ category
belonging to a definite epoch, the epoch of rising cap1tahsm. The
• See p. 2 of his book.
Ibid., p. 389.
••• Ibid., p. 388.
•••• Ibid., p. 396.
••••• Ibid., p. 2.
••••••·Ibid., p. 130 .
....... Ibid;
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process of elimination of feudalism and development of capitalism is at t~c
same time a process of the constitution of people into nations. Such, for
instance, was the case in Western Europe. The British, French, Germans Italians and others were formed into nations at the tiine of the
\'ictorlous advance of capitalism and its triumph over feudal disunity.
But the formation of nations in those instances at the same time
signified their conversion into independent national states. The British,
French and other nations are at the same time British, etc., states.
Ireland, which did not participate in this process, does not alter the
general picture.
Matters proceeded somewhat difTerently in Eastern Europe. Whereas
in the ·west nations developed into states, in the East multi-national
states were formed, states consisting of several nationalities. Such are
Austria-Hungary and Russia. In Austria, the Germans proved to be politically the most developed, and they took it upon themselves to unite t~e
Austrian nationalities into a state. In Hungary, the most adapted for
f,tate organisation were the Magyars-the core of the Hungarian nationa- ·
lities-and it was they who u.nited Hungary. In Russia, the uniting of
the nationalities was undertaken by the Great Russians, who were headed
by a historically formed, powerful and well-organised aristocratic military
bureaucracy.
That was how matters proceeded in the East.
.
This special method of formation of states could take place only
where feudalism had not yet been eliminated, where capitalism was
feebly developed, where the nationalities which had been forced into the
background had not yet been able to consolidate themselves economically
into integral nations.
But capitalism also began to develop in the Eastern states. Trade
and means of communication were developing. Large towns were
springing up. The nations were becoming economically consolidated.
Capitalism, erupting into the tranquil life of the nationalities which had
been pushed into the background, was arousing 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 wa:~
being imbued with "the national idea" and was acting in the same
direction .....
But the nations which had been pushed into the background and
had now awakened to independent life, could no longer form themselves
into independent ·national states ; they encountered on their path the
\'ery powerful resistance of the ruling strata of the dominant nations,
which had long ago assumed 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 position 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 on to the path of struggle.
Tfie struggle began and flared up, to be sure, not between nations as
a whole, but between the ruling classes of the dominant nations and of

1
j

I

fviARXIS~I AND TiiE NA'I'IONAL QUESTION

those that had been pushed into the background. 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 nation (Ukrainians in Poland), or by the whole
"national" bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations against the ruling nobility
of the dominant nation (Poland, Lithuania and the Ukraine in Russia).
The bourgeoisie plays the leading role.
.
The chief problem for the young bourgeoisie is the problem of the
market. Its aim is to sell its goods and to emerge victorious from competition with the bourgeoisie of a different nationality. Hence its desire
to secure its "own", its "home" market. The market is the first school in
which the bourgeoisie learns its nationalism.
But matters are usually not confined to the market. The semi-feudal,
semi-bourgeois bureaucracy of the dominant .nation intervenes in the
struggle with its own methods of "arresting and preventing." The
bourgeoisie-whether big or small-of the dominant nation is able to
deal more "swiftly" and "decisively" with its competitor. "Forces" are
united and a series of restrictive measures is put into operation against
Lhe "alien" bourgeoisie, measures passing into acts of repression. The
struggle spreads from the economic sphere to the political sphere.
Restriction of freedom of movement, repression of language, restriction
of franchise, closing of schools, religious restrictions, and so on, are piled
11pon the head of the "competitor". Of course, such measures are
rlesignecl not only in the interest of the bourgeois classes of the
dominant nation, bul also in furtherance of the specifically caste aims,
so to speak, of the ruling bureaucracy. But from the point of view of
the results achievecl this is quite inuuaterial ; the bourgeois classes and
the bureaucracy in this matter go hand in hand--whether it be in AustriaHungary or in Russia.
The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation, repressed on every hand, i'>
naturally stirred into movement. It appeals to its "native folk" and
begins to shout about the "fatherland", claiming that its own cause is
the cause of the nation as a whole. It recruits itself an army from among
its "countrymen" in the interests of ... the "fatherland". Nor do the
"folk" always remain unresponsive to its appeals ; they rally around its
banner : the repression from above affects them too 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 bo11rgeois nationalism depends on the degree of development of class antagonisms, on the
class consciousness and degree of organisation of lhe proletariat. The
class-conscious proletariat has its own tried banner, and has no need to
rally to the banner of the bourgeoisie.
As far as the peasants are concerned, their participation in the
national movement depends primarily on the character of the repressions.
If the repressions affect the "land", as was the case in Ireland, then the
mass of the peasants immediately rally to the banner of the national
movement.
On the other hand, if, for example, there is no serious nnti-Russian
nationalism in Georgb, it is primarily because there are neither Russian
1
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landlords nor a Russian big bourgeoisie there to supply the fuel for such
uationalism among the masses. In Georgia there is anti-Al'menian
nationalism ; but this is because there is still an Armenian big bourgeoisie
there which, by getting the better of the small and still unconsolidated
Georgian bourgeoisie, drives the latter to anti-Armenian nationalism.
Depending on these factors, the national movement either assumes
a mass character· and steadily grows (as in Ireland and Galicia), or is
('onverted into a series of petty collisions, degenerating into squabbles and
"fights" over signboards (as in some of the small towns of Bohemia).
The content of the national movement, of course, cannot everywhere
be the same : it is wholly determined by the diverse demands made by
the movement. In Ireland the movement bears an agrarian character ;
in Bohemia it bears a "language" character ; in one place the demand is
for civil equality and religious freedom, in another for the nation's "own"
officials, or its own Diet. The diversity of demands not infrequently
1eveals the diverse features which characterise a nation in general
(language, territory, etc.). It is worthy of note that we never meet with
a demand based on Bauer's all-embracing "national character". And
1his is natural : "national character" in itself is something intangible, and,
as was correctly remarked by J. Strasser, "a politician can't do anything
with it". *
Such, in general, are the forms and character of the national
movement.
From what has been said it will be clear that the national struggle
under the conditions of l'ising capitalism is a struggle of the bourgeois
classes among themselves. Sometimes the bourgeoisie succeeds in drawing the proletariat into the national movement, and then the national
struggle extel'nally assumes a "nation-wide" character. But this is so
only externally. In its essence it is always a bourgeois struggle, one that
is to the advantage and profit mainly of the bourgeoisie.
But it does not by any means follow that the proletariat should not
put up a fight against the policy of national oppression.
Restriction of freedom of movement, disfranchisement, repression of
language, closing of schools, and other forms of persecution affect the
workers no less, if not more, than the bourgeoisie. Such a state of affairs
can only serve to retard the free development of the intellectual forces of
Lhe proletariat of s·ubject nations. One cannot speak seriously of a full
development of the intellectual faculties of the Tatar or Jewish worker if
he is not allowed to use his native language at meetings and lectures, and
if his schools are closed down.
But the policy of nationalist persecution is dangerous to the cause of
the proletariat also on another account. It diverts the attention of large
strata from social questions, questions of the class struggle, to national
questions, questions "common" to the proletariat and the bourgeoisie.
And this creates a favourable soil for lying propaganda about "harmony
of interests", for glossing over the class interests of the proletariat an~I
for the intellectual enslavement of the workers. This creates a serious
obstacle to the cause of uniting the workers of all nationalities. If a con~iclerable 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-old anti-Polish policy
• SPP

his Der Ar/)('i/er und die i\'11/ion, 1912, p. 38,
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of the "powers that be" creates the soil for this bondage and hinders the
emancipation of the workers from it.
But the policy of persecution does not stop there;, It. 1~ot _ii;ifreque~tly
passes from a "system" of oppression to a "system of mcztmg nat10ns
against each other, to a "system" of massacres and 1~ogroms. ~f co~rs~:
lhe latter system is not everywhere and. a~wa7s pos~1ble, but "here it is
possible-in the absence of elementary c1v1l rights-it frequent!~ assume~
horrifying proportions and threatens to drown the cause of u~1ty .of .~IL
workers in blood and tears. The Caucasus and south Russia iu~·msh
numerous examples. "Divide and rule"-~uch is the y~rpose of the
policy of incitement. And where such a pohcy succeeds, it is a t.rem~~1d
uus evil for the proletariat and a serious obstacle to the cause of umtrng
!he workers of all the nationalities in the state.
.
,
But the workers are interested in the complete amalgamation of all
their fellow-workers into a single international army, in their. speedy ai~d
final emancipation from intellectual ~ondage to the bonrge01~1e, and ~n
lhe full and free development of the mtellectual forces of their brothe1 s,
whatever nation they may belong to.
.
.
.
. -·
The workers therefore combat and will contmue to combat the pohc
uf national oppression in all its forms, fron_i the m~st subtle to the. most
crude, as well as the policy of inciting nat10ns agamst each other m all
its forms.
.
Social-Democracy in all countries therefore proclaims the right of
nations to self-determination.
.
.
The right of self-determination means that only the ~ation 1~s~lf has.
lhe right to determine its destiny, that no 0~1c has the nght fo1c!blu_ to
interfere in the life of the nation, to destrny its sc~ools and other mst,1tu.~
lions, to violate its habits and customs, to l'epress its language, or cw taz.
its rights.
.
.
.
This, of course, does not mean that Soc1~l-Democr~cy will supp?rt
every custom and institution of a natio1~. Wlule comb.aim? the coercion
of any nation, it will uphold only t_he ng~t ~f the n_atwn 1:self to deter~
mine its own destiny, at the same tnne ag1tatrng agamst. ~ia1mful customs
and institutions of that nation in order to enable the tmhng strata of the
nation to emancipate themselves from them.
The right of self-determination mean~ that a nation. may arrange
its life in the \Vay it wishes. It has the right. to arrange its h~e on t.he
basis of autonomy. It has the right to enter mto fede_ral relatI?ns with
other nations. It has the right to complete secession. Nat10ns are
sovereign, and all nations have equal rights.
.
_
This, of course, does not mean that Soci~l-Democracy will support
every demand of a nation. A nation has the right eve_n to retur~ to t~e
old order of things ; but this does not mean tl~at _Soc_ial-Democrnc}'. will
~ b "be to such a decision if taken by some mshtut10n of a particular
~u t~cn The obli"gati' ons of Social-Democracy, which defends the interests
na wn.
.
h. h
. t
f
.
of the proletariat, and the rights of a nat10n, w 1c cons1s s o various
<:lasses, are two different things.
In fighting for the right of nations to self_-determin~tion, the ain~ of
Social-Democracy is to put an encl to the pohcy of national opp~ession,
Lo render it impossible, and thereby to remove the grom~cls of st~if_e between nations, to take the e_clge off. t~at s~rife and reduc~ it to a mm1mum~
This is what essentially chstmgmshes the p~h.cy of. the class
conscious proletariat from the policy of the bourge01s1e, which attempts
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to aggravate and fan the naL'
t
.
!he 11at1'ona 1 moven1ent.
wna 1 s rugg 1e and to proI01wo and shar1Je'n
A cl 1
.
.
" t' n l'~ lflat IS why the class-conscious proletariat
na wna
ag of the bourgeoisie
cannot rally under the
That is why the so call d ,;
·
1
by Bauer cannot becom - . e
~vo ut10nary national" policy advocated
Lo identify his "evoluti~nt!1e poh~y o~,,the ~roleta~·iat. Bauer's attempt
''modern working class'"~ . ry na iona
pohcy with the policy of the
workers to the sLtrug<glke ol~sthan attt?mpt to adapt the class struggle of the
e na 10ns.
The fate of a national movem nt . l . ·1 .
.
movement, is naturally bound up w~1tl1' ti" 11~'. ~ is fessentially a .b?urgeois
flnal disappearance of
- .
le a e 0 the bourgeo1s1e. The
downfall of the bou .. a .n.at101~l l movement is possible only with the
peace be fully establis~e~1s1~ . n y ur,icl~r the reign of socialism can
it is possible to reclucce th~ na~:~ ~:t\ ~n~htn the fr~n~ework of capitalism
it at the root, to render it as 1 , 1 s i ugg e t? a nununum, to undermine
is borne out for exam le
mu~ ess as possible to the proletariat. This
the country 'should be ~e~1~~r~~v1~~erla7c~hand A.merica. It requires that
!unity of free development. . . sec nnc
e nations be given the oppor-

1

PRESENTATION OF THE QUESTION
A nation has the rigl1t f
l t d
.
.
right to arrange its lif • .;ee y o et~rmme its own destiny. It has the
rights of oth ~
t'
e aTs I s~es fit, without, of course, trampling on the
.
ei na ions.
hat is beyond dispute.
B ut how exactly should ·
..
.
1 ..
its future constitution take i/ tl;'ln.m~g: its ot'n hfe, .wl~at forms should
and, above all, of the proletariat =r~nt~1~1stsb o th.e m~Jonty of the nation
A
t'
·
Lie orne in mind ?
na ion 1ms the ril!'ht to ar. , 't l'f
.
even has the right to se~ede B rang.e I s I e on autonomous lines. It
so under all circumstances th t ut this does not mean that it should do
and always be advm~tage~
~ .autonofo11Y' ~r separa~ion, will everywhere
the toiling strata The Tr~~ o1 a .nah~n, I.e., for its majority' i.e., for
let us say in th~ir Diet a scau.cas1an. atars as a nation may assemble.
and ~ullabs, decide to rest~~!~ ~~~c~f::bmJ ~o /he. influence of their b:eys
the state. According to th
.
or ei 0 thmgs and to secede from
they are fully entitled to
memu~g of .the ~lause .on self.-cletennination
foiling strata of the Tat o. so. . ut will this be m the mterest of the
indifferently when the be a1 nation? Can Social-Democracy look on
masses in the solution olsu and ~ullahs assume the leadership of the
Democracy interfere in the m~~te1~a ~n~l question ? ~honld not Sociala definite way ? Should it n t
a d m~uence tl:~e will of the nation in
the solution of the question o ~ome ~?~Varel with a definite plan for
for the Tatar masses ?
' a p an w IC would be most advantageous
But what solution would b
.
.
the toiling masses? Autonom ~ ~1ostt. compatible w~th the interests of
All th
y, e era wn or separat10n?
ese are problems the sol t'
f
h. h
. .
concrete historical conditions in wl . uh10tnl o " w IC .will depend on the
-------uc
le given nation finds itself.
* See Bai1er's book, p. l(iG,
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More than that ; conditions, like everything else, change, and a deciwhich is correct at one particular time may prove to be entirely
unsuitable at another.
In the middle of the nineteenth century Marx was in favour of the
secession 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 one, an
academic question, but a practical one, a question of actual reality .....
At the end of the nineteenth century the Polish Marxists were already
declaring against the secession of Poland ; and they too were right, for during the fifty years that had elapsed profound changes had taken place,
bringing Russia and Poland closer economically and culturally. Moreover,
during that period the question of secession had been converted from a
practical matter into a matter of academic dispute, which excited nobody
except perhaps 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
secession of Poland may again come on the order of the day.
The solution of the national question is possible only in connection
with the historical conditions taken 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 wlzat forms its future constitution ought to take. It
is possible that a specific solution of the qnestion will be required for
each nation. If the 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 opposion to a certain
very widespread, but very summary manner of "solving" the national
question, which owes its inception to the Bund. We have in mind the
easy method of referring to Au:strian and South-Slav* Social-Democracy,
\Vhich has su:pposedly already solved the national question and whose
solution the Russian Social-Democrats should simply borrow. It is
assumed that whatever, say, is right for Austria is also right for Russia.
The most important and decisive factor is lost sight of here, namely, the
c>oncrete historical conditions in Russia as a whole and in the life of each
of the nations inhabiting Russia in particular.
Listen, for example, to what the well-known Bundist, V. Kossovsky,
says:
~,ion

"When at the Fourth Congress of the Bund the principles of the question (i.e., the
national question-!. St.) were discti~sed, the proposal made by one of the members of
the congress to settle the question in the spirit of the resolution of the South-Slav
Social-Democratic Party met with general approval".**

And the result was that "the congress unanimously adopted" ...
national autonomy.
And that was all ! 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-Slav Social-Democratic Party, then
they "approved" it, and finally they "unanimously adopted" it l This is
the way the Bunclists present and "solve" the national question in
Russia ....
• South-Slav Social-Democracy operates in the Southern part of Austria.
•• See V. J{ossovsky, Problems of Nationality, 1907, pp. 16-17.
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.
~~ a matlc.r o!' fa~t, Austria and Russia represent entirely different
conditions. This. cxpl~ms why the Social-Democrats in Austria, when
1hey adopt~d their nat10nal programme al Brihm ( 1899) 49 in the spirit of
~he. r~s.olutwn of the South-Slav Social-Democratic Party (with certain
ms1gmficant amendments, it is true) aIJJJroached the q
t"
·
entirel
R
·
'
ues 10n in an
Y ? 0 n- ussian way, so to speak, and, of course solved it in a
non- R ussian way.
'
. First, as to the pre.senlation of the queslion. How is the question
P1es~nte~l .by the . Austria~~ theor?ticians of cultural-national autonomy,
th~ mteipu:ters o1 .the Brunn r,iahonal programme and the resolution of
lhc South-Slav Social-Democratic Party, Springer and Bauer?

"Of course", .says Bauer, "there is little probability that national autonomy will be
the result of a great decision, of a bold action. Austria will develop towards national
nutonomy step by step, by a slow process of development, in the course of a severe
~truggle, as a consequence of which legislation and administration will be in a state of
d1ronic paralysis. The new constitution will not be created by a great legislative act,
but by a multitude of separate enactments for individual provinces and individual
'communitits". *

. '.'\Vh~ther ~. rnulti-.nali~n.al state is possible", says Springpr, "and whether, in parlicula1, the Ausln,m nal10nahtrcs arc obliged to form a single po Ii Lie al cnlily, is a question
we
shall
nol
answer
here bul shall assume
to ]Jc snttlecl
v
.
1
'll noL
,
) .:.
.
. . .
·
\_
. ro1 anyone \V io \VI
\on.cede• till~ poss1b1hty an:] ncccssily, our invesligation will, of course, be purposeless.
( Lil theme is .as follows : masrnuch as Lhese nations are obliged to live together, what
legal forms will enable them lo live together in the best possible way ?" (Springer'~
italics).•

Thus, Lhe starting point is the state integrity of Austria.
Bauer says the same thing.
"We therefore start f'ronr the assumption Lhat Lhc Austrian nations will rem·tin in
the same state union in which th
.· L L
·
·
'
.
.
.
·
ey ex1s a present and mqmrc how the nations wilhin
this unwn will arrange. their relations among themselves and to the state".**

Herc agai.n the first thing is the integrity of Austria.
. . Can. Russian. Social-Democracy present the question in this way? No,
it canno.t. And it ~annot because from the very outset it holds the view
c)f the n9ht of nat10n~ to self-determination, by virt11e of which a nation
1ms the right of secess10n.
~ven t?e Bundist Goldblatt admitted at the Second Congress of
~~ss\a_n
Social.-De?10cracy that the latter could not abandon the standpoint
0
sc f-determmahon. Here is what Goldblatt said on that occasion :
.. :·Nothing. can be said against the right of self-determination. If any nation is
1 11
for mdependence, we must not oppose it. If Poland does not wish to enter
mlo lawful wedlock' wilh Russia, it is not for us lo interfere with her".

:li v ~ g

All t~is is tr1;1e. . But it follows that the starting points of the Austrian
and ~ussian Social.-Democrats, far from being identical, are diametricallv
opposite. After this, can there be any question of borrowing the nationil
programme of the Austrians ?
. ,, Furthermore, the Austrians hope to achieve the "freedom of nationalities
of petty 1·eforms, b y s l ow s ·t eps. Wlule
·
. . .by means
.
they propose
rultmal~nat10nal autonomy as a practical measure, they clo not count on
any radical change, on a democratic movement for liberation, which they
flo n?t even contemplate. The Russian Marxists, on the other hand
as.sociate the ."f:eedom of nation.alities." with .a probable radical change:
wit~ a democ1 ahc m~vement ~or hberat10n, havmg no grounds for counting
~n 1eforms. ~ml this essentially alters matters in regard to the probable
fate of the nat10ns of Russia.
•See Springer, Tlze National Pl'oblem, p. 14.
••Sec Bauer, The National Question and Social-Democ,·acy,

'

p. '399 .

Springer says the same thing.
"I am very well aware", he writes, "that institutions of this kind (i.e., organs of
national autonomy~.!. St.) are not c.reatec! in a single year or a single decade. The
reorganisation of the Prussian administration alone took considerable time ....It look
Lhe Prussians two decades finally to establish their basic administrative institutions. Let
11obody think that I harbour 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 national question with "bold action"? Can they count on partial
reforms, on "a multitude of separate enactments" as a means for a.chieving
the "freedom of nationalities"? But if they cannot and must not do so, is
it not clear that the methods of struggle of the Austrians and the Russian.~
and their prospects must be enlirely different? How in such a state of
affairs can they confine themselves to the one-sided, milk-and->vater
cultural-national autonomy of the Austrians? One or the other: either
1hose who are in favour of borrowing do not count on "bold actions" in
Russia 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 consequently dictate different methods of solving the national
question. In Austria parliamentarism prevails, and under present comlitions no development in Austria is possible without parliament. But
parliamentary life and legislation in Austria are frequently brought to a
complete standstill by severe conflicts between the national parties. That
explains the chronic political crisis from which Austria has for a long time
been suffering. Hence, in Austria the nalional question is the very hub
of political life; it is Lhe vital question. 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 the national conflicts-of course on the
basis of the existing parliamentary system, by parliamentary methods ....
Not so with Russia. In the first place in Russia "there is no parliament, thank God". 50 In the second place-and this is the main point-the
hub of the political life of Russia is not the national but the agrarian
question. Consequently, the fate of the Russian problem, and, accordingly,
the "liberation" of the nations too, is bound lip in Russia with the solution
of the agrarian question, i.e., with the destruction of the relics of feudalism
i.e., with the democratisation of the country. That explains why in
Russia the national question is not an independent and decisive one, but
a part of the general and more important question of the emancipation
of the country.
"The barrenness of the Austrian parliamenl", writes Springer, "is precisely to
Lhe fact_ that every reform gives rise lo antagonisms within the national parties which
•Sec Bauer, Tlze National Question, p. 422.
••See Springer, The National Problem, pp. 281-82.
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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 indefeasible legal rights which will relieve them of the necessity of constantly
maintaining national militant groups in parliament and will enable them to turn their
attention to the solution of economic and social problems".*

It means, thirdly, that the national institutions which are to be created
for this purpose for the Poles, Czechs, and so forth, are to have jurisdicc
lion only over "cultural," not "political" questions. Specifically political
questions wonld be reserved for the Austrian parliament (the Reichsrat).
That is why this autonomy is also called cultural, cultural-national
autonomy.
And here is the text of the programme adopted by the Austrian SocialDcmocratic Party at the Brihm Congress in 1899. *
Having referred to lhe fact that "national dissension in Austria is
hindering political progress," that "the final solution of the national
question .... is primarily a cultural necessity," and that "the solution is
possible only in a genuinely democratic society, constructed on the basis
of llniversal, direct and equal suffrage," the programme goes on to say :

Bauer says the same thing.
"National peace is indispensable first of all for the state. The state cannot permit
legislation to be brought to a standstill by the very stupid question of language or by
every quarrel between excited people on a linguistic frontier, or over every new
school. **

All this is clear. But it is no less clear that the national question in
Rt\ssia is on an entirely different plane. It is not the national, but the
agrarian question that decides the fate of progress in Russia. The natioual question is a subordinate one.
And so we have different presentations of the question, different
prospects and methods of struggle, different immediate tasks. Is it not
dear that, such being the state of affairs, only pedants who "solve" the
national question without reference to space and time can think of adopting examples from Austria and of borrowing a programme?
To repeat: the concrete historical conditions as the starting point, and
the dialectical presentation of the question as the only correct way of
presenting it-such is the key to solving the national question.

CULTURAL-NATIONAL AUTONOMY
We spoke above of the formal aspect of the Austrian national
programme and of the methodological grounds which make it impossible
for the Russian Marxists simply to adopt the example of Austrian SocialDemocracy and make the latter's programme their own.
Let us now examine the essence of the programme itself.
What then is the national programme of the Austrian SocialDemocrats?
It is expressed in two words: cultural-national autonomy.
This means, firstly, that autonomy would be granted, let us say, not
to Bohemia or Poland, which are inhabited mainly by Czechs and Poles,
)Jut to Czechs and Poles generally, irrespective 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 so on,
scattered over the various parts of Austria, taken personally, as individl1als,
are to be organised into integral nations, and are as such to form part of
the Austrian state. In this way Austria would represent not a union of
autonomous regions, but a union of autonomous nationalities, constituted
irrespective of territory.
•See Springer, The National P1·oblem, p. 3G.
••See Bauer, The National Question, p. 401,
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"The preservation and development of lhe national peculiarities** of the people5
of Austria is possible only on the basis of equal rights and by avoiding all oppression.
Hence, all bureaucratic 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 national order in Austria in place of national. dissension, namely, on the following principles :
"1. Austria mnst be transformed into a democratic state federation of nationalities.
"2. The historical crown provinces must be replaced by nationally delimited selfgoverning corporations, in each of which legislation and administration shall be
entrusted to national parliaments elected on the 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 ils national affairs on an absolutely
autonomous basis.
"4. The rights of national minorities must be guaranteed by a special law passecl
by the Imperial Parliament."

The programme ends with an appeal for the solidarity of all the
nations of Austria,***
It is not difficult to see that this programme retains certain traces of
"territorialism", but that in ·general it gives a formulation of national autonomy. It is not without good reason that Springer, the first agitator on
behalf of cultural-national autonomy, greets it with enthusiasm;****
Bauer also supports this programme, calling it a "theoretical
victory"***** for national autonomy; only, i.n the interests of greater
clarity, he proposes that Point 4 be replaced by a more definite formulation, which would declare the necessity of "constituting the national

* The

representatives of the South-Slav Social-Democratic Party also voted
for it. See Discussion of the National Question at the Briinn Congress,
190G, p. 72.
** In M. Panin's Russian translation (see his translation of Bauer's book),
"national individualities" is given in place of "national peculiarities". Panin
translated this passage incorrectly. The word "individuality" is not in the
German text, which speaks of nationalen Eigenart, i.e., pecularitics, which
is far from being the same things.
*** Verhandlungen des Gesamtparteilages in Brlinn, 1899.
••••See Springer, The National Problem, p. 28G
*****See The National Question, p. 549.
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Further.
minority within each self-governing region into a public corporation" for
the management of educational and other cultural affairs. t
Such is the national programme of Austrian Social-Democracy.
Let u.s examine its scientific foundations.
Let u.s see how the Austrian Social-Democratic Party justifies the
f'Ultural-national autonomy it advocates.
Let us turn to the theoreticians of cultural-national autonomy,
Springer and Bauer.
The starting point of national autonomy is the conception of a
nation as a union of incliviclu.als without regard to a definite territory.

"All the Germans in nationally homogenous districts", says Bauer, "and all the Germans entered in the national registers in the dual districts will constitule the German
nation and elect a National Council .. '*

"Nationality" according to Springer, "is not essentially connected with territory" ;
nations are "autonomous unions of persons".*

Such will be the organisation of a nalion and its central institution.
According to Bauer~ the Austrian Social-Demqcratic Party is striving, by the ~,reation of these inter-class instilntions "to mak~ national
culture ... the possession of the whole people and thereby mule all the
members of the nation into a national-cultural community" * * * (our
italics).
One might think that all this concerns Austria alone. But Bauer
does not agree. He emphatically declares that national autonomy is
Pssential also for other states which, like Austria, consist of several
r,ationalities.

Bauer also speaks of a nation as a "community of persons" 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 alien national organisms. It is capitalism which
drives them into various regions and cities in search of a livelihood. But
when they enter foreign national territories and there form minorities,
these grm\ps are made to suffer by the local national majorities in the way
of restrictions on their language, schools, etc. Hen<'.e national <'.Onflicts.
Hence the "unsuitability" of territorial autonomy. The only solution to
such a situation, according to Springer and Bauer, is to organise the
minorities of the given nationality dispersed over various parts of the
state into a single, general, inter-class national union. Such a union
alone, in their opinion, can protect the cultural interests of national minorities, and it alone is capable of putting an encl to national discord.
"Hence the necessity", says Springer, "to organise the nationalities, to invest them
with rights and responsibilities".••• Of course, "a law is easily drafted, but will it be
effective?" ... "If one, wants to make a law for nations, one must first create the
nations."**** "Unless the nationalities are constituted it is impossible to create
national rights and eliminate national dissension".*****

Bauer expressed himself in the same spirit when he proposed, as
"a demand of the working class," that "the minorities should be constituted into public corporations based on the personal principle."******
But how is a nation to be organised ? 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 must clcclarc his affiliation to one of the nationalities of
that region". ****"**
"The personal principle," says Bauer, "presumes that the population will be divided
into nationalities... On the basis of the free declaration of the adult citizens national
registers must be drawn up." **** ••••
t I bid., p. 555.
•See Spl'ingel', National Problem, p. 19.
•• See The National Question, p. 280.
The National Problem, p. 74.
"**"Ibid., pp. 88-89.
""*"'"Ibid., p. 89.
***"**See The National Question, p. 552.
•••••••See The National Problem, p. 22G.
********See The National Question, p. 3G8,

"'*

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 to grant funds, thereby assuming
guardianship over national education, national literatnre, art and science, the fo.rmation
of academies, museums, gailerics, theatres," etc.**

"In the multi-national state," according to Bau.er, "the working class of all the
nations opposes the national power policy of the propertied classes with the demand
for national autonomy.' ****

Then, imperceptibly substituling national atltonomy for
clctermination of nations, he continues :

the self-

·
tile sc If' -c1c t ernuna
· t'on
o1' 11at1'ons
"Thus, national autonomy,
1
'
, \v1·11 necessarily
become the constitutional programme of the proletariat of all the nations in a multinational state."*****

But he goes still further. He rirofounclly bclie~es that. the inter·
class "national unions" "constituted" by him and Sprmger will serve a•;
a sort of prototype . of the future soc.ialis~ ~ociety. F?r ~e lmo,~s that
"the socialist system of society ... will chvide humamty mto nationally
deli'mited communities"****** that under socialism there will take place
' into autonomous national
.
. . "*******
"a grouping of humanity
commumhes,
.
that thus "socialist society will undoubtedly present a checkered picture
of . nati01~al unions of persons and territorial corporat.ions_," * ***.* * * *
and that accordingly "the. s~cia.list principle. of nat10nahty, ~,s * fi~e;;
synthesis of the national prmciple and nat10nal autonomy.
Enough,. it would seem ...

:*

*Ibid., p. 375.
** See The National Problem, p. 234.
***See The National Question, p. 553.
****Ibid., p. 337.
*****See The National Question, p. 333.
******I bid., p. 555.
*******Ibid., p. 556.
********Ibid., p. 543.
*********Ibid., p. 542,
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These are the arguments for cultural-national autonomy as given in
the works of Bauer and Springer.
The first thing that strikes the eye is the entirely inexplicable and
absolutely unjustifiable substitution of national autonomy for selfdetermination of nations. One or 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
~here _is no doubt (a) that cultural-national autonomy presupposes the
n~tegnty of the multi-national state, ·whereas self-determination goes outside the framework of this integrity, and (b) that self-determination
endows a nation with complete rights, whereas national autonomy
endows it only with "cultural" rights. That in the first place.
In the second place, a combination of international and external1
conditions is fully possible at some future time by virtue of which one
or another of the nationalities may decide to secede from a multiuational state, say from Austria. Diel not the Ruthenian SocialDemocrats at the Briinn Party Congress announce their readiness to
u.nite the "two parts" of their people into one whole ? * 'Vhat, in such
a case, becomes of national autonomy, ·which is "inevitable for the proletariat of all the nations"? vVhat sort of "solution" of the problem is
jt that mechanically squeezes nations into the Procrustean bed of an
integral state ?
Purther: National autonomy is contrary to the whole course of
development of nations. It calls for the organisation of nations ; but
can they be artificially welded together if life, if economic development
tears whole groups from them and disperses these groups over various
iegions ? There is no doubt that in the early stages of capitalism
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
pr?cess wl~ercby a whole number of groups separate off from the nations,
~0111g off 111. scare~ of a liveli~10od and subsequently settling permanently
m other regions of the stale ; 111 the course of this these settlers lose their
old co~nections and acquire new ones in their new domicile and from
~~·eneration to gene.ration acc~uire r~ew habits and new tastes, a~1cl possibly
.i n.ew langu~ge.
fhe quest10n anses : is it possible to unite into a single
nah~na~ lllllOn g~·oups that have grown so distinct ? vVhere are the
~nag1c l111ks to umle what cannot be united ? Is it conceivable that, for
111stance, th: Germans of the Baltic Provinces and the Germans of
Trans.caucasia can be "united into a single nation" ? But if it is not
~onccivable ai~d not possible, wherein does national autonomy differ
from the utop~a of the old nationalists, who endeavoured to turn back
the wheel of history ?
.

Bi:t the

m~it~

.of a nation diminishes not only as a result of

~mgrat10n. It dimuushes also from internal causes, owing to the grow111g act~teness of the class struggle. In the early stages of capitalism one
can st1l.l. speak of a "common culture" of the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie. But as large-scale inc1~1stry develops and the class struggle
becomes more and more acute, this "common culture" begins to melt
away. One cannot seriously speak of the "common culture" of a nation
when employers and workers of one and the same nation cease to understand each other. vVhat "common destiny" can there be when the
bourgeoisie thirsts for war, and the proletariat declares "war on war" ?

* See Proceedings of tile Briinn Social-Democratic Party Congress, p. 48.

Can a single inter-class ~rntional union be form~~l ~rom such opposed
elements ? And after. this, can one speak of the umon of all the memhers of the nation
'
into a national-cultural commum"t y. " * I s I"t no t
obvious that national autonomy is contrary to the whole course of the
class struggle ?
"
.
. ,,
But let us assume for a moment that the slogan orgamse the nation
is practicable. One might understand bourgeois-nationalist parliamentarians endeavouring to "organise" a nation for the purpose of securing additional votes. But since when have Social-Democrats begun to
occupy themselves with "organising" nations, "constituting" nations,
''creating" nations ?
.
What sort of Social-Democrats are they who 111 the epoch of extreme
intensification of the class struggle organise inter-class national unions ?
Until now the Austrian, as well as every other, Social-Democratic party,
had one task before it: namely, to organise the proletariat. That t~sk
has a1)parently become "antiquated." Springer and Bauer are now sett111g
t"
.,,
a "new" task, a more absorbing task, nmne 1y, to "
crea
e, to"organise
a nation.
However, logic has its obligations: he who adopts national autonomy
must also adopt this "new" task ; lmt to adopt .the l~tter means to abandon
the class position and to take the path of nahonahsm.
.
Springer's and Bauer's cultural-national autonomy is a subtle lorm
of nationalism.
.
And it is by no means fortuitous that the national programm~ of the
Austrian Social-Democrats enjoins a concern for the "preservatzon. and
development of the national peculiarities of the peoples." J1:1st thrnk:
to "preserve" such "national pcuculiarities" o~ the Tr~nscaucasi~n Tatar;~
as self-flagellation at the festival of Slwkhsez-V akhsez; or to develop
such "national peculiarities" of the Georgians as the vendett.a ! . . . .
.
A demand of this character is in place in an outright bourg~ms
nationalist programme ; and if it appears in the programme of the Austrian
Social-Democrats it is because national autonomy tolerates such demands,
it docs not contradict them.
.
But if national autonomy is unsuitable now, it will be shll more
unsuitable in the future, socialist society.
.
.
.
Bauer's prophecy regarding the "division of humamty mto nat10nally
delimited communities"** is refuted by the whole course of development
of modern human society. National barriers are being demoli~hed and
are falling, rather than becoming firmer. As early as the 'forties Marx
declared that "national differences and antagonisms between peoples arc
daily more and more vanishing" and that "the supremacy of the
proletariat will cause them to var.iish st~ll faster" .51 The subsequent
development of mankind, accompan~ed as it ';as ~Y. the colossal ~rowth
of capitalist production, the resht~ffhfolg of nation~hlles and the umon ~f
people within ever larger terntones, emphatically confirms Marx s
thought.
. .
.
"
.
Bauer's desire to represent socialist s?ci~ty as a c~eck,~r~d p1~tu~·e
of national unions of persons and terntonal corporations . is a tu~ud
attempt to substitute for Marx's .conception ~f ~ocialism a revised version
of Bakunin's conception. The history of socialism proves that every such
attempt contains the .clements of inevitable failure.
• Bauer, The National Question, p. 553.
•• See the beginning of thi~ chapter,
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There is no need to mention the kind of "socialist principle of
nationality" glorified by Bauer, which, in our opinion, substitutes for the
socialist principle of the class struggle the bourgeois "principle of
::ationality." 1~· national autonomy is based on such a dubious principle,
it must be admitted that it can only cause harm to the working class
rnovc1ncnt.
Tr_ue.' s11ch nationalism is not so transparent, for it is skilfully masked
by socialist phrases, but it is all the more lrnrmful to the proletariat for
that reason. 'Ve can always cope wilh open nationalism, for it can easily
lie discerned. It is much more difficult to combat nationalism when it is
masked and unrecognisable bcne[1th ils niask. Protected bv the armour
of socialism, it is less vulnerable and more tenacious. Imp"ianted among
Lhe workers, it poisons the atmosphere and spreads harmful ideas of
mutual distnrst and segregation among the workers of the different
nationalities.
But this does not exhaust the harm caused by national autonomy.
It prepares the ground not only for the segregation of nations, but also
for breaking up the united labour movement. The idea of national
autonomy creates the psychological conditions for the division of the
united workers' party into separate parties built on national lines. The
breakup of the party is followed by the breakup of the trade unions, and
complete segregation is the result. In this way the united class movemeht is broken up into separate national rivulets.
Austria, the home of "national autonomy", provides the most deplorable examples of this. As early as 1897 (the vVimberg Party Congress 52 )
lhe once united Austrian Social-Democratic Party began to break up into
separate parties. The breakup became still more marked after the Brunn
Party Congress (1899), which adopted national autonomy. Matters have
finally come to such a pass that in place of a united international party
ther~ are now six national parties, o,f which the Czech Social-Democratic
Party will not even have anything to do \Vith the German SocialDcmocratic Party.
But with the parties are associated the trade unions. In Austria,
Loth in the parties and in the trade unions, the main brunt of the work
is borne by the same Social-Democratic workers. There was therefore
reason to fear that separatism in the party would lead to separatism in
the trade unions and that the trade unions would also break up. That, in
fact, is what happened : the trade unions have been also divided according
lo nationality. Now things frequently go so far that the Czech workers
will even break a strike of German workers, or will unite at municipal
elections with the Czech bourgeois against the German workers.
It will be seen from the foregoing that cultural-national autonomy is
uo solution of the national question. Not only that, it serves to aggravate
and confuse the question by creating a situation vvhi.ch favours the
destruction of the unity of the l.abour movement, fosters the segregation
of the workers according to nationality and intensifies friction among
ihem.
S1rch is the harvest of national autonomy.

nutonomy for the Jews. In answer to the question, "Should the working
class demand autonomy for the Jewish people?" Bauer says that
"national autonomy cannot be demanded by the Jewish workers."*
According to Bauer, the reason is that "capitalist society makes it
impossible for them (the Jews-J. St.) to continue as a nation."**
In brief, the Jewish nation is coming to an encl, and hence there is
nobody to demand national autonomy for. The Jews are being
assimilated.
This view of the fate of the J cws as a natioi:i is not a new one. lt
was expressed by Marx as early as the 'forties, * * *53 in reference chiefly
to the German Jews. It was repeated by KauLsky in 1903, **** in
reference to the Russian Jews. IL 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 existence of the
J cws as a nation by the fact that "the J cws have no closed territory of
5ettlement."***** This explanation, 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 connected with
the land, which would naturally rivet the nation together, serving not
only as its framework but also as a "national" market. Of the five or
six million Russian Jews, only three to four per cent arc connected with
agriculture in any way. The remaining ninety-six per cent are employed
in trade, industry, in urban institutions, and in general are town
dwellers ; moreover, they are spread all over Russia and do not constitute a majority in a single gubernia.
Thus, interspersed as national minorities in areas inhabited by other
nationalities the J cws as a rule serve "foreign" nations as manufacturers
and traders 'and as members of the liberal p~ofessions, naturally adapting
themselves to the "foreign nations" in respect to language and so forth.
All this, taken together with the increasing re-shuffling of nationalities
characteristic of developed forms of capitalism, leads to the assimilation
of the J cws. The abolition of the "Pale of Settlement" would only serve
Lo hasten this process of assimilation.
·
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 taken up by
the Bund when at its Sixth Congress (1905) it adopted a "national
programme" on the lines of national autonomy.
Two circumstances impelled the Bund to take this step.
The first circumstance is the existence of the Buncl as an organisation of Jewish, and only Jewish, Social-Democrati_c workers. Even
hefore 1897 the Social-Democratic groups active among the Jewish
workers set themselves the aim of creating "a special Jewish workers'
organisation."****** They founded such an organisation in 1897 by
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We said above that Bauer, while granting the necessity of national
a.utonomy for the Czechs, Poles, and so on, nevertheless opposes similar
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•See The National Question, pp. 381, 396.
••Ibid., p. 389.
"**See [(. Marx, "The Jewish Question," 1906.
••••See [{. [{autsky, "The [{ishineu Pogrnm and the Jewish Question," 1903.
•••••See The National Question, p. 388.
~··•••See Forms of the National Mrmement, etc., edited by Kaslelyansky, p. 77'2.
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uniting to form the Bund. That was at a time when Russian SocialDemocracy as an integral body virtually did not yet exist. The Bund
steadily grew and spread, and stood out more and more vividly against
the background of the bleak days of Russian Social-Democracy ... Then
came the 1900's. A mass labour movement came into being. Polish SocialDemocracy grew and drew the Jewish workers into the mass struggle.
Hussian Social-Democracy grew and attracted the "Bund" workers. Lacking a territorial basis, the national framework of the Bund became too
restrictive. The Bund was faced with the problem of either merging with
the general international tide, or of upholding its independent existence as
an extra-territorial organisation. The Bund chose the latter course.
Thus grew up the "theory" that the Buncl is "lhe sole representative
of the Jewish proletariat."
But to justify this strange "theory" in any "simple" way became
impossible. Some kind of foundation "on principle," some justification
"on principle," was needed. Cultural-national autonomy provided such
a foundation. The Bund seized upon it, borrowing it from the Austrian
Social-Democrats. If the Austrians had not had such a programme the
Hund would have invented it in order to justify its independent existence
''on principle."
Thus, after a timid attempt in 1901 (the Fourth Congress), the Bund
definitely adopted a "national programme" in 1905 ( lhe Sixth Congress).
The second circumstance is the peculiar position of the Jews as
separate national minorities within compact majorities of other nationalities in integral regions. vVe have already said that this position is
undermining the existence of the Jews as a nation and puts them on the
road to assimilation. But this is an objective process. Subjectively, 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
::igainst asimilation. Preaching as it does the vitality of the Jewish
"nationality," the Bund could not avoid being in favour of a "guarantee."
And, having taken up this position, it could not but accept national
autonomy. For if the Bund could seize npon' any autonomy at all, it
cou'1cl only be national autonomy, i.e., cultural-national autonomy ; there
could be no question of territorial-political at1tonomy for the Jews, since
the Jews have no definite integral territory.
It is noteworthy that the Bund from the outset stressed the character
of national autonomy as a guarantee of the rights of national minorilies,
as a guarantee of the "free development" of nations. Nor was it fortuitous that the representative of the Bund at the Second Congress of the
Russian Social-Democratic Party; Goldblatt, defined national autonomy
as "institutions which guarantee them (i.e., nations-J. St.) complete freedom of cultura~ development." * A similar proposal was made by supporters of the ideas of the Bund to the Social-Democratic gToup in the
Fourth Duma ...
In this way the Bund adopted the curious position of national
autonomy for the Jews.
We have examined above national autonomy in general. The
examination showed that national autonomy leads to nationalism. vVe
shall see later that the Bund has arrived at the same end point. But the
Bund also regards national autonomy from a special aspect, namely, from
the aspect of guarantees of the rights of national minorities. Let us also
• See Minutes of the Second Congress, p. 176.

examine the question from this special aspect. It is all the more nec~s-
sary since the problem of national minorities-and not of the Jewish
minorities alone-is one of serious moment for Social-Democracy.
And so, it is a question of "institutions which guarantee" nati011s
"complete freedom of cultural development" (our italics-J. St.).
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 affairs.
But can these institutions guarantee a nation "complete freedom of
cultural development" ? Can a Diet for cultural affairs gua1;antee a
nation against nationalist persecution ?
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
dev~lopment" for the Poles. But, far from . succeeding .i1:1 doing ~~' it
itself succumbed in the unequal struggle agamst the political concht10ns
generally prevailing in Russia.
.
.
.
.
A Diet has been in existence for a long time m Fmland, and it too
endeavours to protect the Finnish nationality from "encroachments," but
how far it succeeds in doing so everybody can see.
Of course there are Diets and Diets, and it is not so easy to cope with
the democrati~ally organised Finnish Diet as it was with the aristocratic
Polish Diet. But the decisive factor, nevertheless, is not the Diet, but the
general regime in Russia. If such a grossly Asiatic .social and politi~al
iegime existed in Russia now as in the past, at the_ hme the .Po~ish ~iet
was abolished, things would go much harder with the Fmmsh Diet.
Moreover, the policy of "encroachments" upon Finland is growing, and
it cannot be said that it has met with defeat ....
If such is the case with old, historically evolved institutions-political Diets-still less will young Diets, young institutions. especially such
feeble institutions as "cultural" Diet, be able to guarantee the free
development of nations.
.
. ""
. .
,,
Obviously, it is not a quest10n of mstitutions, but of the general
regime prevailing in the country. If there_ is no democracy in the country there can be no guarantees of "complete freedom for cultural
development" of nationaliti~s. One may say w~,th certainty t~~at the
more democratic 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 Russia 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, however, European, and she enjoys a measure of political freedom. It is not surprising that the policy of "encroachments"
there never takes the form of pogroms.
In France, of course, there are still more "guarantees," for France is
more democratic than Germany.
There is no need to mention Switzerland, where, thanks to her highly
ieveloped,
although bougreois democracy, nationalities live in freedom,
1
whether they are a minority or a majority.
Thus the Bund adopts a false position when it asserts 'fhat
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"institutions" by themselves are able to guarantee complete cultural
development for nationalities.
It may be said that the Bund itself regards the establishment of
democracy in Russia as a preliminary condition for the "creation of
institutions" and guarantees of freedom. But this is not the case. From
the report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund 54 it will be seen that the
Bund thinks it can secure "institutions" on the basis of the present system in Russia, by "reforming" the Jewish community.
"The community," one of Lhe leaders of the Bund said at this conference, "may
become the nucleus of future cultural-national autonomy. Cultural-national autonomy
is a form of self-service on the part of nations, a form of satisfying national needs.
The community form conceals within itself. a similar con lent. They are links in the
same chain, stages in the same evolution." *

On this basis, the conference decided that it was necessary to strive
"for reforming the Jewish. community and transforming it by legislative
means into a secular institution," democratically organised * * (our
italics-J. St.).
It is evident that the Buncl considers as the condition and guarantee
not the democr'atisation of Russia, hut some future "secular instution"
of the Jews, obtained by "reforming the Jewish community," so to speak,
hy "legislative" means, through the Duma.
But we have already seen that "institutions" in themselves cannot
~erve 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 ? vVill not special "cultural institutions which
guarantee," etc., be required even under democracy ? What is the position in this respect in democratic Switzerland, for example ? Are there
special cultural institu.tions in Switzerland on the pattern of Sprinaer's
"National Cotmcil"? No, there are not. But do not the cultural
interests of, for instance, the llalians, who conslitule a minority there,
:mffer for that reason? One does not seem to hear that they do. And
that is quite . natural : in Switzerland all special cultural "institutions,"
which supposedly "guarantee," etc., are rendered superfluous bv
uemocracy.
,
And so, impotent in the present and superfluous in the future-such
are the institutions of cultural-national autonomy, and such is national
autonomy.
But it becomes still more harmful when it is thrust npon a "nation"
whose existence and future are open to doubt. In such cases the
advocates of national autonomy arc· obliged to protect and preserve all the
peculiar features of the "nation", the bad as well as the good, just for the
sake of "saving the nation" from assimilation, just for the sake of
''preserving" it.
That the Bund should take this dangerous path was inevitable. And
it did take it. 'Ve arc referring to the resolutions of recent conferences
of the Bund on the question of the "Sabbath," "Yiddish," etc.
Social-Democracy strives to secure for all nations the right to use
their own language. But that does not satisfy the Bund ; it demands

that "the rights of the Jewish languages" (our italics-:1· ~t.) be championed with "exceptional persistence," *. and the ~un~~ rtsel1 m the elections to the Fourth Duma declared that it would give preference to those
of them (i.e., electors) who undertake to defend the rights of the Jewish
language."**
.
Not the general right of all nations to use thell' 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 Je~5
for Jewish, the Georgians for Georgian, and so forth. The struggle fm
the general right of all nations is a secondar~ m~t~er. You do n~t have
to recognise the right of all oppressed n.at10na~1ti~s
use their ow~
language ; but if you have recogmsed the nght of Yiddish, know that the
Bur~d will vote for you, the Bund will "prefer" you.
But in what way then does the Bund differ from the bourgeois
nationalists ?
Social-Democracy strives to secure the ~stablishment ~f a compulsory weekly rest day. But that cl~es not sahs~y the Bund; it demands
that "by legislative means" "the J ewrsh prolet~nat should be g_uar~nteed
the right to observe their Sabbath and be relieved of the obhgatron to
observe another clay." * '~ *
.
" _
_
,,
It is to be expected that the Bund wrll t.ake another st~p forward
and demand the right to observe all the anc~cnt Hebrew hohda~s. And
if, to the misfortune of the Bund, the J ewrsh workers . have discarded
1 eligious prejudices and do not want to observ~, th~se hol~days, the Bund
with its agitation for "the right to the Sabbath, will re~~md them of !he
Sabbath, it will, so to speak, cultivate among them the Sabbatanan
spirit." . . .
"
.
,,
Quite comprehensible, therefore, . are the
pass10nat~ sp,~ech~s
delivered at the Eighth Conference of the Bund demandmg J ewrsh
hospitals," a demand that was based on the argument ~hat "a patien~ feels
more at home among his own people," that "the J ewrsh worker will i_rot
feel al ease among Polish workers, but will feel at ease among Jewish
shopkeepers." * * * *
.
.
.
Preservation of everything J ewrsh, conservation of all the natronal
peculiarities of the Jews, even those that a:e patently l~armful to the proletariat, isolation of the Jews from evcrythmg non-J ewr~h, even the establishment of special hospitals-that is the level to which the Bund has

!o

rnnk !
h
·1
Comrade Plekhanov was right a thousand times over when e saH
that the Bund "is adapting socialism to nationalism." Of course, V.
Kossovsky and Bundists like him may. clenoun.ce Plek?ano~ as a
"demagogue" *****55_pap~r. will yut up wr~h. ~nythmg that rs w~itten ?n
it-but those who are famrhar with the achvrhes of the Bund will easily
realise that these brave fellows are simply afraid to tell the truth about
themselves and are hiding behind strong 1anguag.c a b out "l
c .emagogy. " · . ·
But since it holds such a position on Lhe nat10nal quest10n, the Bund
was naturally obliged, in the matter of organisation also, ~o take the yath
of segregating the Jewish workers, the path of formation of national
-----;:See /ieport of the English Conference of the Bund, p. 85.
**See Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, 1912, p. 42.
*** SP.e Report of ·the Eighth Conference of the B1md, p. 83.

••••Ibid., p. 68.
*Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, 1911, p. 62.
u

Ibid .. pp. 83·8.J:.

•••••Sec Nasha Zarga, No.

\)-10, 1912, p. 120.
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curiae within Social-Democracy. Such is the logic of national autonomy!
And, in fact, the Bund did pass from the theory of "sole representation" to the theory of "national demarcation" of workers. The Bund
demands that Ru.ssian Social-Democracy should "in its organisational
structure introduce demarcation according to nationalities."* From
"demarcation" it made a "step forward" to the theory of "segregation". It
is not for nothing that speeches were made at the Eighth Conference of
the Bund declaring that "national existence lies in segregation." **
Organisational federalism harbours the elements of disintegration
and separatism. The Bund is heading for separatism.
And, indeed, there is nothing else it can head for. Its very existence
as an extra-territorial organisation drives it to separatism. The Bund
does not possess a definite integral territory ; it operates on "foreign"
territories, whereas the neighbouring Polish, Lettish and Hussian SocialDcmocracies are international territorial collective bodies. But the result
is that every extension of these collective bodies means a "loss" to the
Bund and a restriction of its field of action. There are two alternatives :
either Russian Social-Democracy as a whole must be reconstructed on the
basis of national federalism-which will enable the Buncl to "secure" the
Jewish proletariat for itself; or the territorial-international principle of
these collective bodies remains in force-in which case the Bund must be
reconstructed on the basis of internationalism, as is the case with the
Polish and Lettish Social-Democracies.
This explains why the Bund from the very beginning demanded "the
reorganisation of Russian Social-Democracy on a federal basis."***
In 1906, yielding to the pressure from below in favour of unity, ·the
Bund chose a middle path and joined Russian Social-Democracy. But
how did it join? vVhereas the Polish and Lettish Social-Democracies
joined for the purpose of peaceable joint action, the Bund joined for the
purpose of waging war for a federation. That is exactly what Medem,
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 is no
idyll, and only Manilovs could hope for one m the near future. The Ilund must join
the Party armed from head to foot."****

It would be wrong to regard this as an expression of evil intent on
Medem's part. It is not a matter of evil intent, but of the peculiar position of the Bund, which compels it to fight Russian Social-Democracy,
which is built on the basis of internationalism. And in fighting it the
Bund naturally violated the interests of unity. Finally, matters went so
far that the Bund formally broke with Russian Social-Democracy, violating its statutes, and in the elections to Fourth Duma joining forces with
ihe Polish nationalists against the Polish Social-Democrats.
The Bund has apparently found that a rupture is the best guarantee
for independent activity.
And so the "principle" of organisational "demarcation" led to
separatism and to a complete rupture.
*See An Announcement on tbe Seventh Congress of the Bund,5 6 p. 7.
**See Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, p. 72.
*** See Concerning National Autonomy and the Reorganisation of Rllssian SocialDemocrncy on a Federnl Basis, 1902, published by the Ilund.
****Nashe Slovo, No, 3, Vilno, 190G, p. 24.
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In a controversy with the old lskra 57 on the question of federalism,
the Bund once wrote :
"Iskra wants to assure us that federal relations between the Ilund and Russian
Social-Democracy are bound to weaken the ties between them. We cannot .refute l.his
opinion by referring to practice in Russia, for the simple .~·eason. that ~ussian. Soc.ralDemocracy does not exist as a federal body. But we can rerer to 1he extiemely msl1uc:
live experience of Social-Democracy in Austria, which assumed a federal character by
virtue of the decision of the Party Congress of 1897 ."*

That was written in 1902.
But we are now in the year 1913. We now have both Russian
"practice" and the "experience of Social-Democracy in Austria."
What do they tell u.s ?
.
.
.
.
.
.
Let us begin with "the extremely mstructive experience of Socia~Democracy in Austria." Up to 1896 there was a united ~ocial-Democrat.1c
Party in Austria. In that year the Czechs at the Internatron.al Congres~ '.n
London for the first time demanded separate representat10n, and '': e1 e
given it. In 1897, at th: Vienna (~im_berg) Partp Con.gress, the umt~~
party was formally liqmcl:ited and ,~n its place a federnl league of s1~
national "Social-Democratic groups
was set up. Subasquently these
"groups" were converted into independent par~ies, which g.radually severed
contact with one another. Following the parties, the parhamentary g7oup
broke up-national "clubs" wer: fo~n_ied. ~ext came the t~·ade umon~,
which also split according to nat10naht1es calhng upon the w01.kers t? SJ?ht
" ** We will not dwell on the fact that separatist ag1tat10n
th
. e1n u P .
1 I .
th
t
weakens the workers' sense of solidarity and frequent y c rives
em o
strike-breaking.
Thus "the extremely instl'uctive experience of Social-Democr~cy ~n
Austria" speaks against the Bund and for the old Iskra. Fe.derahsm m
the Austrian party has led to the most outrageous separatism, to the
destruction of the unity of the labour movem~nt.
.
. ,,
.,
We have seen above that "practical experience in Russia also beais
this out. Like the Czech separatists, the Bundist separatists have broken
with the general Russian Social-Democratic Party. As for th~ trade
unions, the Bundist trade unions, from the outset they were orgamscd on
national lines, that is to say, they were cut off from the workers of other
nationalities.
Complete segregation and complete rupture-th~t is what is
revealed by the "Russian practical experience'.' of federalism:
..
It is not surprising that the effect ?f t?1s state of affai~s. upon th~
workers is to weaken their sense of sohdanty and to dem01 ahse ~hem ,
and the latter process is also penetrating the Bun:L We arc r~ferring to
the increasing collisions b~tween Jewish and Pohsh workers m connection with unemployment. Here is the kind of speech that was made on
this subject at the Ninth Conference of the Bund :
" .... \Ve regard the Polish workers, who are ousting us, ·as pogrornists, as scabs ;
we do not support their strikes, we break them. Secondly, we reply to being ousted

*National Autonomy, etc., 1902, p. 17 published by the Bund.
58
See the words quoted from a brochure by Venek
in

n.

Separatismus, p. 29,.
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by ou~ting in our turn: We reply to Jewish workers not being allowed into the
lactones by not allowing Polish workers near the benches ... If we do not take this
matter into our own hands the workers will follow others."* (oul italics-J. St.).

That is the way they talk about solidarity at a 13unclist conference.
"
You _ca~,not go further than tha~ in the way of "demarcation" and
. segrcgat~on . The Bund has achieved its aim : it is carrying its
dem~rcat10n bet~een the _workers of difTerent nationalities to the point of
conflicts and stnke-breakmg. And there is no other course: "If we
do not take this matter into our own hands the worker.; will fallow
others . .... "
Disorganisation of the labour movement, demoralisation of the
Social-Democratic ranks-that is whaL the federalism of the Bund
leads to.
Thus the idea ol' cultural-national m1tonomy, the atmosphere it
creates, has proved to be even more harmful in Russia than in Austria.

THE CAUCASIANS, THE CONFERENCE OF THE LIQUIDATORS
. We spoke above of the waverings of one section of the Caucasian
Social-Democrats who were unable to withstand the nationalist
:'epidemic." These waverings were revealed in the fact that, strange as
it may seem, the above-mentioned Social-Democrats followed in the footsteps of. the Bund and proclaimed cultural-national autonomy.
Reg10nal autonomy for the Caucasus as a whole and cultural-national
~mt~nomy for the nations forming the Caucasus-that i~ the way these
~~ci~l-Democrats, who, incidentally, are linked with the Russian
Liqmdators, formulate their demand.
Listen to their acknowledged leader, the not unknown N.
"Everybody knows that the Caucasus difTers profoundly from the central gubcrnias,
bot~1 as regards the racial composition of its population and as regards ils territory and
agn~ultural development. The exploitation and material development of such a region
reqmre local workers acquainted with local peculiarities and accustomed to the local
c:limate an~ culture. All laws designed to further the exploitation of the local territory
s~rnuld be 1ssncd locally and put into effect by local forces. Conseqnent!y, the jurisdict10n of the. central organ of Caucasian self-government should extend lo legislation on
local qucsl10ns. . .Hence, lhc functions of the Caucasian centre shonld consist in the
passing of laws designed to further the economic exploitation of the local territory
and the material prosperity of the region."**

Thus-regional autonomy fol.· the Caucasus.
If we abstract ourselves from the rather confused and incoherent
arg\lments of N., it must be admitted that his conclusion is correct.
fiegronal a~to~omy f~r the Caucasus, within the framework of a general
state con~tit~~1011, w?ich N. docs not deny, is indeed essential because of
the pecuhanties of its composition and its conditions of life. This was
also acknowledged by the Russian Social-Democratic Party, which at its
Second Congress proclaimed "regional self-government for those border
•See Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, p. 10.
••See the Georgin newspaper Clweni Tsklwurelw (Our Life)5B, No. 12, 1912.
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regions which in respect of their conditions of life and the composition
of their population differ from the regions of Russia proper."
When Martov submitted this point for discussion at the Second Cont:~ress, he justified it on the grounds that "the vast extent of . Russia and
the experience of our centralised administration point to the necessity and
expediency of regional self-government for such large units as Finland,
Poland, Lithuania and the Caucasus."
But it follows that regional self-government is to be interprcled. a<;
regional autonomy.
But N. goes 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 development of local life. But tlw
economic development of a region is facilitated not only by economic activity but also
by spiritual, cultural activity." ... "A culturally strong nation is strong also in lhe
economic sphere." ... "But lhc cultural development of nations is possible only in the
national languages." ... "Consequently, all qnestions connected with the native language
are questions of national culture. Such are the questions of cducnlion, the judicature,
the church, literature, art, science, the theatre, etc. If the material development of a
region unites nations, matters· of national culture disunite them and place each in a
separate sphere. Activities of lhc former kind arc associated with a definite territory."
... "This is not the case with matters of national c.:ulll1re. These are associated nol
with a definite territory but with the existence of a definite nation. The fate of the
Georgian language interests a Georgian, no matter where he lives. It. would be a sign
of profound ignorance to say that Georgian culture concerns only the Gcogians who
live in Georgia. Take, for instance, the Armenian church. Armenians of various
localities and states lake part in the administration of its affairs. Territory plays no
part here. Or, for instance, the creation of a Georgian museum inlcresls not only the
Georgians of Tillis, but also the Georgians of Baku, Kutais, St. Petersburg, etc. Hence,
the administration and control of all affairs of national cullurc musl be left to the
nations concerned. \Ve proclaim in favour of cultural-national autonomy for the
Caucasian nationalities."*

In short, since culture is not territory, and territory is not culture,
cultural-national autonomy is required. That is all N. can say in the
latter's favour.
We shall not stop to discuss again national-cultural autonomy in
general; we have already spoken of its objectionable character. \Ve
~houJd like to point out only that, while being unsuitable in general,
cultural-national autonomy is also meaningless and nonsensical in
relation to Caucasian conditions.
And for the following reason :
Cultural-national autonomy presumes more or less developed
nationalities, with a developed culture and literature. Failing these conditions, autonomy loses all se11se and becomes an absurdity. But in thP.
Caucasus there are a number of nationalities each possessing a primitive
culture, a separate language, but without its own literature ; nationalities,
moreover, which are in a state of transition, partly becoming assimilated
and partly continuing to develop. How is cultural-national autonomy to
he applied to them ? What is to be clone with such nationalities ? How
are they to be "organised" into separate cultural-national unions, as is
undoubtedly implied by cultural-national autonomy ?
h

See the Georgin newspaper Chveni Tslchotzreba, No. 12, 1912,
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What is to be done with the Mingrelians, the Abkhasians, the
Acljarians, 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 attached ? Can they be "organised" into national unions ?
Around what "cultural affairs" are· they to be "organised" ?
What is to be clone ·with the Ossetians, of whom the Transcaucasian
Ossetians are becoming assimilated (but are as yet by no means wholly
assimilated) by the Georgians, while the Cis-Caucasian Ossetians are
partly being assimilated by the Russians and partly continuing to develop
and are creating their own literature ? How are they to be "organised'"
into a single national union ?
To what national union should one attach the Adjarians, who speak
the Georgian language, but whose culture is Turkish and who profess the
religion of Islam ? Shall they be "organised" separately from the
Georgians with regard to religious affairs and together with the Georgians
with regard to other cultural affairs ? And what about the Kobuletians,
the Ingushes, the Inghilois ?
What kind of autonomy is that which excludes a whole number of
nationalities from the list ?
No, that is not a solution of the national question, but the fruiL of
idle fancy. .
But let us grant the impossible and assume that our N.'s nalionalcultural autonomy has been put into effect. Where would it lead to,
what would be its results ? Take, for instance, the Transcaucasian
Tatars, with their minimum percentage of literates, their schools controlled by the omnipotent mullahs and their culture permeated by the
religious spirit ..... It is not difficult to understand that to "organise"
them into a cultural-national union would mean to place them under the
control of the mullahs, to deliver them over to the tender mercies of the
reactionary mullahs, 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 practice to bring
grist to the mill of the reactionaries ?
Could the Caucasian Liquidators really find nothing better to
"proclaim" than the isolation of the Transcaucasian Tatars within a
cultur~l-national union which would place the masses under the thralclom
of vicious reactionaries ?
No, that is no solution of the national question.
The national question in the Caucasus can be solved only by drawing

Lhe belated nations and nationalities into the common strewn of a higher
cu.zture. It is the only progressive solution and the only solution acceptable to Social-Democracy. Regional autonomy in the Caucasus is accepti1ble because it would draw the belated nations into the common cultural
development ; it wou'lcl help them to cast off the shell of small-nation
insularity ; it would impel them forward and facilitate access to the
benefits of higher culture. Cultural-national autonomy, however, acts in
a diametrically opposite direction, because it shuts up the nations within
their old shells, binds them to the lower stages of cultural development
and prevents them from rising to the higher stages of culture.
In this way national autonomy counteracts the beneficial aspects of
regional autonomy and nullifies it.
That is why the mixed type of autonomy which combines nationalcultural autonomy and regional autonomy as proposed by N. is also
unsuitable. This unnatural combination does not improve matters hut
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makes them worse, because in addition to retarding the development of
1he belated nations it transforms regional autonomy into an arena of
conflict between the nations organised in the national unions.
·
Thus cultural-national autonomy, which is unsuitable generally,
would be a senseless, reactionary undertaking in the Caucasus.
So much for the cultural-national autonomy of N. and his Caucasian
fellow- thinkers.
.
W~ether the Caucasian Liquidators will take "a step forward" and
I ollow m the footsteps of the Buncl on the question of organisation also,
Lhe future will show. So far, in the history of Social-Democracv
federalism in organisation always preceded national autonomy in pr~
gramme. The Austrian Social-Democrats introduced organisational
federalism as far back as 1897, and it was only two years later ( 1899)
tha~ they adopted national autonomy.
The Bunclists spoke distinctly of
national autonomy for the first time in 1901, whereas organisational
1ecleralism had been practised by them since 1897.
The Caucasian Liquidators have begun from the encl, from national
m.~tonomy.
If they continue to follow in the footsteps of the Bund they
will first have to demolish the whole existing organisational edifice, which
was created at the encl of the 'nineties on the basis of internationalism.
But, easy though it was to adopt national autonomy, which is still
uot 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 cultural-national autonomy.
While the Caucasians are settling the national question in the usual
manner, by means of verbal and written discussion, the All-Russian Conierence of the Liquidators has invented a most unusual method. It is a
simple and easy method. Listen to this :
"Having heard the communication of the Caucasian delegation to the effect that
... it is necessary to demand national-cultural autonomy, this conference, while expressing nu opinion on the merits of this demand, declares that such an interpretation of
the clause of the programme which recognises the right of every nationality to Selfdetermination does not contradict the precise meaning of the programme."

Thus, first of all they "express no opinion on the merits" of the
question, and then they "declare." An original method ...
And what docs this original conference "declare" ?
That the "demand" for national-cultural autonomy "does not contradict the precise meaning" of the programme, which recognises the
right of nations to self-determination.
·
·
Let us examine this proposition.
The clause on self-determination speaks of the rights of nations.
According to this clause, nations 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 misinterpret
this right of nations to political self-determination, which has long been
recognised by the whole of international Social-Democracy ?
.
Or perhaps the Liquidators will try to wriggle out of the situation .
and defend themselves by the sophism that cultural-national autonomy
"does not contradict" the rights of nations ? That is to say, if all the
nations in a given stage agree to arrange their affairs on the b.asis -:;t
1~

.

SELr~C'r!ONS FROM LENIN

AND S1l'ALiN

cultural-national autonomy, they, the given sum of nations, are fully
entitled to do so and nobody may forcibly impose a different form of political life on them. This is both new and clever. Should it not be added
!hat, speaking generally, a nation has the right to abolish its own constitution, replace it by a system of tyranny and revert to the old order on the
grounds that the nation, and the nation alone, has the right to determine
its own destiny? vVc repeat: in this sense, neither cultural-national
autonomy nor any other kind of nationalist reaction "contradicts" the
rights of nations.
ls that what the esteemed conference wanted to say ?
No, not that. It specifically "ays that cultural-national autonomy
·'does not contradict," not the rights of nations, btlt "the precise meaning"
of the programme. The point here is the programme and not the righl.5
of naLions.
And that is quiLe understandable. If iL were some nation that
;iddressed itself to the conference of Liquidators, the conference might
have directly declared that the nation has a right to cultural-national
autonomy. But it was not a nation that addressed iLself to the conference, but a "delegation" of Caucasian Social-Democrats-bad SocialDemocrals, it is true, bul Social-Democrats nevertheless. And they
inquired not about the rights of nations, but wheLher cultural-national
autonomy contradicted the principles of Social-Democracy, whether it did
not "contradict" "the precise meaning" of the programme of SocialDemocracy.
·
Thus, the rights of nations and "the precise meaning'' of the' programme of Social-Democracy are not one and the same thing.
Evidently, there are demands which, while they do not contradict
lhe rights of nations, may yet contradict "the precise meaning" of the
programme.
For example. The programme of the Social-Democrats contains a
dause on freedom of religion. According to this clause any group of
persons have the right to profess any religion they please : Catholicism,
lhc religion of the Orthodox Church, eLc. Social-Democrats will combat
all forms of ·religious persecution, be it of members of the Orthodox
Church, Catholics or Protestants. Does this mean that Catholicism,
Protestantism, eLc., "do not conLradict the precise meaning" of the programme? No, it does not. Social-Democrats will always protest against
persecution of Catholicism or Protestantism ; they will always defend the
ihe right of nations lo profess any religion they please ; but at the same
Lime, on the basis of a correct understanding of the inLerests of the proletariat, they will carry on agitation against Catholicism, Protestantism
and the religion of the Orthodox Church in order to achieve the triumph
of the socialist world outlook.
And they will do so just because Lhere is no doubt that Protestantism,
Catholicism, the religion of the Orthodox Church, etc., "contradict the
precise meaning" of the programme, i.e., the correctly understood
interests of the proletariat.
The same must be said of self-determination. Nations have a right
Lo arrange their affairs as they please ; they have a right fo preserve any
of their national institutions, whether beneficial or harmful-nobody can
(nobody has a right to!) forcibly interfere in the life of a nation. But
that does not mean that Social-Democracy will not combat and agitate
lLgainst the harmful institutions of nations and against the inexpedient
1kmnncls of nations. On the contrary, it is the duty of Social-Democracy
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to conduct such agitation and to endeavour to influence the will of nations
rn that the nations may arrange their affairs in the way that will best
correspond to the interests of the proletariat. For this reason SocialDemocracy, while fighting for the right of nations to self-determination,
will at the same Lime agitate, for instance, against the secession of the
Tatars, or against cultural-national autonomy for the Caucasian nations ;
for both, while not contradicting the rights of these nations, do contradict
"the precise meaning" of the programme, i.e., the interests of . the
Caucasian proletariat.
Obviously, "the rights of nations" and the "precise meaning" of the
programme arc on two entirely different planes. Whereas the "precise
meaning" of the programme expresses the interests of the proletariat, a<;
scientifically formulated in the programme of the latter, the rights of
nations may express the inLerests of any class-bourgeoisie, aristocracy,
clergy, ctc.-dcpending on the strength and influence of these classes. On
the one hand are the duties of Marxists, on the other the rights of nations,
which consist of various classes. The rights of nations and the principles
of Social-Democracy may or may not "contradict" each other, just as, say,
the pyramid of Cheops may or may not contradict the famous conference
of the liquidators. They are simply not comparable.
But it follows that the esteemed conference most unpardonably
muddled two entirely different things. The result obtained was not a
solution of the national question but an absurdity, according to which the
rights of nations and the principles of Social-Democracy "do not
contradict" each other, and, consequently, every demand of a nation may
he made compatible with the interests of the proletariat ; consequently, no
demand of a nation which is striving for self-determination will "contradict the precise meaning" of the programme !
They pay no heed to logic ...
It was this abstlrdity that gave rise to the now famous resolution of
ihe conference of the Liquidators which declares that the demand for
national-cultural autonomy "does not contradict the precise meaning" of
ihe programme.
But it was not only the laws of logic that were violated by the conference of the Liquidators.
By sanctioning cultural-national autonomy it also violated its duty lo
Russian Social-Democracy. It most definitely did violate "the precise
meaning" of the programme, for it is well known that the Second Congress, which adopted the programme, emphatically repudiated cultural national autonomy. Herc is what was said at the Congress in this
connection :
"Goldblatt (Btmdisl) : ... I deem it necessary thal special institutions be set up
to prol.ec' the freerlom of enltnral development of nationalities, and I therefore propose
that the following words bP. added to § 8 : 'and the creation of inslit11tions which will
m.wrantee them complete freedom of cultural development.'" (This, as we know, is the
Bund's definition of cultural-national aut~nomy.-.l. St.)
"Martynov pointed out that general institutions must be so constituted as to protecl
parlicnlar interests also. It is impossible lo create a special institution to guarantee
freedom for cullural development of the nationalities.
"Yegorov: On the question of nationality we can adopt only negative proposals,
i.e., we are opposed to all restrictions upon nationality. But we, as Social-Democrats,
are not concerned with whether any particular nationality will develop as such. That
is a spontaneous process,
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"J(o/tsov: The delegates from the Bund are always offended when their
nationalism is referred to. Yet the amendment proposed by· the delegate from the
Hund is of a purely nationalist character. We are asked to take purely offensive measures in order to support even nationalities that are dying out."
In the end "Goldblatt's amendment was rejected by the majority, only three votes
being cast for it."

Thus it is clear that the conference of the Liquidators did "contradict
the precise meaning" of the programme. It violated the programme.
The Liquidators are now trying to justify themselves by referring to
the Stockholm Congress, which they allege sanctioned cultural-national
autonomy. Thus, V. Kossovsky writes:
"As we know, according lo the agreement adopted by the Stockholm Congress, the
Bund was allowed to preserve its1 national programme (pending a decision on the
ttational question by a general Party Congress). This Congress recorded that nalionaln1ltural nulonomy nt any rate does not contradict the general Party programme." •

But the efforts of the Liquidators are in vain. The Stockholm Congress never thought of sanctioning the programme 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 : 'The question of the national programme
rs left open in view of the fact that ii is not being eTamined by the Congress.' (For-50
votes, against-32.).
"Voice: What does that mean-open?
"Chairman : vVhen we say that the national quPstion is left open, it means that
the Bund may maintain its decision on this question until the next Congress" •• (our
italics.-J. St.).

As you see, the congress even did "not examine" the question of the
nation:il programi_ne of the Bund-it simply left it "open", leaving the
Bund itself to decide the fate of its programme until the next general cong-ress met. In other words, the Stockholm Congress avoided the question,
expressing no opinion on cultural-national autonomy one way or another.
The conference of the Liquidators, however, most definitely undertakes to give an opinion on the matter, declares cultural-national autonomy to be acceptable, and endorses it in the name of the Party
µrogramme.
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 before the Bund and the Caucasian
national-Liquidators.

THE NATIONAL QUESTION IN RUSSIA
It remains for us to suggest a positive solution of the national
question.
• Nasha Zal'ya, No. 9-10, 1912, p. 120.
Na.~fie S/ovo 1 No. 8, 1906, p. 53,

••See

·,"
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We take ·as our starting point that the question can be solved only in
intimate connection with the present situation in Russia.
Russia is in a transitional period, when "normal", "constitutional"
!ife has not yet been established and when the political crisis has not yet
iieen 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 democratisation.
It is in connection with this movement that the national question
must be examined.
Thus the complete democratisation of the country is the basis and
condition for the solution of the national question.
When seeking a solution of the question we must take into account
not only the situation at home but also the situation abroad. Russia is
~ituated between Europe and Asia, between Austria and China.
The
growth of democracy in Asia is inevitable. The growth of imperialism
in Europe is not fortuitous. In Europe, capital is beginning to feel
namped, and it is reaching out towards foreign countries in· search of
new markets, cheap labour and new fields of investment. But this leads
lo external complications and to war. No one can assert that the Balkan
W ar 60 is the end and not the beginning of the complications. It is quite
possible, therefore, that a combination of internal and external conditions
may arise in which one or another nationality in Russia may find it necesf'ary 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 that Russian Marxists cannot dispense with the right
of nations to self-determination.
Thus, the right of self-determination is an essential element in the
wlution of the national question.
Further. What must be our attitude towards nations which for one
reason or another will prefer to remain within the framework of the
whole?
We have seen that cultural-national autonomy is unsuitable.
Firstly, it is artificial and impracticable, for it proposes artificially to
draw into a single nation people whom the march of events, real events,
is disuniting and dispersing to every corner of the country. Secondly, it
stimulates nationalism, because it leads to the viewpoint in favour of the
"demarcation" of the people according to national curiae, the "organisation" of nations, the "preservation" and cultivation of "national peculiarities"-all of which are 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, have
united with the M01~avian bourgeois deputies to form a single, so to speak,
Moravian "kola". Nor is it fortuitous that the separatists of the Bund
have got themselves involved in nationaJism by acclaiming the "Sabbath"
nnd "Yiddish". There are no Bundist deputies yet in the Duma, but in
lhe Bund area there is a clerical-reactionary Jewish community, in the
·'controlling institutions" of which the Bund is arranging, for a beginning, a "get-together" of the Jewish workers and bourgeois.* Such is
lhe logic of cultural-national autonomy.
Thus, national autonomy does not solve the problem.
What, then, is the way out ?
• See Repol't of lhe Eighth Conference of the Bund, the concluding part of the
ri;solµtion on the co)nmunity.
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The only correct solution is regional autonomy, autonomy for such
crystallised units as Poland, Lithuania, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, etc.
The advantage of regional autonomy consists, first of all, in the fact
Urnt it does not deal with a fiction bereft of territory, but with a definite
population inhabiting a defmite territory. Next, it does not divide people according to nations, it does not strengthen national barriers ; on the
contrary, it breaks clown these barriers and unites the population in such
n manner as to open the way for division of a different kind, division
;1ccording to classes. Finally, it makes it possible to utilise the natural
wealth of the region and to develop its productive forces in the best
possible way without awaiting the decisions of a common centre-func1ions which are not inherent features of cultural-national autonomy.
Thus, regional autonomy is an essential element in the solution of
lhe national question.
Of course, not one of the regions constitutes a compact, homogeneou.<;
nation, for each is interspersed with national minorities. Such are the
.Jews in Poland, the Letts 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 there will
be ground for fear only if the old order continues lo prevail in the counc
try. Give the country complete democracy and all grounds for fear will
,·anish.
It is proposed to bind the dispersed minorities into a single national
union. But what the minorities want is not an artificial union, but real'
fights in the localities they inhabit. What can such a union give them
without complete democratisation ? On the other hand, what need is
there for a national union when there is complete democratisation ?
What is it that particularly agitates a national minority ?
A minority is discontented not because there is no national union but
because it does not enjoy the right to use its native language. Permit it
to use its native language and the discontent will pass of itself.
· A minority is discontented not because there is no artificial union but
hecause it does not possess its own schools. Give it its own schools and
nil grounds for discontent will disappear.
A minority is discontented not because there is no national union, but
because it does not enjoy liberty of conscience (religious liberty), liberty
of movement, etc. Give it these liberties and it will cease to be
discontented.
Thus, equal rights of nations in all forms (language, schools ,etc.) is
an essential element in the solution of the national question. Consequently,
a state law based on complete democratisation of the country is required,
prohibiting all national privileges without .exception and every kind of
disability· or restriction 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 dispute the existence of a logical connection
between organisational federalism and cultural-national autonomy. But
one cannot dispute the fact that the latter creates an atmosphere favouring unlimited federalism, developing into complete rupture, into separatism. If the Czechs in Austria and the Bunclists 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 cultural-national autonomy. It is
1101 fortuitous that national autonomy and organisational federalism go

i

hand in hand. It is quite understandable. Both demand demarcation
~1ccording to nationalities. Both presume organisation according to
nationalities. The similarity is beyond question. The only clifierence is
that in one case the population as a whole is divided, while in the .other
it is the Social-Democratic workers who are divided.
vVe know where the demarcation of workers according to nationalities leads to. The disintegration of a united workers' party, the splitting
of trade unions according to nationalities, aggravation of national friction,
national strike-breaking, complete democratisation within the ranks ol'
Social-Democracy-such are the results of organisational federalism.
This is eloquently borne out by the history of Social-Democracy in
Austria and the activities of the Buncl in Russia.
The only cure for this is organisation on the basis of internationalism.
.
To unite locally the workers of all nationalitie~ of Russia into single,
integral collective bodies, to unite these C?llective bodies into a single
party-such is the task.
.
.
.
It goes without saying that a party st~·ucture of this . kmcl does .not
preclude, but on the contrary presumes, wide autonomy for the I"egzons
within the single integral party.
.
.
The experience of the Caucasus proves the expediency of this type
of organisation. If the Caucasians have succeeded in overcoming the
national friction between the Armenian and Tatar workers ; if they have
wcceeded in safeguarding the population against the possibility of
massacres and shootincr affrays ; if in Baku, that kaleidoscope of national
groups, national confli~ts are now no longer possible, and if it has been
possible to draw the workers there into the single current of _a powe~ful
movement, then the international structure of the Cau.casian SocialDemocracy was not the least factor in bringing this a?out.
The type of organisation influences not only practical work. It stamps
an indelible impress on the whole mental life of the worker. The
worker lives the life of his organisation, which stimulates his intellectual
arowth and educates him. And thus, acting within his organisation and
~ontinually meeting there comrades from other nationalities, and ~icle by
side with them waging a common struggle under the leaderslup of a
common collective body, he becomes deeply imbued with the idea that
workers are pl'imarily members of one class family, members of the
united army of socialism. And this cannot but have a tremendous
educational value for large sections of the working class.
Therefore, the international type of organisation serves as a school
of fraternal sentiments and is a tremendous agitational factor on behalf
of internationalism.
But this is not the case with an organisation on the basis of
nationalities. When the workers are organised according to nationality
they isolate themselves within their national she!ls, f~ncecl off from eac_h
other by organisational barriers. The stress is laid not on what is
common to the workers but on what distinguishes them from each other.
Jn this type of organisation the worker is pl'imal'ilp. a member ot his
nation: a jew, a Pole, and so on. It is not surpnsmg __that. natwnal
federalism in organisation inculcates in the workers a spint of national
seclusion.
Therefore, the national type of organisation is a school of national
narrow-mindedness and stagnation.
Thus we are 1 onfronted by two fundamentally different types of
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organisation : the type based on international solidarity and the type based
on the organisational "demarcation" of the workers according to
nationalities.
Attempts to reconcile these two types have so far been vain. The
compromise rules of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party drawn up in
Wimberg in 1897 were left hanging in the air. The Austrian party fell
io pieces and dragged the trade unions with it. "Compromise" proved
lo be not only utopian, but harmful. Strasser is right when he says that
"separatism achieved its first triumph at the Wimberg Party Congress."*
The same is true in Russia. The "compromise" with the federalism of
ihe Buncl which took place at the Stockholm Congress ended in a complete fiasco. The Buncl violated the Stockholm compromise. Ever since
the Stockholm Congress the Buncl has been an obstacle in the way of
nnion of the workers locally in a single organisation, which would include
workers of all nationalities. And the Buncl has obstinately persisted in
its separatist tactics in spite of the fact that in 1907 and in 1HOS Russian
Social-Democracy repeatedly demanded that unity shou.lcl at last be established from below among the workers of all nationalities. 61 The Buncl,
which began with organisational national autonomy, in fact passed to
federalism, only to encl in complete rupture, separatism. And by breaking with the Russian Social-Democratic Party it caused disharmony and
disorganisation in the ranks of the latter. Let us recall the Jagiello
affair 62 for instance.
The path of "compromise" must therefore be discarded as utopian
and harmful.
One thing or the other : either the federalism of the Bund, in which
ease the RU'ssian Social-Democratic Party must re-form itself rm a .basis
of "demarcation" of the workers according to nationalities ; or an international type of organisation, in which case the Bund must reform itself
on a basis of territorial autonomy after the pattern of the Caucasian,
Lettish and Polish Social-Democracies, 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
·'compromise".
Thus, the principle of international solidarity of tlze workers is an
essential element in the solution of the national question.

Report on the National Question
Delivered at the Seventh (April) All-Russian
of the R. S. D. L. P., April 29, 1917 63

his Der Al'beiter und die Nation, 1912.

[Reads the resolution.]

Cm~fo1·enre

An extensive report on the national question should rightly be given,
but time is short and I must make my report brief.
Before the draft resolution is taken up certain premises must first
be laid down. Whaf, is national oppression? National oppression is that
system of exploitation and plunder of subject peoples, those measures of

* See

forcible. restrictiop of the·. sovereign rights of subject .Pe?ples, which, are
re~?rted to by iII1perialist circles .. These, taken together, represent the
policy generally known as a policy of national oppression. ;/
The. first qu.estion is, on whatclasses does. any particular gover11II1ent
depend m carrymg out its policy of rtatiorial oppression ? . In order that
a? answer .to this question may be given, it must firsfbe understood why
thfferent .forms of nati.onal. oppression exist ih different states, why in one .
state nat10nal oppress10n is more severe and crude than in other states.·
For instance, in Great Britain and Austria-Hungary national oppression
never took the form of pogroms, but existed in the form of restrictions
?n the national rights of the subject peoples ; whereas in Russia it not
mfrequently assumes the form of pogroms and massacres. In certain
10tates, on the other hand, no specific measures against national minorities
are. practised at all. For instance, there is no national oppression in
Switzerland, where French, Italians and Germans all live fre,ely. ·
How are we to explain the difference in attitude towards nationalities
in different states ?
By the di~erence in the degree of democracy prevailing in these
~lat.es ... When. r.n former years the old landed aristocracy controlled the
~tate power· in Russia, national oppression could assume, and actually did
::issume, the monstrous form of massacres and pogroms. In Great Britain
wh~re there is ~ definite degree of democracy and political freedom'.
nat10nal oppression bears a less brutal characteL Switzerland for her
part, approximates to a democratic society, and in that country the small
nati?ns have more or less complete freedom. In short, the more democ~·atic a country, the less the national oppression, and vice versa. And
smce by democracy we mean that definite classes are in control of state
power, it may be said from this point of view that the closer the old
landed aristocracy stands to power, as was the case in old tsarist Russia
the more severe ·is the oppression and the more monstrous its forms.
'
.. However, national oppression is mairttain.ed not only by the landed
aristocracy: ·There ~s, in addition, another force,---the imperialist groups, '
who ;transfer to their own country the methods of enslaving peoples
acqmred by them in the colonies, and thus become the natural allies of
lhe _landed arist?crac.y. T~1ey are followed by the petty bourgeoisie, a
section of the mtelhgentsia a.nd a sedion . of th.e upper strata of the
workers, who also. enjoy the fruits of th.e plunder. .There is thu:s a whole
chorus of social forces, headed by the landed and financial aristocracy
which suppo,rt national oppression. In order to create a .real democrati~
system; it is first of all necessary to clear the grourid and remove· this
ehorus from the political stage. ,,

The first question is, how are we to arrange. the political life of the
oppressed nations ? In answer to this question it must be said that the
opp.ressed nations formiiig part of Russia must be allowed the right to
decide .for themselves whether they wish to remain as part of the Russian,
st~te o~ .to secede. and fo1:m an independent state. We are at present
\~I~nessmg a defimte conflict between the Finnish people and the Prov1s10nal G?vernment .. The representatives of the Finnish people, the
i~epresentahves of Social-Democracy, are demanding that the Provisional
Crovernment should return to the people the rights they enjoyed before
they were annexed to. Russia. The Provisional Government refuses
1~
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Lecause, it will not recognise the sovereignty of the Finnish people. On
whose side must we range ourselves ? Obviously, on the side of the
Finnish people, for it is inconceivable for us to recognise the forcible
retention of any people whatsoever within the bounds of one state. When
we put forward the principle of the right of peoples to self-determination
we thereby raise the struggle against national oppression to the level of
a struggle against imperialism, our common .foe, Unless we do so, we;y
1
may find ourselves in the position of people who bring grist to the milf ·
of the imperialists. If we, the Social-Democrats, were to deny the Finnish '.
people the right to declare its will on the subject of secession and the'·
right to give effect to its will, we would thereby put ourselves in the
position of people who continue the policy of tsarism.
The question of the right of nations freely to secede must not be con- ·
fused with the question of whether a nation mnst necessarily secede at
any given moment. This latter question inust be settled by the party of
the proletariat in each· pa1·ticular case independently, according to circumstances, ..Wheri we recognise the right of 6pJ>ressed peoples to secede, L·
the right to deteJ.•mit1e their political destiny, we do l~Ot thereby settle the ~;
question of whether particular hation.s should secede from th·e Russian/
state at the given moment. I may recognise the right of a nation to>
secede', but that does not mean that I compel it to secede. A people has a··~
right t.o .secede, ~but it may ot may not exercise that right, according to.~
circumstances. Thus we are at liberty to agitate for or .against secession;'_
according .to the in.terests of the proletariat, of the proletarian revolution.)
Hence, the question of secession must be determined in each particular
ease independently; in accordance with existing circumstances, and · fQf
lhis reason the question of recognising the right to secede must not be, .
confused. with the expediency of secession in any given circumstances>
For instance, I personally would be opposed to the secession of Trans:caucasia, bearing iq mind the general leyel of dev'elopment in . Trans~
caucasia_ and in Russia, cei'tain coi1ditions of · the struggle of the pro- ·
1etariat, and so forth. But if, nevertheless, the peoples of Transcauca$·ta
were to demand secession, they would, of course, secede, and would riot
encounter opposition from us.
1

[Continues to read the resolution.]
Further, ·what is to be clone with peoples which may desire to remain
within the Russian state ? The mistrust of Russia which existed among
the peoples was fostered chiefly. by the policy of tsarism. But now that
tsarism no longer exists, and its policy of oppression no longer exists, thi'>
mistrust is bound to diminish and the attraction towards Russia increase.
I believe that now, after the overthrow of tsarism, nine-tenths of the
peoples will not desire secession. The Party therefore proposes to
institute regional autonomy for regions which may not desire secession
and which are distinguished by peculiarities of social life and language,
as, for instance, Transcaucasia, Turkestan and the Ukraine. The geographical boundaries of these autonomous regions must be determined by
the population itself with clue regard for the conditions of economic life,
social life, etc.
In contradistinction to regional autonomy there exists another plan,
f•ne which has long been recommended by the Bund, and particularly by
Springer and Bauer, who advocate the principle of national cultural autonomy. I consider this plan unacceptable for the Social-Democrats. Its
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Essence is that Russia should be transformed into a union of nations,
and nations into unions of persons drawn into a common society irrespective of where they are domiciled in the state. All Russians, all
Armenians, and so on, are to be organised into separate national unions,
irrespective of territory, and only then a!·e they to enter the union of
nations of the whole of Russia. This plan is extremely inconvenient and
inexpedient. The fact is that the development of capitalism has dispersed
whole groups of people, severed them from their nations and scattered
Lhem over the various corners of Russia. In view of the dispersion of
nations resulting from economic conditions, to draw together the various
individuals of a given nation is to organise and build a nation artificially.
And to draw people together into nations artificially is to adopt the standpoint of nationalism. This plan, advanced by the Bund, cannot be·
endorsed by the Social-Democrats. It was rejected at the conference of
our Party held in 1912, * and generally enjoys no popularity in SocialDemocratic circles with the exception of the Bund. This plan is also
known as cultural autonomy, because from among the numerous and
varied questions which interest a nation it singles out the purely cultural
group of questions and places them under the charge of national unions.
The basis for singling out these questions is the proposition that what
unites a nation into a single whole is its culture. It is assumed that within
a nation there arc, on the one hand, interests which tend to disintegrate
the nation, for instance, economic interests, and, on the other hand,
interests which tend to weld it into a single whole, and that the cultural
question is a question of the latter kind.
Lastly, there is the question of the national minorities. Their rights
must be specially protected. The Party therefore demands complete
equality of rights in educational, religious and other matters and the
removal of all restrictions on national minorities.
There is § 9, virhich proclaims the equality of nations. The conditions required for its realisation can arise only when the whole of
society has been fully democratised.
'Ve have still to settle the question of how to organise the proletariat
of the various nations into a single, common party. One plan is that the
workers should be organised according to nationality-so many nations,
:;o many parties. This plan wa.<> rejected hy the Social-Democrats.
Experience has showJ1 that the organisation of the proletariat of a given
state according to nationality only leads to the downfall of the idea of
class solidarity. All the proletarian members of all the nations in a given
:;tate must be organised in a single, indivisible proletarian l;>ody.
Thus, our views on the national question can be reduced to the following propositions : (a) recognition of the right of peoples to secession ;'
(b) regional autonomy for nations remaining Within the given state ;
(c) special legislation guara:nteeil'i:g freedom of development for national
minorities'; (d) a single, indivisible proletarian body, a single parfy, for
the proletarians of .all nationalities iri the given state.

•Conference of the Party held in Cracow, December 28, 1912.
purposes it was known as the February Conference.

For conspiratorial

DECISIONS NATIONAL QUESTION

Principal decisions of the C. P. S. U. (B.)
on the National Question
RESOLUTION ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION
Adopted by the Seventh (April) All-Russian Conference

toe

The Party demands that a fundamental law shall be embodied in 'the
constitution nullifying all privileges enjoyed by any nation whatever and
all violations of the rights of national minorities.
·The interests of the working class demand the amalgamation of the
workers of all' the nationalities of Russia into common proletarian organisations : political, trade union, co"operative, cultural; and, so. forth, Only
such amalgamation of the workers of the various nationalities into coriJ. ..
mon organisations will make it possible for the proletariat to wage a
successful struggle against international capital and bourgeois nationalism;

nf the Russian Social-Dcmocl'atic Labour Party, 1917

The landlords, capitalists and petty bourgeoisie support the policy
of national oppression, inherited from the autocracy and monarchy, in

order to protect their class privileges and to cause disunity among the
workers of the various nationalities. Modern imperialism, which accenLuates the tendency to subjugate feeble nations, is a new factor intensifying
national oppression.
To the extent, that the eli:rpination of national oppression is achievabl~,,
at all in capitalist society, it is possible only un.der a consistently demQ~
cratic republican structure and stat.e administration that gu'arantee
equality of status for all nations and languages.:
The right of all the nations forming part of Russia freely to secede,
and form independent states shall be recognised. To negate this right, or' '
to fail to take measures guaranteeing its practical realisation, is equivalent
, to supporting a policy of seizure and annexation. The recognition by the
proletariat of the right of nations to secede can alone bring about com-·
plete solidarity among the workers of the various nations and help to
· bring the nations closer together on truly democratic lines.
,
The conflict which has at present arisen between Finland and the
Hussian Provisional Government is a striking illustration of the fact that
the negation of the right of unhampered secession leads to a direct continuation of the policy of tsarism.
The question of the righ,t of nations freely to secede must not be
con.fused with the question of whether it would be expedient for any given ·
nation to secede at any given moment. This latter qUestiori must be
settled quite independently by, the Party of the proletariat in each parti~
rular <:;ase, fr9m the standpoint of the. interests of the social develop:rpent
as a whole arid of ,the class struggle of the proletariat for socialism. ·
The Party demands wide regional autonomy, the abolition of tutelage
from above, the abolition of a compulsory state language and the determination of the boundaries of the self-governing and autonomous regions
· by the local population itself based on economic and social conditions,
the national composition of the population, and so forth.
The Party of the proletariat decisively rejects what is known as
''national cultural autonomy," under which education, etc., is removed
from t~1e j?risdiction of the state and placed within the jurisdiction of
s:omethmg m the nature of National Diets. National cultural autonomy
artificially .divide~ the workers living in one locality, and even working in
the same mdustrral enterprises, in accordance with their adherence to a
particular "national culture" ; in other words it strengthens the ties between the workers and the bourgeois culture of individual nations, whereas
lhe aim of Social-Democracy is to strengthen the international culture of
the proletariat of the world.

The October Revolution and the National
64
Question
(1918)
The national question is not something self-contained and fixed for
all time. Being only part of the general question of the transformation
of the existing order, the national question is wholly determined by n:c
conditions of the social environment, by the character of the power m
the country and by the whole course of social development generally. This
is being strikingly borne out during the period of revolution in Russia,
when the national question and the national movement in the border
regions of Russia are rapidly and patently changing their character in
»ccordance with the course and issue of the revolution.
I.

The Febmm·y Revohntion aml the National Question

In the period of bourgeois revolution in Russia (which began in
February 1917) the national movement in the border regions bore the
character of a bourgeois movement of emancipation. The nationalities
of Ru:ssia, which had for ages been oppressed and exploited by the "old
regime," now for the first time felt their strength and hurled themselves
into combat with their oppressors. "Abolish national oppression" wa:;
the slogan of the movement. In a trice, "all-national" institutions sprang
up all over the border regions of Russia. The movement was headed by
the national, bourgeois-democratic intelligentsia. "National Counci~s". in
Latvia the Esthonian Region, Lithuania, Georgia, Armenia, AzerbaidJan,
Lhe C~ucasus, Kirghizstan and the Middle Volga Region; the "Rada" in
the Ukraine 65 and in J3yelorussia66 ; the "Sfatul Tsarii'' in Bessarabia67 ;
the "Kurultai;, 'in the Crimea 68 and in Bashkiria 69 ; the "Autonomou.s,
Government" in Turkestan 70-such were the "all-national" institution$
around which the national bourgeoisie rallied its forces. It was a question of emancipation from tsarism, the "basic cause'' of national oppres~ 1
sion, and the formation of national bourgeois states. The right of nations r
lo self-determination was interpreted to me,an the right of the national
bourgeoisie in the border regions to take power into its own hands and.'
to take advantage of the February Revolution in order to form its "own", ,.
national state. A fu.rther development of the revolution did not and could ·
not come into the calculations of the above-mentioned bourgeois institu· t
lions. And the fact was overlooked that tsarism was being replaced by··
a naked and barefaced imperialism, that this imperialism. was a stronge.r/
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nnd more. dap,gerous foe of the nationalities, and the basis of new national
<lppression. ·~":
·
The abolition of tsarism a~d the accessioi;i to power ~f. t!J~.·
bourgeoisie . did not, however, lead to the. abolition of. nati.o~ml oppres~io~>
Th,e old and crude form of national oppression 'vas ueplaced by a newi
refined, but all the more .dangerous, form of o.ppression. The government
of Lvov-Milyukov-Kerensky, far from abandoning the policy of national
oppression, organised a new campaign against Finland (dispersal of tli~
Diet in the summer of 1917) and the Ukraine (the wholesale suppression
of the cultural institutions of the Ukraine). Nay more, this government,
imperialist by its very nature, called upon the population to continue the;.
war in order to subjugate new lands, new colonies and new nationalitie.s.
It was driven to this not only because of the intrinsic nature of imperialism, but also because of the existence of the old imperialist states ·9f
\\! estern Europe, which were irresistibly striving to subjugate new lands
and nationalities and threatening to narrow its sphere of influence. The'
picture presented by the course of the imperialist war was a struggle of:,
the l.mperialist states for the subjugation of small nationalities as a con- .
dition .for the existence of these states.' The abolition of tsarism and the '
appearance on the scene of the Milyukov-Kerensky government in no wa:y.
improved this unsightly picture. Since the "all-national" institutions iil
the border regions displayed a tendency to political independence, it was;·
natural that they should encounter the insuperable hostility of thf'.:'''
imperialist government of Russia. Since, on the other hand, while establishing the power of the national bourgeoisie, they remained deaf to the
vital interests of their "own" workers and peasants, they evoked grum~l/
ing and discontent among the latter. What were known as the "nation$,\
regiments" only added fuel to the flames : they were impotent against the .
danger from above, and only intensified and aggravated the danger from
befow. The "all-national" instilutions were left defenceless against blows
from without and explosion from within. The. incipient bourgeois national
states began to fade before they could blosson:i.
Thus the old bourgeois-democratic interpretation of the principle of
self-determination became a fiction and lost its revolutionary significance.·
It was clear that under such circumstances there could be no question of
the abolition of national oppression or of the independence of the small.
national states. It became obvious th.at the emancipation .of the toili:i;ig
masses of the oppressed nationalities and the abolition of national oppres{
sion were· inconceivable without a bre.ak ''{ith imperialism, without the
overthrow by each of its '"own" naJiorial bourgeoisie and the assunl'ptiOn
of power by. the foiling masses themselves. "
This was strikingly borne out after the October Revolution/··
H.

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND THE NATIONAL QlTEs1'IoN
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The October Revolution ancl the National Question

The February Revolution harboured irreconcilable internal contradic- ,
lions. The revoluti.on was accomplished by the efforts of the worke:i;s ·
and peasants (soldiers), whereas, as a result of the revolution, the power
passed not to .the workers and peasants, but to the bourgeoisie. In makipg
the revolution the workers and peasants wanted to put an end to the war
and to secm;e peace, whereas the bourgeoisie upon coming to power strove
lo u.se the.revolutionary ardour of· the masses in order to continue the war
and to oppose peace. The economic disruption of the country and the ..
food crisis demanded the expropriation of capital and of the industrial'
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<'nterprises for the benefit; of the workers and the confiscation of the,
landed estates for the benefit of the. peasants, whereas the bourgeois·
Milyukov-Kerensky government- stood. guard over the interests of the landlords and capitalists, resolutely protecting the latter against all attempts· ;
on the part of the workers and peasants. It was ·a bourgeois revolution,
;iccomplished by the instrumentality of the wotkers and peasants for the '
benefit of the exploiter~;,
Meanwhile, the country continued to groan under the burden of lh¥
1
imperialist war, econ.omic disintegration and the collapse of the foog,
supply. The front was falling to pieces and melting away. Factories anff
mills were coming to a standstill. Famine was spreading through the
country. The February Revolution with its inner contradictions proved
to be obviously inadequate for "the salvation of the country." The!
Milyukov-Kerensky government proved to be obviously incapable of solv~ ·
ing the basic problems of the revolution;
.
A new, socialist I'evohrtion \vas necessary to lead the country out of
the impasse of iinperialtst war and economic ruin.i:i
This revolution came as a result of the October .seizure of power.
By overthrowing the power of the landlords and the bourgeoisie and'
replacing it by a government of workers and peasants, the Oct\)b.er Revoh,i,
lion at one blow solved the contradictions ·Of the Febntary Revolutiori.
The abolition of the omnipotence of the landlords and kulaks .and th.e .
transfer of the land to the toiling agricilltural masses for their use ; th~
expropriati011 of the factories and mills and their transfer to the controL
of the workers ; the break with imperialism and the termination of the
predatory war ; the publication of the secret treaties and the exposure oJ
the policy of foreign territorial annexations; fmally, the proclamation of
self-determination for the toiling masses of the oppressed nations and the
recognition of the independence of Finland-such were the principal
measures carried into effect by the Soviet government in the course of the
revolution!;
. . ___
This was a truly sociallst revolution:'!
The revolution, which started in the centre, could not long be confined to this narrow territory. Once having triumphed in the centre, it
was bound to spread to the border regions. And; indeed, from the ver:y: .
first days of the seizure of power, the revolutionary wave spread frQJl1
the. NQrthall over Russia, sweeping over one border region. after another.~
But here it struck a dam· in the form of the "National Councils" and.
regional. ''governments" (Don, Kuban, Siberia) which had come into being'
before the October Revolution. The fact is that these "national govern:'
ments" would not hear of a socialist revolution. Bourgeois by natufe,
they had not the slightest intention of destroying the old bourgeois world ;
on the contrary; they considei-ed it their duty to preserve and consolidate.
it by every means in their power; Essentially imperialist, they had no±.
th!:l. slightest intention of breaking with imperialism; on the country, the;y,'
were never averse to seizing and subjugating bits and morsels of "foreign''
nationalities whenever opportuni.ty offered. No wonder that the "national.··
governments" in the border regions declared war on the socialist gove~p.
ment in the centre·. And, once they had · declared war, they naturally
became centres of reaction attracting all that was counter-revolutionaty
in Russia. It is no secret that all the counter-revolutionaries ejected from"
R:ussia streamed to these centres, and there, around these centres forrrr~d
themselves into the Whitegaurd "national" regiments.
But, in addition to the "national" sovernments, there are natioi1a:I
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workers and. peasants in the border regions .. Organised even before the
October Revolution in their own revolutionary Soviets of Deputies on the
model of the Soviets of Deputies in the central parts· Of Russia, they hag
never severed their connections with their brothers in the North. They . ,
too were striving to defeat the bourgeoisie; they too were fighting for the,
Lriu,mph of socialism. No wonder that their conflict with their "own''.
national governments grew daily more acute. The October RevolutiQI)
only served to strengthen the alliance between the workers and peasants
of the border regions _and the workers_ and peasants of Russia, an,~l
inspired tbem with faith in the triumph of socialism. And the war of th_e
"national governments" against the So-viet power brought their conf1ict.
with these ''governments" to the point of a complete rupture, to open
rebellion against them.
Thus was formed a socialist alliance of the' workers and peasants of
all Russia against the counter-revolutionary alliance of the nationalbourgeois "governments" of the border regions of Russia.
The fight of the border "governments" is depicted by some as a fight
for national emancipation against the "soulless centralism" of Soviet.
government. This is untrue. No government in the world has permitted,.
such extensive. decentralisation, no government in the world has eveii
granted its· peoples s:uch complete national freedom as does Soviet goverq;
ment· in Russia. The fight of the border "governments" was, and is, a.:
fight -of· bourgeois counter-revolution against socialism. The national .flag/
is tacked to the cause only to deceive the masses, because it is a popular_.
flag which conveniently conceals the counter-revolutionary designs of the
national bourgeoi'sie.
But the fight of the "national" and regional "governments" proved ,,
lo be an unequal one. Attacked from two quarters-from without by
the Soviet government, and from within by their "own" workers and
peasants~the "national governments" were obliged to retreat after tl;t.r
first engagements. The revolt of the Finnish workers and cotters and
the flight of the bourgeois "Senatel'; the revolt of the Ukrainian workers.~
and_ peasants and . the flight of the bourgeois "Rada" ; the revolt of the
workers and peasants in the Don, Kuban, and Siberia and the collapse
of Kaledin, Kornilov and the Siberian "government" ; the revolt of the
poor peasants of Turkestan aµd the flight of the "Autonomous Govenr
ment'' .; the agrarian revolµtion in the Caucasus a.l).c~ the :uJte1'jII).poten,ce
of the "Na'tional Councils'' of Georgia, Armeriia and 'Azerbaidjan' ¥all
these are. facts of common knowledge which demonstrated the complete
isolation of the border "governments" from: their "own" masses. Utterly
defeated,, .Jl;te "nati01)al. governp1ents" were "obliged'' to appeal for. aid,
against their ~'.own" workers and peasants to the imperialists of Western,·
E.uro,pe, th,e age-long oppressors and exploiters -of the small nations pf
the world.'
Thus began the. period· of foreign interference and the occupation of
the border regions-a period which once more. revealed the. counter,;·
revolutionary nature of the "national" and regional "govermilents}'~
·
Now at last it has become obvious to all that the national
bourgeoisie is. striving not for the liberation of its "own people" fibm
national oppression, but for the liberty of squeezing profits out of thefu,
for the liberty of preserving its own privileges and .capital'.
. Now at last it· has become o.bvious that the e~ancipation of the
oppressed nationalities . is. · inconceivaple .without a rupture with .
1

!mper.ia'lism; without the overtluow of the bourgeoi$ie. of. the oppr.essed /
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nationalities and _without the transfer of power to the toiling masses of
these nationalltie's'. --~~
.
/
. Th_u.s' ~he old bourgeois conception of the principle of self"determina;hon; with it_s slogan "All power to .the national bourgeoisie," Was exposed , .
and cast aside by the very course of the revolution. The soeialist con-.!
ception of. self-determination, :with its slogan "All. power to the toUing'
masses of the oppressed nationalities," entered into its own and obtained'
the opportunity of being applied in practice. ;'.'
.
. Thus the October ·Revolution, having put an end to the old, born>
geo.1s .movement for national emancipation, inaugurated the era of a new,
socialist movement of the workers ·and peasants of the oppressed nationali.ties, dir~cted against all oppression-which also means national oppress10n-agamst the rule of the bourgeoisie, their "own" and foreign and·
against imperialism in general.
'
·
HI.

The Intel'nati.onai Significance of the Oclobel' Revolution

Having triumphed in the centre of Russia and spread to a number
of t?e ?ord?r re.gions, the Oc~ober Revolution could not stop short at the ·
terntonal frontiers of Russia. In the atmosphere of the imperialist
\Vorld Wal' and the general discontent of the lower classes, it could. not
lmt spread to neighbouring countries. Russia's break with imperialism:
and her escape from the predatory war ; the publication of the secret
treaties and the solemn abrogation of the policy of foreign annexations ·
the proclam::ition of national freedom and the recognition of the indepen:
dence of Fmland ; the proclamation of Russia a "federation of Soviet
~iatio11;al. rep~blics" and the battle-cry for a determined struggle against
impenahsm issued to the world by the Soviet government-all this could
not but gr~atly affect the enslaved East and the bleeding West;.
And, mdeed, the October Revolution is the first revolution in the
history of the world to break the age-long sleep of the toiling masses of.'
the opl?resse~ I?eoples of the Eas~ and to draw them into the fight again$,t
world impenahsm. The for:rpat10n of workers' and peasants' Soviet in
Persia, China and India, modelled on the Soviets in Russia is sufficient
proof of this.
'
·
The Octob~r Revolution was the first. revolution in the history of thw
world ~o provide the wor~~ers and soldiers of the West with a living·
redeemmg example and to u~pel t.he~ into the true· path of emancipatioh.
from, _the yoke of war and impenahsm. The revolt of the workers and.
soldiers in Au:stria-Hungary and in Germany, the formation of Soviets o'f
Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies, the revolutionary struggle of the non'sovereigh nations ~f Austria-Hungary a,gainst national oppression, are.
eloquent proof of this.
·
The important thing is not that the struggle in the East and even in
the West has ·· not yet succeeded in shedding its bourgeois-nationali~~·
su:perstrlJ.ta; .· tbe important thing is that the struggle against imperialism
has begun, that it. is continuing and that it is inevitably bound to arrive"'
Ht its logical goat-;Foreign interference and t_he policy of occupation on the part of the
"externa~" imperialis.ts o11;1Y serve to accentuate the revolutionary crisis:
by drawmg new nat10ns mto the sti;.,uggle and extending the area of the
. revolutionary engagements with im1ierialism.
In thjs. way the October Revolution is establishing a tie between the
nations of the backward East arid of the advanced West and is drawing
15
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them into a common struggle a,gainst i~perialism.
. .;
In this way the national question; from the particular qu;est~on ~~
combating national oppression, is gro~ing _into . t~e gener~l qu~sti.on . ,
emancipating the':nations~ colonies and •'seni~-colomes ~ram irnpeqahsm;r
The mortal sin of th.e Second International and its leader i Kautsky,
consists incidentally in the fact that they h3;".e ~lways wa.ndered into the
bourgeois conception of national self-determmat10n, that they have never
understood the revolutionary meaning ?f the latter, that !hey were ~nable
or unwilling to put the national question on the revolut10nary footu~g. 9,f
an open fight against imperialism and that they were unabl~ or. unwillmg
to link the national question with the question of the emancipation of t&e
colonies.
The obtuseness of the Austrian Social-Democrats of the type of
Bauer and Renner consists in the fact that they have never. understood
the indissoluble bond that exists between the national question. and the
question of power, that they tried to separate t~e national. quest10n fr~,~
politics and to confme it to cultural and educational questions, forgettmg
the existence of sucl1 ~'trifles" as imperialism and the enslavement of the ··
colonies by imperialism.
. . .
"
.
It i.s asserted that the principles of self-determmation and national
defence" have been abrogated by the very course of events under. t~,f
conditions of a rising socialist revolution. But as a matter of fact it .ls
not self-determination and "national defence" that have been abrogatet;l,
but the bourgeois interpretation o.f these prin~ipl.es. One has only to
glance at the occupied regions, .which are langmshmg under the yoke .°~
imperialisw and yearning for liberation; one has only to glance at R~ss~~·
which is fighting a revolutionary war for th~· defence of the sociah.st
fatherland from the pirates of imperla:lism; one has only to reflect on th«(
events now taking place in Au·stria-Hungary; one has only to glanc~ at
the enslaved colonies and semi-colonies which have already orgamsed
their own Soviets (India, Persia, China)-one has only to glai;ice. at all
this to realise the full revolutionary significance of the prmciple · oL
self-determination in its socialist· iriterpretatibn.
.
.
The great international significance of the October Revolut10n chiefly
consists in the fact that : .
,·
.
(1) It has widened the scope of the na~ional q~estion and c?nve~ted
it from the particular question of combatmg nat10nal oppress10n i~to.
the general question of emancipating the oppressed nat10ns, colomes
and semi-colonies from imperialism ; ?
(2) It has opened up vast possibilities and revealed the proper way
of achieving emancipation, and; thereby greatly helped the canse . of
emancipation qf the oppressed riations of the W.est ~nd the East, ha".mg
drawn them ihto the common channel of the victor10us struggle agau~st
imperialism;
. .
(3) It has thereby nected n. bridge between the ~oczalzst ,west an?
Uw enslaved East, having created a new line of revolut10ns against world
imperialis).11, extending from the proleta:ians of the '\Vest, through t~e
Russian revolution, to the oppresse~ nat10ns of ~he East:
.
. "'
This in fact explains the indescribable enthusiasm wluch is now be.~no
displayed for the ~l.issian proletariat by the toiling and exploited ma.~ses
of the Ea.st and West.
.
. .
And this largely explains the brutal fury with "'.hich th~ imper~ahst
robbers of the world have now hurled themselves agamst Soviet Russia.

The Policy of the Soviet Government
on the National Question in Russia 11 (1920)
Three years of revolution and civil war in Russia have shown that
unless Central Russia and her border regions m11tually support each other
the success of the revolution and the liberation of Russia from the clutches of imperialism will be impossible. Central Russia, that hearth of
world revolution, cannot hold out long without the assistance of the
border regions, which abound in raw materials, fuel and food-stuffs.
The border regions of Russia in their turn would be inevitably doomed
lo imperialist bondage without the political, military and organisational
support of more developed Central Russia. If it is true to say that the
more developed proletariat of the "West cannot finish off the world
bourgeoisie without the support of the peasant East, which is less developed but which abounds in raw materials and fuel, it is equally true to
say that more developed Central Russia cannot complete the revolution
without the support of the border regions of Russia, which a.re less
developed but which abound in essential resources.
This circumstance has undoubtedly been taken into account by the
Entente ever since the establishment of the Soviet government, when it
(the Entente) pursued the plan of surrounding Central Russia economically by cutting off the more important of her border regions. And the
plan of economically surrounding Russia has continued to be the
unchanging basis of all the campaigns of the Entente against :Russia, from
1918 to 1920, not excluding its present machinations in the Ukraine,
Azerbaidjan and Turkestan.
All the more important is it, therefore, to achieve a firm alliance
between the centre and the border regions of Russia.
And this means that definite relations, definite ties must be established
between the centre and the border regions of Russia in order to ensure
nn intimale and unshakable alliance between them.
'Vhat must these relations be, what forms must they assume ?
In other words, what must be the policy of the Soviet government
lowards the national question in Russia ?
The demand for the secession of the border regions from Russia as
the form that should be given to the relations between the centre and the
border regions must be rejected not. only because it is contray to the
very purpose of establishing an alliance between the centre and the
border regions, but primarily because it is fundamentally opposed to the
interests of the masses both of the centre and of the border regions.
Apart from the fact that the secession of the border regions would
undermine the revolutionary might of Central Russia, which is stimulating
the movement for the emancipation of the West and the East, the seceded
border regions themselves would inevitably fall into bondage to international imperialism. One has only to glance at Georgia, Armenia,
Poland, Finland, etc., which have seceded from Russia but which have
retained only the semblance of independence, having in reality been
converted into unconditional vassals of the Entente; one has only, fmally,
to recall the recent case of the Ukraine and Azerbaidjan, the former of
:vhich was plundered by German capital and the latter by the Entente,
m order to realise the counter-revolutionary natu.re of the demand for
the secession of the border regions under present international conditions.
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\Vhen a life-and-death struggle is developing between proletarian Russia and the imperialist Entente, only two alternatives confront the border
regions:
Either they join forces with Russia, and then the toiling masses of
the border regions will be emancipated from imperialist oppression;
Or they join forces with the Entente, and then the yoke of imperialism
will be inevitable.
There is no third solution. The so-called independence of a so-called
independent Georgia, Armenia, Poland, Finland, etc., is only an illusion,
and conceals the utter dependence of these apologies for states on one
group of imperialists or another.
Of course, the border regions of Russia, the nations and tribes which
inhabit these regions, just as all other nations, possess the inalienable
right to secede from Russia, and if any of these nations decided by a
majority to secede from Russia, as was the case with Finland in 1917,
Russia, presumably, would be obliged lo record the fact and sanction the
secession. But the question here is not the indubitable rights of nations,
but the interests of the masses both in the centre and in the border regions;
it is a question of the character-determined by these interests-of . the
agitation which our Party must carry on if it does not wish to repudiate
itself and if it wishes to influence the will of the toiling masses of the
nationalities in a definite direction. And the interests of the masses
render the demand for the secession of the border regions at the present
stage of the revolution a profoundly counter-revolutionary one.
Similarly, what is known as national cultural autonomy must also be
rejected as a form of alliance between the centre and the border regions of
Hussia. The experience of Austria-Hungary (the birthplace of national cul1ural autonomy) during the last ten years has revealed the fully ephemeral
and ineffectual character of national cultural autonomy as a form of alliance
between the toiling masses of the nationalities of a multi-national .state.
Springer and Bauer, the authors of national cultural autonomy, who now sit
lamenting over the split milk pail of their cunningly contrived national programme, arc living corroborations of the fact. Finally, the spokesman of
national cultural autonomy in Russia, the once famous Bund, was itself
recently obliged officially to acknowledge the superfluousness of national
cultural autonomy by publicly declaring that :

type of autonomy to the supreme form of autonomy-contractual relatio~s
(Azerbaidjan). This elasticity of Soviet autonomy constitutes one of its
prime merits, for this elasticity makes it possible to embrace all the various
types of border regions in Russia, which vary greatly in their levels of cultural and economic development. Three years of Soviet policy in the sphere
of the national question in Russia have shown that in applying Soviet autonomy in its varied forms the Soviet government is on the right path, for this
policy alone made it possible to lay a road to the remotest corners of the
border regions of Russia, to arouse to political life the most backward and
nationally diverse masses and to connect these masses with the centre by the
most varied ties-a problem which not a single government in the world
was solving, or even attempting to solve (being afraid to do so!). The
administrative re-arrangement of Russia on the basis of Soviet autonomy
has not yet been completed; the Northern Caucasians, the Kalmucks, the
Cheremi~ses, the Vots, the Buryats, and others, are still awaiting a settlement of the question. But no matter what aspect the administrative map
of the future Ru.ssia may assume, and no matter what shortcomings there
may have been in this field-and shortcomings there certainly were-it
must be acknowledged that by undertaking her administrative reconstruction on the basis of regional autonomy Russia has made an extremely
important stride towards rallying the border regions around the proletarian
rentre and bringing the government in closer contact with the_ broad
masses 'Of the border regions.
But the proclamation of one form of Soviet autonomy or another, the
enactment of corresponding decrees and ordinances, and even the creation
of governments in the border regions in the shape of regional Councils of
People's Commissars of the autonomous republics, are far from being all
that is required to consolidate the alliance between the border regions and
the centre. In order to consolidate this alliance it is first of all necessary
to put an end to the estrangement and isolation of the border re.gions, to
their patriarchal manner of life and lack of culture and to the mistrustful
attitude towards the centre which still persists in the border regions as a
heritage of the brutal policy of tsarism. Tsarism deliberately cultivated
patriarchal and feudal oppression in the border regions in order to keep
the masses in a state of slavery and ignorance. Tsarism deliberately settled
the best areas in the border regions with colonisers in order fo force the
natives into the worst areas and to intensify national enmity. Tsarism
restricted, and at times simply suppressed, the native schools, theatres and
edu:cational institutions in order to keep the masses in intellectual darkness.
Tsarism frustrated the iriititative of the best members of the native population. Lastly, tsarism suppressed all activity on the part of the masses of
the border regions. Tsarism in this way implanted among the natives a
profound mistrust, at times passing into direct hostility, for everything
Russian. If the alliance between Central Russia and the border regions
is to be consolidated, this mistrust must be removed and an atmosphere of
mutual understanding and fraternal confidence created. But in order to
remove this mistrust we must first help the masses of the border regions
lo emancipate themselves from the survivals of the feudal-patriarchal
-wke · we must abolish-abolish in actual fact and not only in word-all
the p'rivileges of the colonisers : we must enable the masses to taste of
the material benefits of the revolution. In brief, we must prove to tli!e
masses that Central, proletarian Russia is defendfog their interests, and
their interests alone ; and this must be proved not only by repressive mea··
sures against the colonisers and the bourgeois nationalists, measures that

, "The demand for national cultural autonomy, 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, p. 21.)

There remains regional autonomy for bor·der regions marked by specific
rncial customs and national composition, as the only expedient form of
alliance between the centre and the border regions, an autonomy which is
designed to connect the border regions of Russia with the centre by federal
ties. This is the Soviet form of autonomy which was proclamed by the
Soviet government from its very inception and which is now being practised
in the border regions in the form of administrative communitles and autonomous Soviet republics.
Soviet autonomy is not a rigid thing fixed once and for all time ; it
permits of the most varied forms and degrees of development. It passes
from narrow administrative autonomy (the Volga Germans, the Chuvashes
and the Karelians) to a wider, political autonomy (the Bashkirs, the Volga
Tatars and the Kirghiz) ; from wide political autonomy to a still wider form
of autonomy (the Ukraine and Turkestan) ; and finally from the Ukrainian
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a!·e frequently incomprehensible to the masses, but primarily by a consistent and well-conceived economic policy.
Everybody is acquainted with the liberals' demand for universal
compulsory education. Comm11nists in the border regions cannot stand
~ore to th~ Right than the liberals ; they must put universal education
mto effect if they want to encl the ignorance of the people and if they
want to create closer spiritual ties between the centre of Russia and the
harder regi~ns. But in order to do so we must develop local national
f,chools, nat10nal theatres and national educational institutions and must
mise the cultural level of 1hc masses of the border regions. For it need
hardly be shown that ignorance and unenlightenment arc the most
dangerous enemies of Soviet government. 'Ve do not know what success
is attending our work in this field generally, but we are informed that in
one of the. mo~t import~nt !?order regions the local People's Commissariat
of ~clucahon !s expenclmg m the native schools only ten per cent -of its
available crechts. If that is true, it must be confessed that in this field
we have unf?rtunately not P!'ogressed much on the "old regime."
The Soviet goven~m:nt 1s not a government divorced from the people.; on the contrary, it is the only government of its kind, a government
~vh1ch comes from the Russian masses and is near and clear to them. This
m f.act explains the unparalleled strength and resilience displayed by 1he
Soviet government at critical moments. The Soviet government must
b.ecome no less near and clear to the masses of the border regions of Rus~ia. But t.o do so the Soviet government must first be comprehensible to
the?1. It 1s therefore necessary that all Soviet organs in the border
reg10ns-the courts, the administration, the economic bodies, the direct
orga?s of goverm?ent (as also the organs of the Party)-shoUlcl as far as
possible be recrmtecl from among local people acquainted with the customs, life, habits, and language of the native population ; that the best
people. fr~m .among the native masses sh'oulcl be got to participate in
these mshtut10ns ; that the local toiling masses should be drawn into
l'_Very ~phere of administration of the country, including military forma~10ns, m orcler that the masses may see that the Soviet government and
its organs .are the· products of their own efforts, the embodiment of their
aspirations. Only in this way can an unbreakable spiritual contact be
established ~)etween the masses and the government, and only in this way
can the Soviet governmc!1t become comprehensible and clear to the toiling
masses of the border reg10ns.
~ . Certain comrades regard the autonomous republics in Russia and
~ov1et a1;1tonomy generally as a temporary, if necessary, evil which must
for certam reasons be tolerated, but which must be resisted so that it may
<~ne day be abolished. It need hardly be shown that such a view is
1unclament~lly false and that at any rate it is entirely fore~gn to the policy
of the Soviet government on the national question. Soviet autonomy is
i~ot an ab~traction .or artificial thing ; still less is it an empty aI1d declarativ~. promise. Soviet .autonomy is the most real and concrete way of
umtn~g the bord~r .reg10ns to Central Russia. Nobody will deny that the
Ukram~, AzerbaidJan, Tur~estan, the Kirghiz Republic, the Bashkir
Re]J~bhc, the, Tatar Republic, and other border regions, since they are
~tn_vmg
the cultural and material prosperity of their masses, must have
1he1r. nahv~ .schools, courts, administration and government bodies
recrmted prmc1pally from local people. Furthermore, the real Sovietisalion of these re~ions, their ~onver~ion. into Soviet countries closely bound
lo Central Russia and formmg with rt one state whole, is inconceivable

without the widespread organisation of local schools, without the creation of courts, administrative bodies, organs of government, etc., recruited
from among people acquainted with the life and language of the population. But to conduct the schools, courts, the administration and organs
of government in the native language precisely means putting Soviet autonomy into practice ; for Soviet autonomy is nothing but the sum of these
various institutions enveloped in a Ukrainian, Turkestanian, Kirghiz, etc.,
form.
How, after this, can one seriously say that Soviet autonomy is
Pphemeral, that it must be resisted, and so forth ?
One thing or the other :
Either the Ukrainian, Azerbaicljanian, Kirghiz, Uzbek, Bashkir and
the other languages are a reality, and it is therefore abolutely essential to
develop. in these regions native schools, courts, administrative bodies and
organs of government recruited from the local people-in which case
Soviet autonomy in these regions must be put into effect in its entirety,
without any reservations whatsoever ;
Or the Ukrainian, Azerbaicljanian, etc., languages are a pure fiction,
and therefore schools and other institu:tions in the native language are
unnecessary-in which case Soviet autonomy must be cliscarclecl as useless
lumber.
The search for a third way is due either to ignorance of the subject
or to deplorable superficiality.
One serious obstacle to the realisation of .Soviet autonomy is the
acute shortage of intellectual forces of local origin in the border regions,
the shortage of instru:ctors in every branch of Soviet and Party work
without exception. This shortage cannot but hamper both educational
and revolutionary constructive work in the border regions. But for this
very reason it would be unwise and harmful to alienate the all too few
groups of native intellectuals, who perhaps wou.lcl like to serve the masses
bu.t are unable to do so, perhaps because, not being Communists, they
believe themselves to be surrounded by an atmosphere of mistrust and
are afraid of possible measures of repression. The policy of drawing
such groups into Soviet work, the policy of recruiting them for economic,
agrarian, food-supply and similar posts, with the purpose of their
1,'.raclual Sovietisation, may be successfully applied. For it will hardly
be maintained that these intellec1U:al groups are less reliable than, let us
say, the counter-revolutionary military experts who, their counter-revolution notwithstanding, were appointee! to work in important posts and
were subsequently Sovietised.
But the employment of the national groups of intellectuals will still
be_ far from sufficient to satisfy the demand for instructors. We must
simultaneously develop in the bqrder regions a wide network of lecture
courses and schools in every branch of administration in order to create
cadres of instructors from among local people. For it is clear that without such cadres the organisation of native schools, courts, administration
and other institutions in the native tongue will be difficult in the extreme.
A no less serious obstacle to the realisation of Soviet autonomy is the
precipitance, at times assuming the form of gross tactlessness, displayed
by certain comrades in the matter of Sovietisir1g the border regions. When
such comrades, in regions which arc a whole historical pe'riod behind
Central Russia, in regions where the mediaeval order has not yet been
wholly abolished, take upon themselves the "heroic task" of applying
"pure communism," we may safely say that no good will come of such
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cavalry raids, of "communism" of this. kind. We should like to remind
these comrads of the point in our prgramme which says :
"The Communist Party of Russia adopts the historical class viewpoint, and in this
takes into consideration the stage of historjcal development of the given nation : whether
it is evolving from mediaevalism to bom:geois democracy, or from bourgeois democracy
Lo Soviet or proletarian. democracy, etc."

And futher:
"In any case the prolelariat of the nations which have been oppressing nations
must exercise special caulion and pay special attention to the survivals of national
sPntiment among Lhe toiling masses of oppressed or nonsuvcreign nations." (See
Prourmnme of the Russian Communist Party.)

That means that if, for instance, the direct method of appropriating

superiluot~s dwelling space in Azerbaidjan tends to alienate from us the

Azerbaidjanian masses, who regard the home, the domestic hearth, as
holy and inviolable, it is obvious that the direct method of appropriating
superfluous dwelling space must be replaced by an indirect method. of
achieving the~ same encl. Or further : if, for instance, the Daghestaman
masses, who are profoundly imbued with religious prejudices, follow the
Communists "on the basis of the Shariah," it is obvious that the direct
method of combating religious preju:dices in this country must be replaced
Ly indirect and more cautious methods. And so oh, and so forth.
In brief, cavalry raids with the object of "immediately communising"
the backward masses must be discarded for a cautious and well~conceived
policy of gradually drawing these masses into the general stream of
Soviet development.
Such in general are the practical conditions necessary for realising
Soviet autonomy, the introduction of which will bring about closer spiritual relations and a firm revolutionary alliance between the centre and
the border regions of Russia.
Soviet Russia is performing an experiment without parallel anywhere
in the world in organising the co-existence of a number of nations and
tribes within a single proletarian state on a basis of mutual confidence
and voluntary and fraternal good-will. Three years of the revolution
have shown that this experiment has every chance of success. But this
experiment can be certain of complete success only if our practical policy
with regard to the national problem in the variou:s localities does not
run counter to the demands of Soviet autonomy already proclaimed, in
its varied forms and degrees of application, and if every practical measure we take in the localities contributes to bringing the masses of the
people in the border regions to partake of a higher, proletarian spiritual
sncl material culture in forms corresponding to the social habits and
national features of these masses.
And this will be a guarantee of the consolidation of the revolutionary
alliance between Central Russia and the border regions of Russia against
which all the machinations of the Entente will be shattered.

Theses on the immediate tasks of the Party
in connection with the National Problem
Presented to the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist
Party, Endorsed by the Central Committee
(1921)
!.

The Capitalist System and National 01)1ll'ession

1. Modern nations are a product of a definite epoch~the epoch of
nsmg capitalism. 'The process of the abolition of feudalism and the
development of capitalism was also a process of formation of people into
nations. The British, French, Germans, and Italians formed into nations
during the victorious march of capitalism and its triumph over feudal
disunity.
2. vVhere the formation of nations on the whole coincided in time
with the formation of centralised states, the nations naturally became
invested in a state integument and developed into independent bourcreois
national stales. Such was the case with Great Britain (without Irel~nd),
France and Italy, In Eastern Europe, on the contrary, the form a lion of
centralised states; accelerated by the exigencies of self-defence (against
the invasions of the Turks, Mongols and others), took place prior to the
breakup of feudalism and therefore prior to the formation of nations.
Here, as a result, the nations did not, and could not, develop into national
states, btlt formed into several mixed, multi-national bourgeois states,
eonsisting usually of one po\verfuJ, dominant nation and several weak,
:>ubject nations. Such arc Austria, Hungary and Russia.
3. National states, such as France and Italy, depending at first
mainly on their own national forces, were generally speaking unacquainted with national oppression. In contradistinction, the multi-national
states, based as they are on the domination of one nation-or rather of
its ruling class-over the other nations, were the original home and the
chief scene of national oppression and national movements. The contradictions between the interests of the ruling nations and the interests
of the subject nations are such that unless they are solved the stable
existence of multinational stafos becomes impossible. The tragedy of the
multi-national bourgeois state is th.at it is unable to overcome these contradictions and that every attempt it makes to "level" the nations and
;'protect" the national minorities while preserving private property and ·
class ineqtlality usually ends in a new failure and a further intensification
of national conflicts.
4. The subsequent growth of capitalism in Europe, the need for
new markets, the search for raw materials and fuel, and, finally, the development of imperialism, the export of capital and the necessity of protecting the great sea and rail routes, have led, on the one hand, to the
seizure of new territories by the old national states and the conversion of
the latter into multi-national (colonial) states with the national oppres.-,ion and national conflicts natural to multi-national states (Great Britain,
France, Germany, Italy) and, on the other hand, have intensified the strivings of the dominant nations in the old multi-national states not merely
to preserve the old state boundaries but to extend them and to subjugate
new (weak) nationalities at the expense of neighbouring states. In this
16
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way the national problem was enlarged and finally'. in the ve_ry cour_se
of events, became merged with the general problem of the col~mes.; wlule
national oppression was transformed from an internal questron mto an
inter-state question, into a question of conflict (and war) between ~he
"Great" imperialist powers for the subjugation of weak and non-sovereign
nationalities.
5. The imperialist war, which exposed to their very roots the
irreconcilable national contradictions and the internal insolvency of the
bourgeois multi-national states, led to an extreme aggravation of national
c:onflicts within the victorious colonial states (Great Britain, France Italy),
to the complete disintegration of the defeated former multi-national stales
(Austria, Hungary, Russia in 1917) and, fmally-as the most "radical"
solution of the national problem of which the bourgeoisie is capable--:to
the formation of new bourgeois national states (Poland, Czechoslovalua,
Yugoslavia, Finland, Georgia, Armenia, etc.). But the formation o_f new
independent national states did not result, and cmdcl not result, m the
peaceful co-existence of nationalities, and did not elimina_te, and cou.lcl not
<:Jiminate either national inequality or national oppressron; for the new
national ~tates, based as they are on private property and class inquality,
cannot exist (a) without oppressing their own national minorities (Poland,
,,hich oppresses the Byelorussians, Jews, Lithua~ians and Ukraini~ns ;
Georgia, which oppresses the Ossets, Abkhasian~ and Armemans;
Yugoslavia, which oppresses t_he . Croats and Bosnia.us, _and . others) :
(b) without extending their terntoncs at the ~xpens~ of t~eir ne1ghbm.~rs,
which leads to conflict and war (Poland agamst L1thuama, the Ukrame
m1cl Russia; Yugoslavia against Buigaria; Georgia against Armenia and
Turkey, and so on); and (c) without becoming subject financially,
t'conomically and militarily to the "Great" imperialist powers.
6. Thus the post-war period presents a gloomy picture of national
enmity, inequality, oppression, conflict, war and imperialist brutali.ty on
the part of the nations of civilised countries both towards each other and
towards the non-sovereign peoples : on the one hand we have a few
"Great" Powers, which oppress and exploit the mass of dependent and
"independent" (but in fact wholly dependent) national states, and. ~he
struggle of these powers among themselves for the monopoly of explmtmg
the national states ; and on the other hand we have the strug~le of the
11 ational states, dependent and "independent" against the mtolerable
oppression of the "Great" Powers_; the strug_gle of_ the nati~nal states
among themselves for the extens10n of theff national territory; the
struggle of the national states, each in particular, against its own
oppressed national minorities; and, fmally, the growth of the movement
for emancipation on the part of the colonies against the "Great" Powers
rrncl the intensification of national conflicts both within these powers and
within the national states, which as a rule contain a number of national
minorities. Such is the "world picture" inherited from the imperialist
war.
Bourgeois society has proved to be utterly bankrupt in the matter of
solving the national problem.
U.

The Soviet System and National Fl'eedom

1. vVhereas private property and capital inevitably disunite people,
inflame national enmity and intensify national oppression, collective property and labour just as inevitably bring people closer, undermine

'f(

national enmity and abolish national oppression. The existence of capitalism without national oppression is just as inconceivable as the
existence of socialism without the emancipation of oppressed nations,
without national freedom. Chauvinsim and national conflict are inevitable, unavoidable, as long as the peasantry (and the petty bourgeoisie
generally) is permeated with nationalist prejudices and follows the
bourgeoisie; while, on the contrary, national peace and national freedom
may be regarded as assured when the peasantry follows the proletq.riat,
that is to say, when dictatorship of the proletariat has been assured.
Hence the triumph of the Soviets and the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat is a basic condition for the abolition of national
oppression, the institution of national equality and the gtlarantee of the
rights of national minorities.
2. The experience of the Soviet revolution entirely bears out this
assertion. The establishment of a Soviet system in Russia and the
proclamation of the right of nations to political secession have brought
about a complete change in the relations between the toiling masses of
I.he nationalities of Russia; they have undermined the old national enmity,
deprived national oppression of its foundation, won for the Russian
workers the confidence of their brothers of other nationalities, not only in
Russia, but also in Euro1:ie and Asia, and have raised this confidence to
a pitch of enthusiasm and readiness to fight for the common cause. The
creation of Soviet republics in Azerbaidjan and Armenia has been productive of similar results and has put an encl to national collisions and
the "age-old" enmity between the Turkish and Armenian toiling masses
and between the Armenian and Azerbaidjanian toiling masses. The same
must be said of the temporary success of the Soviets in Hungary, Bavaria,
Finland and Latvia. On the other hand, it may safely be said that the
Hussian workers· could not have defeated Kolchak and Denikin and the
Azerbaicljan and Armenian Rupublics could not have been put on their
feet without the elimination of national enmity and national oppression
at home, and without the confidence and enthusiasm displayed towards
them by the toiling masses of the nationalities of lhe vVest and the East.
The consolidation of the Soviet republics and the abolition of national
oppression are two aspects of one and the same process of emancipation
of the toilers from imperialist bondage.
3. But the existence of the Soviet reptlblics, even the smallest in
size, represents a fatal menace to imperialism. This menace lies not
merely in the fact that the Soviet republics, having broken away from
imperialism, have beep converted from colonies and semi-colonies into
really independent states and have thereby deprived the imperialists of
a certain part of their territories and revenues, but also, and primarily, in
the fact that the very existence of the Soviet republics, and every step
I aken by these republics in the direction of suppressing the bourgeoisie
and consolidating the dictatorship of the proletariat; is of the greatest
value as. agitation against capitalism and imperialism, agitation for the
emancipation of dependent countries from imperialist bondage, and an
insuperable factor in the disintegration and disorganisation of capitalism
in all its forms. Hence the inevitability of the struggle of the "Great"
imperialist powers against the Soviet republics and the endeavour of the
"Great" Powers to annihilate these republics. The history of the struggle
of the "Great" Powers against Soviet Russia, in which they are raising
against her one bourgeois border government after another and one group
of counter-revoluntionary generals after another, carefully blockading her
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and generally endeavouring to isolate her economically, furnishes
eloquent testimony to the fact that under present international conditions,
under the conditions of a capitalist encil'.clement, not a single Soviet
republic taken alone can regard itself as secure against economic exhaustion and military destruction at the hands of world imperialism.
4. Hence, in isolation, the existence of the various Soviet republics
is uncertain and unstable, because of the menace to their existence offered
hy the capitalist stales. The joint interests of the Soviet republics in the
matter of defence, in the first place,lhe restoration of the productive forces
~haltered during the war, in the second place, and the fact that the
Soviet republics which are rich in food must come to the aid of the
. Soviet reptlblics which are poor in food, in the third place, imperatively
dictate the political union of the various Soviet republics as the only
i"?eans of escaping imperialist bondage and national oppression. Having
liberated themselves from their "own" and "foreign" bourgeoisie, the
national Soviet republics can defend their existence and defeat the
combined forces of imperialism only by amalgamating themselves into
a close political union, or not at all.
5. A federation of Soviet republics based on common military and
economic affairs is that general form of polilical union which makes it
possible (a) to guarantee the integrity and economic development both of
the individual republics and of the federation as a whole; (b) to embrace
the various social, cultural and economic conditions of the various nations
and peoples, which are at different levels of development, and accordingly
lo apply one form of federation or another, and (c) to bring' about the
peaceful co-existence and fraternal collaboration of the nations and
peoples which have in one form or another thrown in their lot with that
of the federation. The experience of Russia in applying various forms
of federation, passing from federation based on Soviet autonomy (the
Kirghiz Repu:blic, the Bashkir Republic, the Tatar Republic, the Gortsi,
Daghestan) to federation based on contractual relations between independent Soviet republics (the Ukraine, Azerbaidjan), with intermediate
phases (T~rkestan, Byelorussia), has fully proved the value and flexibility
of federation as a general form of political union of the Soviet republics.
6. But federation may be durable, and . the results of federation
real, only if it is based on mutual confidence and the voluntary consent of
the count~ies constituting the federation. If the R. S. F. S. R. is the only
count.ry m the world in which the experiment in the peaceful
co-existence and fraternal collaboration of a larg·e number of nations and
peoples has. succeeded, it is because it contains neither ruling nor subject
peoples, neither. a mother country nor colonies, neither imperialism nor
national oppression. In the R. S. F. S. R. federation rests on mutual confidence and a voluntary desire for union on the part of the toiling masses
of the various nations. This voluntary character of the federation must
absolutely be preserved in the future, for only a federation of this kind
can serve as a transition stage to that supreme unity of the toilers of all
countries in a single world economic system the necessity for which is
growing more and more palpable.

IIL

Immediate Tasks of the Russian Communist Party

.
1. The R. ~· F. S. R. and its allied Soviet Republics are representahve of a population of about 140,000,000 people. Of these the non-GreatRussian peoples amount to about 65,000,000 (Ukrainians, Byelornssians,
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Kirghiz, Uzbeks, Turkmens, Tadjiks, Azerbaidjanians, Volga Tatars,
Crimean Tatars, Bokharans, Khivans, Bashkirs, Armenians, Chechens,
Kabardians, · Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes,
Karachis,
Balkarians *
Kalmucks, Karelians, Avarians, Darghis, Kazilmmukhians, Kurins,
Kumyks, ** Maris, Chuvashes, Vots, Volga Germans, Buryats, Yakutians,
etc.). The policy of tsarism, the policy of the landlords and the bourgeoisie, towards these peoples was to destr~y every germ of ~tateh~ocl
among them, to cripple their cu'lture, restnct the use of thell' na~ive
tongue, hold them in a state of ignorance, and, finally, as far as possible,
to Russify them. The effects of this policy are reflected in the low level
of development and political backwardness of these peoples .
Now thal the landlords and bourgeoisie have been overthrown and
d Soviet government has been proclaimed by the masses of the people in
these coui1tries also, the task of the Party is lo help the toiling masses of
the non-Great-Russian peoples to catch up with Central ·Russia, which is
ahead of them, and to help them (a) to develop and consolidate their own
Soviet state system in forms consi~tenl with the nati?n.al c~aracter. of
these peoples ; (b) to organise thell' own com~ts, . adn~mistrative. bodies,
economic organs and government organs functwnmg m the native language and recruited from among local people acquainted with the customs
and psychology of the local population, and (c) to develop a press, schools,
theatres, clubs and cultural and educational institutions generally, functioning in, the native language.
2. If from the 65,000,000 of the non-Great-Russian population we
exclude the Ukraine, Byelorussia, a small part of Azerbaidjan, and
"\rmenia which in a more or less degree have passed through the period
of industrial capitalism, there remain about 30,000,000, consisting principally of Turkic peoples (Turkestan,. the .gre~Ler part of Azerbaidjan,
Daghestan, the Gortsi, Tatars, Bashlnrs, Kll'gh1z, and others), who .have
not passed through a ca~italist dev~lopment,. who do not: or pract~ca~ly
do not, possess an industnal protetana.t of thei~ own, who i~ the I?aJ~n.ty
of cases preserve the pastoral and patnarchal tnbal form of life (Kirghizia.
Bashkiria the Northern Caucasus), or who have not yet progressed
beyond a 'primitive semi-partiarchal, semi-feudal form of. life (Azerbaidjan,
Lhe Crimea, etc.), but who have already been drawn mto the common
i:urrent of Soviet development.
The dtlty of the Party towards the toiling masses of these peoples
(in addition to the duties set forth in Par. 1) is to ~ssist the~ in. ~li1_11ina.t
ing the survivals of partriarchal and fe1;1dal relations and 1r,i .JOmmg. m
the work of building up a Soviet economic system on the basis of Sovi~ts
of toiling peasants, by creating among these peoples strong Commumst
organisations capable of utilising the experience gained by the Russian
workers and peasants in Soviet and economic developmenl and at the
same time capable of adopting their constructive work to the peculi8:rities
of the concrete economic conditions, class structure, culture and habits of
each particular people, instead of mechanically transplanting the economic measures of Central Russia, which are adapted to a different, and
higher, stage of economic development.
1

*The Chechens, Kabardians,, Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes, Karachis, and Balkarians
form the Gortsi group of peoples.
••The Avarians, Darghis, Kazikumukhians, Kurins, and Kmnyks form the Daghes\H.nian group of peoples.
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:3. If from these :30,000,000, consisting 'principally of Turkic peoples,
we excludc Azerbaidjan, the greater part of Turkestan, the Volga and the
Crimean Tatar Republics, Bokhara, Khiva, Daghestan, a part of the Gortsi
(Kabardians, Circassians, Balkarians) and several other peoples which
have already become settled and permanently attached to a definite territory, there remain ahou.t 10,000,000 Kirghiz, Bashkirs, Chechens, Ossets
and Ingnshes, whose lands until recently had been subject to colonisation
hy Russian settlers, the latter having already sci.zed the best of their
arable land, systematically forcing them into the sterile desert. The
policy of tsarism, the policy of the landlords and the bourgeoisie, was to
settle these parts with the greatest possible number of kulaks from among
Lhe Russian peasants and the Cossacks, and to make the latter a reliable
basis for Great-Power ambitions. This policy led to the gradual extermination of 1he nalives (Kirghiz, Bashkirs) who had been forced into the
sterile wilderness.
The duty of the Party in relation to the toiling masses of these peoples (in addition to the duties enumerated in Pars. 1 and 2) is to .unite
their efforts with the efforts of the toiling masses of the local Russian
population in that struggle for emancipation from the kulaks in general
and from the predatory Great-Hussian kulaks in particular, to help them
in every way to throw oIT the yoke of the kulak colonisers and thus to
provide them with land suitable and essential for h11_man subsislence.
4. In addition to the above-mentioned nations and peoples, which
possess a definite class structure and occupy definite territory, 'there exist
within the R. S. F. S. R. various casual national groups, national minorities, interspersed among compact majorities of other nations, who in
most cases neither possess a definite class structure nor occupy a
definite territory (Letts, Esthonians, Poles, Jews, and others). The
policy of tsarism was to exterminate these minorities by every possible
means, including massacre (Jewish pogroms).
Now that national privileges have been abolished and the equality
of nationalities established, and the right of national minorities to free
national development is guaranteed by the very nature of the Soviet system, the duty of the Party towards the toiling masses of these national
g-roups is to help them to make the fullest possible use of the right to
free development which they have secured.
5. The development of Communist organisations in the border
regions is taking place under rather peculiar circumstances, which tend
to hinder the normal growth of the Party in these parts. On the one
hand, the Great-Russian Communists working in these regions, who have
grown up under the conditions of a "sovereign" nation, and who have
never lmmvn national oppression, not infrequently minimise the impori ance of national peculiarities in Party work, or else ignore them altogether, and fail in their work to reckon with the peculiarities of class
~tructure, culture, social life, and historical past of the given people, and
so vulgarise and distort the policy of the Party on the national question.
This circumstance leads to a deviation from communism towards the
dominant-nation spirit, the colonising spirit, the spirit of Great-Russian
chauvinism. On the other hand, the native Communists, who have lived
through the painful period of national oppression and have not entirdy
ceased to be haunted by the horrors of that period, not infrequently
exaggerate the importance of national peculiarities in Party work, leave
the class interests of the toilers i.n the background, or else simply identify
the interests of the toilers of the given nation with the "general national"

interests of that nation, failing to pick out the former from the latter
and to base their Party work on th~m. This circumstance in its turn
leads to a deviation from commumsm towards bourgeois-democratic
nationalism, which at times assumes the form of'. Pan-Islamism and PanTurkism (in the East).
.
The· congress emphatically condemns both these deviations as harmful and dangerous to the cause of communism and deems it necessary
to point to the particular clanger and the particular harm of the first
deviation, the deviation towards the dominant-nation spirit, the colonising spirit. The congress calls attention to the fact that unless. c?lonisin.g
and nationalist survivals within the ranks of the party are eltmmated it
will be impossible in the border i·egions to create slrong, genuinely commu:nist organisations closely bound up with the masses and uniting within their ranks the proletarian elements of the native and Russian populaLions on the basis of internationalism. The congress therefore considers
that one of the main tasks of the Party in the border regions is to eliminate the nationalist, and particularly the coloniser, vacillations among
lhe Communists.
·
6. In connection with the successes achieved on Lhe military fronts,
and particularly since the liquidation of \Vrangel, in some of the backward border regions which do not possess, or practically do not possess,
an industrial proletariat, there is an increasing urge on the part of pettybourgeois nationalist elements to join the P.arty for. careerist. purposes.
These elements, realising that the Party is the virtual rulmg power,
usually adopt the colouring of communism and not infreq11ently strive to
join the Party in whole groups, bringing with them a s1~iri~ of i!l-concealed chauvinism and corruption; and the Party orgamsations m the
border regions, which are generally weak, are not always able to withi>tancl Lhe temptation of "enlarging" the Party by the admission of new
members.
' ·
Il
The congress calls for a vigorous struggle against all pseudo-Communist elements who have wormed their way into the party of the proietariat, and warns the Party againsl the temptation of "enlarging" its
ranks by the admission of intellectual, petty-bourgeois nationalist elements. The congress considers that reinforcements to the ranks of the
Party in the border regions should be recruited chiefly from among the
proletarians and the poor and toiling peasants of those regions and that
at the same time activities must be directed to strengthening the Party
organisations in the border regions by improving the quality of the
membership.
: : ;
1

Report on the imrr1ediate tasks of the Party
in connection with the National Problem
Delivered at the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist
Party, March 10, 1921
Before proceeding directly to the concrete immediate tasks of the
Party in connection with the national problem, we must first Iay down
certain premises without whic!1 the solution of the national problem is
impossible. These premises relate to the appearance of nations, the

REPORT ON IMMEDIATE TASKS

SELECTIONS FROM tBNtN ANb STAtiN

origin of national oppression, the forms assumed by natiofnal opprfessilon
·
·
o so u-·
in the course of lustorical
developmen t , ancl , fii~rn lly ' the orms
,
tion of the national problem in the various periods of deve10pment.
There are three such periods.
.
.
is the period of the break-up of feudalism 111 the West .and
The first
" ··
,
·
·f
1 · to nat10ns
the triumph of capitalism. The format10n o peop e 1~1
occurred during this period. I am refering to such co~~ri~s .as g~:~~
Britain (without Ireland)' France and Italy. In the
es. d111 f th
0
Britain, France, Italy, and partly ~n Germany-~he per~o
e
break-up of feudalism and the format10n of people 111to nations on the
·uho.le coincided in time with Lhe period which saw the appearance of the
\v
,
•
•
h · l
1 ment became
centralised states, and as a result the nat10ns 111 t eu c eve op
other
invested there in state forms. And inasmuch as there. were no tl . .
national groups of any considerable size within these states,. such a 1 ~~g
'lS national oppression was not known.
In Eastern Emope: ~n . e
:·ontrary the process of formation of nationalities and the ehm111at~on
of feudal disunity did not coincide in time with the proce~s of for~ah?n
of centralised states. I am referrng to Hungary, Austna and . ussia.
In these countries capitalist development had i:ot yet b:gu~n; it ·"'.as
perhaps only incipient; buit the necessity of tak111g defen~1ve measu\es
against the invasions of the Turks, Mongols and other Oriental peop es
demanded that centralised states capable of wit~stanc'.ing the on~~~~h!
of the invaders be formed without d.elay. And s111ce 111 Easte~n .
the process of formation of centralised states proceed~d more rapi Y
than the process of formation of people into nations, mixed statesf a:os~
each made up of several nationalities which ha~ no~ yet orme
themselves into nations but which were already umted 111 a commor1

·al

state.
.
l't'
Thus, the first period is marked by the appearance of natioi:a 1 ies
in the dawn of capitalism : in Western Europe . we .observe the birth of
purely national states to which national oppression is unkn.own, whereas
in the East we observe the birth of multinational states with one, ~ore
developed nation at the head and the remaining, less developed, na.t10ns
in a state' of political, and later of economic, subjection to tl~e doFman}
nation These multi-national states of the East were the ~:nrthp a~e 0 l
that u'ational oppression which gave rise to national conflicts, nat10~a
movements, the national problem and the various methods of solvmg
that problem.
The second period in the developmei:t of natio~rnl op~ression and
lhe methods of combating it coincides ':1th ~he . period which sa"'.k t~e
appearance of imperialism; when capitalism, m its search for ~ar ~ s,
raw materials, fuel and cheap labour power, and in th~ compehh~n or
the export of capital and the possession of the great rail a~d sea .1o~tes,
breaks out of the confines of the national state and e_xtends its ter:.1t01y at
the expense of near and distant neighbou~s .. In this second. penod, the
old national states in the West-Great Britam, Italy and ~ranee-cease
to be national states; in other words, by virtl.~e of. the seizure of n:w
territories they become converted into mulh-nat10n~l, colony-owm~g
1:;tates, and thereby come to be an arena for that nat10nal and colomal
oppression which already exists in Eastern Europe .. In ~astern Eur?pe
Lhis period is marked by the awakening and env1gorat10n ?f su?J~ct
nations (Czechs, Poles, Ukrainians), which, as a r~sult of. the. imperialist
war, have led to the dissolution of the old bourgeois mulh-nat10nal states

and the formation of new national states enthralled to what are known
as the Great Powers.
The third period is the Soviet period, the period of the destruction
of capitalism and the abolition of national oppression;· in which the
question of ruling and subject nations, of colonies and mother countries,
is being consigned to the archives of history; in which, on the territory
of the R. S. F. S. R., we see nationalities which possess equal rights and
equal opportl.\nities for development, b11t which still preserve a certain
historical heritage of inequality owing to their economic, political ·and
cultural backwardness. The substance of this inequality of nationlities
consists in the fact that, as a result of historical development, we have
received a heritage from the past by virtue of which one nationality, the
Great-Russian nationality, is more developed politically and industrially
than the other nationalities. Hence the existence of actual inequality,
which cannot be eradicated all at once, but which must be eradicated by
rendering economic, political and cultural assistance to the backward
nationalities.
These are the three periods of development of the national problem
known to us historically.
The first two periods have one feature in common. It is that in
both these periods the nationalities suffered oppression and enslavement,
as a result of which the national struggle continued to be fought and the ·
national problem remained unsolved. .But there is also a difference
between them. It is that in the first period the national problem did
not extend beyond the boundaries of the various multi-national states
and embraced only a few, mainly European, nationalities; whereas in
the second period the national problem became converted from an
internal problem of each particular state into a problem mutually
affecting several states-into a problem of war between imperialist states
waged with the object of retaining the non-sovereign nationalities under
the sway of the latter and of subjugating new nationalities and tribes
outside Europe. Thus the national problem, which . was formerly of
significance only in the more cultured countries, lost its isolated character
in this period and merged with the general problem of the colonies.
The development of the national problem into a general problem
of the colonies is not a historical accident. It is due firstly to the fact
that during the imperialist war the imperialist groups of belligerent
powers were themselves obliged to appeal to the colonies from which
they recruited the man-pmver that went to form armies. Unquestionably,
this process, by which the imperfalists were inevitably constrained to
appeal to the backward peoples of the colonies, could not blit awaken
in these- tribes and peoples the' desire for emancipation and for struggle\.
There 1s another factor which caused the national problem. to extend, to
develop into a general problem of the colonies and to spread over thi
whole surface of the globe, first in isolated sparks and then in the flames
of the movement for emancipation. This factor was the attempt of t);ie
imperialist ·groups to dismember Turkey and put an end to her existence
as a state. Turkey, the· country which among the Mohammedan peoples
is politic~lly the most developec!, could not reconcile herself to such a'
prospect. She raised the standard of war anc~ rallied the peoples of tlie
East against imperialism. A third factor was the appearance of Soviet
Russia, whose struggle against imperialism has met with several successes·
and has naturally served ta inspire· the oppressed peoples of the East,'
awaken them and rouse them to the struggle, and thus make it possible
1
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to create a united front of oppressed nationalities, from Ireland to India.
These are the factors that in the second stage of development of
national oppression resulted in the fact that bourgeois society, far from
solving the national problem, far from bringing peace to the peoples,
has fanned the spark of national struggle of the oppressed peoples,
t'olonies and semi-colonies against world imperialism.
Obviously, the only regime capable of solving the national problem,
that is, of creating conditions which make possible the peaceful
co-existence and fraternal collaboration of various peoples and tribes,
is the regime of the Soviet government, the regime of the dictatorship
of the proletariat.
It need hardly be shown that under the rule of capital. private pro:.,
perty in the means of production and the existence bf classes, the equality
of nations cannot be secured ; that as long as the power of capital exists,
as long as the struggle for possession of the means of production proceed~,
there can be no equality of nationalities, just as there can be no colla~
horatibri betwee11 the toiling masses of the nations. 'History shows that/'
the. only way to, abolish national inequality, the only way to establish a
regime of fraternal collaboration among the toiling masses of the
oppressed and unoppre.ssecl peoples, is to abolish capitalism and estaplish a Soviet system.
,
Further, history has shown that when individual peoples succeed in•·
emancipating themselves both from: their own national bourgeoisie anq.
from the "foreign" bourgeoisie, that is, when they establish a Soviet sysL
tern, they cannot, as long as imperialism prevails, carry on a separate'
existence and successfully maintain themselves without the economic anq
military support of neighbouring Soviet republics. The example of ·
Hungary eloquently proves that, failing a political union of Soviet.
republics and their consolidation into a united military and economic·
force, it is impossible to withstand the united forces of world imperialism
on either the military or the economic front.
A federation of Soviet republics is that desired form of political
union, of which the R. S. F. S. R. is a living embodiment.
These, comrades, are the premises I desired to discuss first in order
Lhen to prove that it is essential for our Party to take certain definite
steps to solve the national problem within the framework of the
R. S. F. S. R.
Although under the Soviet regime in Russia and in the republics
associated with Russia we no longer have ruling nationalities or subject
nationalities, mother country or colonies, exploited or exploiters, nevertheless the national problem still exists in Russia. Tne crux of the
national problem in the R. S. F. S. R. lies in the obligation to put an encl
lo that backwardness (economic, political and cultural) of the nationalities which we have inherited from the past and to afford the backward
peoples the opportunity of catching up with Central Russia politically,
culturally and economically. Under the old regime, the tsarist government did not strive, and could not strive, to develop the statehood of the
Ukraine, Azerbaicljan, Turkestan, and the other border regions ; it resisted
the development of statehood in the border regions, just as it resisted
their cultural development, and endeavoured to assimilate the native
populations forcibly. Furthermore, the old regime, the landlords and the
capitalists, have left us as a heritage such browbeaten peoples as the
Kirghiz, the Chechens and the Ossets, whose lands served as an object
of colonisation by the Cossacks and kulak element of Russia. These peo-
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ples were doomed to incredible suffering and to extinction. Moreover the
lJOsition of the Great-Russian nation, which was the dominant nation, has
left its traces even on Russian Communists, who are unable, or unwilling,
to establish closer contact with the toiling native masses, to comprehenecl
their needs and to help them emerge from their backward and uncivilised
state. I am referring to those not very numerous g\·oups of Russian
Communists who, ignoring in their work the peculiarities of social life
and culture in the border regions, at times tend towards Russian
dominant-nation chauvinism. Nor has the position of the non-Russian
nationalities, which have suffered national oppression, failed to leave
its traces on the native Communists, who are at times unable to distinguish the class interests of the toiling masses of their people from the
so-called "national" interests. I am referring to the deviation towards
local, native nationalism which is at times to be observed in the ranks
of the native Communists and which in the East expresses itself in PanIslamism and Pan-Turkism. Lastly,· we must save the Kirghiz and
Bashkirs and certain of the Gortsi tribes from extinction and provide
1hem with necessary land at the expense of the kulak colonisers.
Having described the immediate tasks of the Party, I should like
lo pass to the general task, the task of adapting our Communist policy
in the border regions to those specific conditions of economic life which
are to be found chiefly in the East.
The fact of the matter is that a number of peoples, mainly Turkic
peoples-about thirty million in all-have not passed, have not had time
to pass, through the period of industrial capitalism, and consequently
have no industrial proletariat, or practically no industrial proletariat, and
as a result will have to pass from primitive froms of economy to the
stage of Soviet economy without passing through the stage of industrial
capitalism. In order to effect this difficult but by no means impossible
operation, we must take into account all the peculiarities of economic
life and even the history, social life and culture of these peoples. To
transplant to the territories of these peoples the measures which were
effective and valuable here, in the centre of Russia, would be absurd and
dangerous. It is clear that, when putting , the economic policy of the
R. S. F. S. R. into practice, we must unfailingly take into account all
the peculiarities of economic life, class structure and historical past which
mark the border regions. I will not stop to mention the elimination of
such incongruities as, for instance, the demand made by the People's
Commissariat of Food, in connection with the food quotas, for the
delivery of pigs in Kirghizia, where the Mohammedan population have
never kept pigs. This example shows how unwilling people are to reckon
with the peculiarities of customs ·which at once strike the eye of any
traveller.
I have just been handed a note in which a reply to Comrade
Chicherin's articles is requested. 72 Comrades, I consider that these articles of Chicherin, which I have read carefully,· are nothing but literature.
They contain four errors, or misconceptions. Firstly, Comrade Chicherin
is inclined to deny the existence of contradictions among the imperialist
states., to exaggerate . the international unanimity of the imperialists and
to overlook and underrate the internal contradictions between the
imperialist groups and states (France, America, Great Britain, Japan,
de.), contradictions which do exist, and give rise to war. He · has
exaggerated the unanimity of the imperialist rulers and has underrated
the contradictions that exist within this "trust". Yet these contradictions
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do exist, and it is on them that the activities of the People's Commissariat
of Foreign Affairs are based. Comrade Chicherin makes a second mistake. He underestimates the contradictions which exist between the
dominant Great Powers and the newly formed national states ( Czechoslovakia, Poland, Finland, etc.), which are in a position of financial and
military st\bjection to the Great Powers. Comrade Chicherin has entirely
owrlooked the fact that, in spite of the subjection of these national states
Lo Lhe Great Powers, or, more truly, because of this subjection, there are
contraditions between these Great Powers and these states such as were
revealed, for example, in the negotiations witl~ Poland,' Esthonia, etc.
The whole purpose of the existence of the People's Commissariat of
Foreign AiTairs is to take account of these contradictions, to use them
as a basis and to manoeuvre within these contradictions. Comrade
Chicherin underrates this factor in a most astonishing way. Comrade .
Chicherin's third mistake is that he speaks too. much of national self~
determination, which has in effect become. an empty .slogan easily adaptable to the use of the imperialists. Comrade Chicherin has strangely'
forgotten that we discarded tJ:iis slogan two years ago. Our programme
no longer contains this slogan. Our programme speaks not of nationgl
self-determination-an absolutely vague slogan-but of a. better minte'd,~'
and more clearly defined slogan-the right of nations to political seces,//
sion. T~ese '. a~e . tw9 differ.ent things·.· Strangely enOJ.Igh, , Coinrade 1
Chtch:erin iri his articles does·.not take' this fact' illto account and as a:'
result all his objections to a slogan which has become a vague slogab'
are sheer misfires. For neither in my theses nor in the programme of th&
Party is·.· tbere
single word about "self~determination." . Wi:ra:t they ..
speak of is the right of peoples to political secession. But for us at the
present moment, when the movement for emancipation has flared up in,,
the colonies, this slogan is a revolutionary slogan. Inasmuch as the./
Soviet states join in federation voluntarily, the right to secession remains,;
unavailed of because the peoples that form the R. S. F. S. R. themselves
so will it. And inasmuch as we are concerned with colonies which are'-'
in the clutches of Great Britain, France, America and Japan, inasmuch
as we are conc.erned with such subject countries as Arabia, Mesopotamia····
Turkey, Hindustan: i.e., countries which are colonies of the Entente, thL
slogan of the right of peoples to secession is a revolutionary slogan, anq/
to abandon it would be playing into the hands of the Entente. The fourtr1'
basis for mis-conception is that Comrade Chicherin's articles contain
practical suggestions. It is easy, of course, to write articles; but wherr
you entitle them "Against the Theses of Comrade Stalin," you must pu'f
forward 'something worthy of serious attention, some practical counterproposals at least. YetJ bave,pot found in his articles a single practical
proposal worthy·M attention. ·
I conclude, comrades. We have arrived at the following conclusions.
)'\Tot only has bourgeois society proved incapable of solving the national
problem, but in its attempts to "solve" it has inflated it and turned the
11ational problem into a colonial problem and has set up against itself
a new front stretching from Ireland to Hindustan. The only state capable
of tackling and solving the national problem is a state based on collective
ownership of the means and implements of production-a Soviet state.
In the Soviet federal state there are no oppressed· nationalities or ruling
nationalities ; national oppression has been abolished. But in view of
the actual inequality (cultural, economic and political), inherited from
the old bourgeois system, between the more civilised rn).cl thG less civilised
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nationalities, the national problem assumes a form which demands the
adoption of measures designed to foster the economic, political and cultural progress of the toiling masses of the backward natiqnalities and to
give them the opportunity of catching up with the more advanced Central-proletarian-Russia. From this follow the practical proposals that
constitute the third section of the theses on the national problem I hav·e
submitted.

The National Question Presented ( 192 I)
The presentation of the national question given by the Communists essentially differs from the presentation favoured by the leaders of the Second
:md Two-and-a-Half Internationals 73 and by all and every kind of
"Socialist," "Social-Democratic," Menshevik, Socialist-Revolutionary and
nther parties.
It is particularly important to stress four; r>rincipal factors as being '
the most characteristic and distinguishing features of the new p.tesenta·~
ti on of the national question, features which draw a line between the;
old and the new conceptions of the national questio~'l.
'
The fil:st . f aclor is that the national question; as a part; has been ,
merged with 'the general question of the emancipation of the' colonies,'
as the whole. Jn the ei·a of the Second International it was usual to·
coil.fine the national question to a narrow circle of questions relating
exclusively to the "civilised nations." The Irish, the Czechs, the Poles,
the Finns, the Serbs, the Armenians, the Jews and a few other European
nationalities-such was the circle of non-sovereign peoples whose fates
interested the Second International. The tens and hundreds of millions
of the Asiatic and African peoples suffering from national oppressiort in
its crudest and most brutal form did not as a rule enter the field of vision
of the "Socialists." They did not ve11ture to place the white peoples and
coloured peoples, the "uncultured" Negroes and the "civilised" Irish, the
·'backward" Indians and the "enlightened" Poles on one and the same
footing. It was tacitly assumed that although it might be necessary to
strive for the emancipation of the European non-sovereign nationalities,
it was entirely unbecoming for "respectable Socialists" to speak seriously
of the emancipation of the colonies, which were 'necessary" for the
"preservation?' oI "civilisation." These apologies for Socialists did not
Pven suspect that the abolition of national oppression in Europe is inconceivable without the emancipation of the colonial peoples of Asia and
Africa from the oppression of imperialism, and that the former is
organically bound up with the latter. It was. the Communists who first
revealed the connection between the national question and the question
of the colonies, who proved it theoretically and made it the basis of their
practical revolutionary work. This broke clown the wall between the
white peoples and the coloured peoples, between the "civilised" and the
"uncivilised" slaves of imperialism. This considerably facilitated the
co-ordination of -the struggle of the backward colonies with the struggle
of the advanced proletariat against the common enemy, imperialism.
The second factor is that the vague slogan of the right of nations to.·
self cdetei;mination '•,has', been replaced•. by the clear revolutionary slogan of
the right of nations and colonies to political secession and the formation
nf independent states. When they spoke of the right of' self-determina~
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lion, the moving spirits of the Second International as a rule never even
hinted at the right to political secession-the right of self-determination
was at best interpreted to mean the right to autonomy in general
Springer and Bauer, the "experts" on the· national question, even went
so far as to convert the right of self-determination into the right of the
oppressed nations of Europe to cultural autonomy, that is, the right to
have their own cultural institutions while all the political (and economic)
power was to remain in the hands of the dominant nation. In other
words, the right of non-sovereign nations to self-determination was transformed into the privilege of the dominant nations to wield political
power, and the question of political secession was excluded. Kautsky,
t.he ideological leader of the Second International, associated himself in
the main with this essentially imperialist interpretation of self-determination as given by Springer and Bauer. It is not surprising that the imperialists, realising how convenient for them this featu.re of the slogan
of self-determination is, proclaimed this slogan their own. As we know,
the imperialist war, the aim of which was to enslave peoples, was fought
under the flag of self-determination. Thus the vague slogan of selfdetermination was transformed from an instrument of emancipation of
nations and of equality of nations, into an instrument for taming
nations, an instrument for keeping nations in subjection to imperialism.
The course of events in recent years all over the world, the logic of
revolution in Europe, and, lastly, the spread of the movement for
emancipation in the colonies demanded that this slogan, which had become a reactionary slogan, should be cast aside and replaced by another
slogan, a revolutionary slogan, which would serve to dissipate the atmosphere of mistrust entertained by the toiling masses of the non-sovereign
nations towards the proletarians of the dominant nations and to clear
the way for the equality of nations and for the unity of the toilers of all
nations. Such a slogan is the slogan issued by the Communists proclaim-'
ing the right of non-sovereign nations and colonies to political secession.
The advantages of this slogan are that :
1. It removes all grounds of suspicion that the toilers of ony
nation entertain annexatory ambitions towards the toiers of another
uation, and therefore creates a basis for mutual confidence and voluntary
rtmalgamation ; arid
2. It tears the mask from the imperialists, who, while mendaciously
prating of self-determination, are endeavouring to keep he non-sovereign
peoples and colonies .in subjection and to retain· them within their,·
imperialist state, and thus intensifies the struggle of these peoples and
rnlonies for emancipation from imperialism.
It need hardly be shown that the Russian workers could not have,
gained the symp;ithies of their comrades of other nationalities in the w esr
and the East if, having assumed power, they had not proclaimed the
right of peoples to political secession, if they had not demonstrated ·in
pra;cJi~e )heir readiness to give effect to this inalienable right of peopl,es,
if theiy had not renounced their "rights," let us say, to Finland (1917).,
if they had not withdrawn the troops from Northern Persia (1917), ff
they had not renopnced all claims to certain parts of Mongolia and China,
and so on, and so forth.
It is equally unquestionable that the fact that the policy of the
imperialists, skilfully concealed under the flag of self-determination, has
recently been meeting with defeat after defeat in the East is d~1e among
other reasons to its having there encountered a growing movement for
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emancipation, which has arisen as a result of agitation in the spirit of
the demand for the right of peoples to political secession. This is not
understood by the heroes of the Second and Two-and-a-Half Interna- ·
tionals, who are zeaously abusing the Baku "Council of Action and Propaganda" * for certain immaterial lapses it has committed ; but it will
be understood by anyone who takes the trouble to acquaint himself with
the activities of this "Council" during the year it has been in existence
and with the movement for emancipation of the Asiatic and Afric;in
rnlonies during the last two or three years.
The third fact01· is the disclosuJ·e of the connection, the organic connection, between the national and colonial question ·and the question of
the power of capital, the overthow of capitalism and the dictatorship of
Lhe proletariat. In the period of the Second International the national
question, narrowed to the extreme in scope, was usually treated as an
isolated question, unrelated to the future proletarion revolution. It was
tacitly assumed that the national question would be settled "naturally,"
before the proletarian revolution, by means of a series of reforms within
Lhe framework of capitalism ; that the proletarian revolution could be
accomplished without a radical solution of the national problem, and that,
\ice versa, the national problem could be solved without the overthrow
of the power of capital, without and prior to the victory of the proletarian revolution. This essentially imperialist view runs like a crimson
Lhread through the works of Springer and Bauer on the national quesiion. But the last decade has exposed the utter falsity and rottenness of
this conception of the national question. The imperialist war has shown,
and the revolutionary experience of recent years has again confirmed :
1. That the national and colonial questions are inseparable from tli'e
question of emancipation from the power of capital ;,,,
2. That imperialism (the highest form of capitalism) cannot. exist
without the political and economic enslavement of non-sovereign nations
and colonies ; ·
3. That the non-sovereign nations and colonies cannot be emanciµated without the overthrow of the power of capital ; and
4. That the victory of the proletariat cannot be a laMing one unless
. the non-sovereign na.tions and colonies are eriiancipated from the yoke of
imperialism.
·
·
While Europe and America may be called the front, the scene of
the main engagements between socialism and imperialism, the non-sovereign nations and the colonies, with their raw materials, fuel, food and
vast store of human material, should be regarded as the rear, the reserve
uf imperialism. In order to win a war one must not only triumph at
the front but also revolutionise the enemy's rear, his reserves. Hence
the victory of the world proletarian revolution may be regarded as
assured only if the proletariat is able to combine its own revolutionary
l'>truggle with the movement for emancipation of the toiling masses of
the non-sovereign nations and the colonies against the power of the imperialists and for a dictatorship of the proletariat. This "trifle" was
overlooked by the moving spirits of the Second and the Two-and-a-Half
Internationals when they divorced the national and colonial question from
the question of power in the era of growing proletarian revolution in the
West.
• It was formed in September 1920 at a congress of peoples of the East held in
Ba kn.
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The fourth factor is that a new element has been introduced into the >
national question-the element of real · (and riot merely ju~idical);
• equalisation of nations {helping .and encouraging the backw::i.r~ nat10ns to;i•
raise themselves to the c1lltllral :ih<l economic lev.el of the more advanced•;·
nations), as one of th~ c~nditions necessary for securing fraternal co~~·~·
operation between the toiling masses of the various nationalities.. In th.e.
1•eriod of the Second International nothing more was done than to ~roe.
claim "nation.al equality" ; at best the demand was made for t~e reahsalion of snch equality.' But national equality, in itself a very importa~~
political acquisition, runs the risk of remaining merely an empty phrase if
;idequate resources and opportunities for exercising this ver:y. important
right do not exist. Ther.e can be no question but that th.e tmlrng .masses
llf the backward peoples are not in a position to exercise the ·ngh~ of
;'national equality" granted them to the degree tha~ it can be . exerc1s.ed
by ·the toiling niasses of advanced nationalit.ies. The actual rnequahty
of nations (cultural and economic), which is inherited fr_om. the past ~nd
which cannot be abolished in one or two years makes its mfluence felt.
This· circu.mstance is particularly perceptible in Russia, where a number
of nationalities have never passed through capitalism, and some have not
eve1~ .entered the phase of capitaism, and have no proletariat, or practi:ally
!.JO proletariat, of their own ; where, in spite of the fact that full nat~onal
equality has already been established, the toiling masses o~ these nationalities are not in a position to make adequate use of the nght.s ~hey ha.ve
won in view of their cultural and economic backwardness. Tlus mequahty
will make itself felt still more "on the morrow" of the victory of
the proletariat in the West, when numerous backward coloni~s ~nd .semicolonies, marked by the most varied levels of development, ~ill mev1tably
:1 ppear on the scene .. That is why it is esse11tial that the trmmphant proletariat of the advanced countries should render aicL real and prolonged
aid to the toilin.cr masses of the backward nationalities in their cultural
;ind economic de~elopment ; that it should help. them to rise to a ?igh~r
~;tage of development and to catch up with the more ~dvanced .nahonahties. Unless such aid is forthcoming it will be impossible to brmg about
th.e peaceful co-existence and fraternal collaboration of the. toilers of the
yarious nations and peoples within a single world economic system that
are so essential for the final triumph of socialism.
But from this it follows that we cannot content ourselves with
"national equality" and that ".national equality" must be extended by
measures for securing the real equality of nationalities, and that we must
proceed to work out and put into effect practical measures in relation to :
1. The study of the economic conditions, social life and culture of
the backward nations and peoples ;
2. The development of their culture ;
:1. Their political education ;
4. Their gradual and painless incorporation into the higher forms
of economic life ; and
5. The organisation of economic co-operation between the toilers of
the backward and the advanced nationalities.
Such are the four principal factors which distinguish the new formulation of the national question as given by the Communists.

Declaration of the Constitution
of a Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Since the formalion of the Soviet requblics the states of the world
have been split into two camps : the camp of capitalism and the camp of
socialism.
There, in the camp of capitalism, we have national animosity and inequality, colonial slavery and chauvanism, national oppression and
pogroms, imperialist brutalities and wars.
Here, in the camp of socialism, we have mutual confidence and peace,
national freedom and equality, the peaceful co-existence and fraternal
collaboration of peoples.
The attempts made by the capitalist world during the course of
decades to solve . the problem of nationalities by combining the free
development of peoples with the system of exploitation of man by man
have proved fruitless. On the contrary, the skein of national contradictions is becoming more and more entangled and is threatening the very
existence of capitalism. The bourgeoisie has proved itself utterly incapable
of bringing about the collaboration of peoples.
·
Only in the camp of the Soviets, only under the dictatorship of the
proletariat, which has rallied the majority of the population around itself,
has it proved possible to abolish national oppression root and branch, to
create an atmosphere of mutual confidence, and to lay the foundation for
the fraternal collaboration of peoples.
It was thanks to these circumstances alone that the Soviet republics
were able to beat off the attacks of the imperialists of the world, both
domestic and foreign; it was thanks to these circumstances alone that
they successfully managed to put an end .to the Civil \Var, to preserve
Lheir existence and to commence peaceful economic construction.
But the years of war have left their traces. Ruined fields, idle
factories, shattered productive forces and exhausted ecomomic resources
left as a heritage by the war render' inadequate the individual efforts of the
individual republics to build up their economy. The restoration of the
national economy has proved to be impossible while the republics contiirne to lead separate existences.
On the other hand, the instabilty of the international situation and
the clanger of new attacks render inevitable the creation of a united front
of the Soviet republics in face of the capitalist encirclement.
Finally, the very structure of Soviet government, which is international in its class nature, impels the toiling masses of the Soviet republics
Lo unite into one socialist family.
All these c.irctlmstances imperatively demand the amalgamation of
Lhe Soviet republics into a single federal state, capable of ensuring external
security, internal economic progress and the unhampered national development of the peoples.
The will of the peoples of the Soviet republics who recently assembled at their Congresses of Soviets and unanimou:sly resolved to form a
Union of Soviet Socialist Rupublics, is a sure pledge that this Union is a
yohmtary association of peoples enjoying equal status, that each republic
is guaranteed the right of freely seceding from the Union that admission
lo lhe Union is open Lo all socialist Soviet republics, whether now existing
18
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or hereafter to arise, that the new federal state will prove itself a worthy
crown to the foundation for the peaceful co-existence and fraternal
collaboration of peoples laid in October 1917, and that it will serve as a
reliable bulwark against world capitalism and a new and decisive advance
towards the amalgamation of the working people of all countries into a
'Vorld Socialist Soviet Republic.
Declaring all this to the world, and solemnly proclaiming the firmness
of the foundations of the Soviet government as expressed in the constitutions of the socialist Soviet republics by whom we have been empowered,
we, the delegates of these republics, acting in accordance with our
mandates, have resolved to conclude a treaty for the constitution of a
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

National Factors in Party
and State Development
Resolution Adopted by the Twelfth Congress of the Russian
Communist Party, April 1923

I
1. Even as early as the last century the development of capitalism
betrayed a tendency to internationalise the means of production and exchange, to eliminate national aloofness, to bring peoples into closer
economic relations, and gradually to merge vast territories into a single
c~nnecled whole. The further development of capitalism, the development
of the world market, the perfection of the great rail and sea routes, the
f'xport of capital, and so on, still further accentuated this tendency and
bound all kinds of peoples by ties arising out of the international division
of labo~r and universal interdependence. Inasmuch as this process was
a reflection of a colossal development of productive forces, inasmuch as it
helped to destroy national isolation and the contradiction between the
!nterests of the various peoples, it was and is a progressive process, for it
is creating the material conditions for a future world socialist economic
r>ystem.
2. But this tendency developed in specific forms which were
~ompletely at variance with its intrinsic historical sir5nificance. The
mterdependence of peoples and the economic amalgmation of territories
arose in the course of development of capitalism not as a result of the
coll~bo~ation of P.eoples enjoying equal status, but by means of the
subJe~t10~1 of certam peoples by others, by means of the oppression and
Pxplmtahon of less developed peoples by more developed peoples. Colonial
p~under and ann.exations, national oppression and inequality, imperialist
1
: 10lence and
arbitrary nde, colonial slavery and national inequality, and
tlnaly, the struggle between the "civilised" nations for mastery over the
''t~ncivilised" p~oples-such were the forms in which the process of econonHc amalgamat10n of peoples took place. For this reason we find that side
by side with the tendency to amalgamation there grew up a tendency to
destroy th~ vi?lent forms assumed by this amalgamation, a struggle for
lh 1 ~ emanc1patIOn of the oppressed colonies and dependent nationalities
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from the imperialist yoke. Inasmuch as the latter tendency implied a
revolt of the oppressed masses against imperialist forms of amalgamation,
inasmuch as it demanded the amalgamation of peoples on the basis of
collaboration and voluntary union, it was and is a progressive tendency,
for it is creating the psychological condition for the future world socialist
economic system.
·
·
3. The conflict between these two fundamental tendencies, expressed in forms that are natural to capitalism, fills the history of. the
multi-national bourgeois states during the last half-century. The fact
that the contradiction between these tendencies is irreconcilable within
the framework of capitalist development was the basic reason for the
intrinsic insolidity and the organic instability of the bourgeois colonial
states. Inevitable conflicts within such states and inevitable wars between such states ; disintegration of the old colony-owning states and
the formation of new ones ;. a new drive for colonies and again the disintegration of multi-national states, leading to a new re-arrangement of
the political map of the world-such are the results of this fundamental
contradiction. The disintegration of the old Russia, of Austria-Hungary
and of Turkey on the one hand, and the history of such colony-owning
~tates as Great Britain and the old Germany on the other ; and, lastly,
the "great" imperialist war and the spread of the revolutionary movement among the colonial and non-sovereign peoples-all these and similar
facts clearly point to the instability and insolidity of the multi-national
lJOurgeois states.
Thus the irreconcilable contradiction between the process of eco'nomic amalgamation of the peoples and the imperialist methods of
accomplishing this amalgamation was the cause of the inability, helplessness and impotence of the bourgeoisie in finding a correct approach
to the solution of the national problem.
4. Our Party took these circumstances into consideration when it
·made the basis of its policy in the national question the right of nations
to self-determination, the right of peoples to lead an independent political existence. From the first days of its existence, at its very first cont.;ress (in 1898), when the contradictions of capitalism in connection with
the national question had not yet become fully and clearly defined, the
Party recognised this inalienable right of nations. In subsequent years
it invariably endorsed its national programme in specific de<;isions and
resolutions of its congresses and conferences down to the October Revolution. The imperialist war and the mighty revolutionary movement which
arose in connection with it in the colonies only provided new corrobora ..
tion of the correctness of the decisions adopted by the Party on the
11ational question. These decisions consist of (a) the vigorous repudiation of all forms of compulsion in relation to the nationalities ; (b) the
recognition of the equal and· sovereign right of the peoples to determine
thl'i.r own destinies; (c) the recognition of the principle that a durable
amalgamation of peoples can be accomplished only on a basis of collaboration and voluntary consent; (cl) the proclamation of the truth that
such an amalgamation is possible only as a result of the overthrow of
the power of capital.
Our Party in its work never tired of advancing this programme of
national emancipation in opposition to both the frankly coercive policy
of tsarism and the half-hearted, semi-imperialist policy of the. Mensheviks
and Socialist-Revolutionaries. 'Vhereas the tsarist Russification policy
created an abyss between tsarism and the nationalities of old Russia,
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and whereas the semi-imperialist policy of the Mensheviks and SocialistRevolutionaries led the best elements among these nationalities to desert
Kerenskyism, the policy of emancipation pursued by our Party won for
it the sympathy and support of the broad masses of these nationalities in
lhe struggle it waged against tsarism and the imperialist Russian bourt;e01s1e. There can be little doubt that this sympathy and support was
one of the decisive factors that determined the triumph of our Party in
the October Revolution.
5. The October Revolution confirmed and gave practical effect to
the decisions of our Party on the national question. By overthrowing
lhe power of the landlords and capitalists, to whom pational oppression
was chiefly due, and by putting the proletariat in power, the October Revolution at one blow smashed the fetters of national oppression, destroyed
lhe old relations between peoples, removed the grounds of the old
uational enmity, cleared the way for the collaboration of peoples, and
won for the Russian proletariat the confidence of its brothers of other
nationalities, not only in Russia, but in Europe and Asia as well. It
need hardly be shown that had it not enjoyed this confidence the Russian proletariat could not have defeated Kolchak and Denikin. Yudenich
ilnd Wrangel. On the other hand, there is no doubt that the oppressed
nationalities could not have achieved their emancipation if the dictatorship of the proletariat had not been established in the centre of Russia.
National enmity and national conflicts are inevitable, unavoidable, as long
as capital is in power, as long as the petty bourgeoisie, and in particular
the peasantry, of the former "sovereign" nation, permeated as they are
by nationalist prejudices, follow the capitalists; and, on the contrary,
national peace and national freedom may be considered assured when the
peasantry and the other petty-bourgeous strata follow the proletariat, that
is, when the dictatorship of the proletariat is assured. Hence, the triumph
of the Soviets and the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat
constitute the basis and foundation on which the fraternal collaboration
of peoples within a single federal state can be built up.
6. But the results of the October Revolution are not confined to the
elimination of national oppression and the creation of a basis for the
amalgamation of peoples. In the course of its development the October
Revolution also evolved the forms of this amalgamation and laid down the
main lines for the amalgamation of peoples into a single federal state. In
the first period of the revolution, when the toiling masses of the nationalities first came to feel that they were independent national units, while
the. threat of foreign intervention had not yet become a real clanger,
collaboration between the peoples did not yet assume a fully and strictly
defined form. In the period of civil war and intervention, when the
requirements of military defence in the national republics assumed prime
importance, while questions of economic construction had not yet been
placed on the order of the day, collaboration took the form of a military
alliance. Finally, in the post-war period, when the problems of the
restoration of the productive forces destroyed by the war assumed prime
importance. the military alliance was supplemented by an economic
nlliance. The amalgamation of the national republics into the Union of
Soviet Republics represents the concluding· stage in the development of
the forms of collaboration, which have now assumed the character of a
military, economic and political amalgamation of peoples into a single
multi-national Soviet state.
Thus in Soviet system the proletariat has found · the key to the

national problem, has found the way to organise a durable multi-national
state on the basis of national equality and voluntary consent.
7. But the fact that the key has been found to the national problem
does not yet mean that it has been solved fully and finally, that the solution has been exhaustively realised concretely and practically. In order
lo give proper effect to the national programme advanced by the October
Hevolution, it is necessary to surmount obstacles which have been left to
us as a heritage from the period of national oppression, obstacles that
cannot be surmounted at one stroke and at short notice.
·
This heritage consists, in the first place, in the survivals of dominantnation chauvinism, which is a reflection of the former privileged position
of the Great-Russians. These survival still persist in the minds of our
Soviet officials, both central and local; they breed in our state institutions,
central and local; they are receiving reinforcements in the shape of the
"new" Smenovekh Great-Russian chauvinist spirit, which the New
Economic Policy tends to accentuate. In practice they find expression
in an arrogent, negligent and soullessly bureaucratic attitude on the part
of Russian Soviet officials towards the needs and requirements of the
national republics. The multi-national Soviet state can be really durable,
and the collaboration of the peoples within it really fraternal, only if
these survivals are vigorously and irrevocably eradicated from the
practice of our state institutions. The situation in a number of the
national republics (the Ukraine, Byelorussia, Azerbaidjan and Turkestan)
is complicated by the fact that a considerable section of the working class,
which forms the main support of Soviet government, are by nationality
Great-Russian. In these districts the alliance between the town and the
countryside, between the working· class and the peasantry, encounters a
powerful obstacle in the from of the survivals of Great-Russian chauvinism in both Party and Soviet organs. Under these circumstances, to talk
of the superiority of Russian culture and to advance the thesis that the
victory of the superior Russian culture over the cultures of more backward
peoples (Ukrainian, Azerbaidjanian, Uzbek, Kirghiz and so on) is inevitable is nothing but an attempt lo perpetuate the domination of the
Great-Russian nationality. Thus the first immediate task of our Party is
to wage determined warfare on the survivals of Great-Russian chauvinism.
This heritage consists, secondly, in the actual, i.e., economic and
cultural, inequality of the nationalities of the Union of Republics. The
equality of legal status of the nations won by the October Revolution is
a great achievement for the peoples, but it does not in itself solve the
whole national problem. A number of republics and peoples, which have
not passed, or have hardly entered, the stag·e of capitalism, which have
no proletariat, or hardly any proletariat, of their own, and which on this
account are backward economically and culturally, are incapable of
utilising to the full the rights and opportunities offered them by
national equality ; they are incapable of achieving a higher level of
development, and thus catching up with the more advanced nationalities,
unless they receive real and prolonged assistance from outside. The
causes of this actual inequality lie not only in the history of these peoples,
hut also in the policy pursued by tsarism and· the Russian bourgeoisie,
which aimed at converting the border regions into areas exclusively
producing raw materials and exploited by the industrially developed
central districts. To remove this inequality in a $hort space of time, to
eliminate this heritage in a year or two, is impossible. The Tenth
Congress of our Party has already pointed out that "the elimination of
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actual national inequality is a lengthy process involving a stubborn and
persistent struggle against all survivals of national oppression and colonial
slavery." But eliminated it must be at all costs. And it can be eliminated
only if real and prolonged assistance is given by the Russian proletariat
to the backward peoples of the Union in their economic and cultural
sdvancement. This assistance must first and foremost take the form
of a series of practical measures for creating in the republics of formerly
oppressed nationalities industrial centres, into the operation of which
the local population should be drawn to the greatest possible extent.
Lastly, this assistance must, in accordance with the resolution of the Tenth
Congress, be rendered simultaneously with the struggle of the toiling
masses against the local and foreign exploiting upper strata, which are
gaining in strength in connection with the New Economic Policy, and for
the consolidation of their social positions. Since these republics are
chiefly agricultural districts, r!omestic social measures must first and
foremost proceed along the lines of allotting to the toiling population land
from the free state reserve. Otherwise there can be no grounds for
expecting the establishment of a proper and durable collaboration of
peoples within the framevvork of a single federal state. Hence, the
second immediate task of our Party is to strive to eliminate the actual
inequality of the nationalities and to raise the c11ltural and economic level
of the backward peoples.
This heritage consists, lastly, in the survivals of nationalism among
a number of peoples which have suffered the heavy yoke of national
oppression and have not yet managed to rid their minds of old national
grudges. These survivals fmd practical expression in a certain national
aloofness and a lack of complete trust on the part of the formerly
oppressed peoples in measures proceeding from the Russian. However,
in some of the republics the population of which is made up of several
nationalities, this defensive nationalism often turns into aggressive
nationalism, into the outright chauvinism of the stronger nationality
directed against the weaker nationalities of these republics. Georgian
chauvinism (in Georgia) against the Armenians, Ossets, Adjarians and
Abkhasians ; Azerbaidjanian chauvinism (in Azerbaidjan) against the
,'\rmenians ; Uzbek chauvinism (in Bokhara and Khorezm) ag·ainst the
Turkmens and Kirghiz, (American chauvinism,) and so on-all these
forms of chauvinism, which moreover are fostered by the conditions of
the New Economic Policy and by competition, are a grave evil which
threatens to make certain of the national republics the scene of squabbling and wrangling. It need hardly be said that all these factors hinder
the cause of the actual amalgamation of the peoples into a single federal
state. When the survivals of nationalism are a peculiar form of defence
against Great-Russian chauvinism,. the surest means of overcoming
nationalist survivals is to wage determined war on Great-Russian chau' inism. When, however, these survivals assume the form of local chauYinism directed against the week national groups in certain of the republics, it is the duty of Party members to wage direct war on these survivals.
Thus the third immediate task of our Party is to combat nationalist survivals, and particularly the chauvinist forms of these survivals.
8. We must regar? as one of the most pronounced expressions of
the heritage of the past, the fact that a considerable number of Soviet
officials in the centre a~d in the localities regard the Union of Republics
not as an alliance of equal political units, whose mission it is to guarantee
the free deYelopment of the national republics, but as a step towards the

abolition of these republics and as the beginning of the formation of
what is called the "single and indivisible."
We must regard as a similar consequence of the herih1ge of the past
the endeavour of certain departments of the R. S. F. S. R. to render the
independent Commissariats of .the autonomous republics subordinate to
themselves and to pave the way for abolishing the latter.
The congress condemns this conception as anti-proletarian and
reactionary, proclaims the absolute necessity of the existence and cone
tinned development of the national republics, and calls upon the mem!Jers of the Party to keep vigilant watch lest the amalgamation of the
republics and the fusion of the Commissariats should be utilised by
chauvinistically-minded Soviet officials as a screen for their attempts to
ignore the economic and cultural needs of the national republics. The
fusion of the Commissariats is a test for the Soviet apparatus : if this
experiment were in practice to betray a dominant-nation. tendency, the
Party would be obliged to adopt the most resolute measures against such
a distortion, even to the extent of raising the question of annulling the
fusion of certain Commissariats until such time as the Soviet apparatus
has been properly re-educated so that it will give genuinely proletarian
and genuinely fraternal heed to the needs and requirements of the small
and backward nationalities.
9. The Union of Republics, established on the principle of the equal
status and the voluntary consent of the workers and peasants of each
republic, is the first experiment on the part of the proletariat in regulating international relations between independent countries and the first
step towards the creation of the future World Soviet Labour Republic.
Since the Union of Republics is a new form of co-existence of peoples, a
new form of collaboration of peoples within a single federal state, within
which the survivals outlined above are to be eliminated in the process
of the co-operative work of the peoples, the supreme organs of the Union
must be so constructed as fully to reflect not only the common needs and
requirements of all nationalities of the Union, but also the special needs
and requirements of each individual nationality. For this reason, in
addition to the existing central organs of the Union, which represent the
toiling masses of the entire Union without distinction of nationality,
there. should be created a special organ representing all the nationalities
on an equality basis. Such a structure of the central organs of the
Union would make it fully possible to lend an attentive ear to the needs
and requirements of the peoples, to render them timely and necessary
aid, to create an atmosphere of complete mutual confidence, and thus
to nullify the above-mentioned heritage in the most painless way.
10. On the basis of what has been said, the congress recommends
the members of the Party to secure the accomplishment of the following
practical measures :
(a) That in establishing the central organs of the Union, eqqality of
rights and duties of the republics be ensured both in relations between
1hemselves and in their relations with the central government of the
Union;
(b) That within the system of the higher organs of the Union a
.special organ be instituted representing on an equality basis all national
republics and national regions without exception, possible provision
being made for the representation of all nationalities forming part of
these republics ;
(c) That the executive organs of the Union be so constructed as to
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ensure the real participation of the representatives of the republics and
the satisfaction of the needs and requirements of the peoples of the
Union·
(dJ That 'the republics be granted sufficiently wi?e financial and, in
particular, budgetary powers to enable them to exercise their own initiative in matters of state administration, culture and economy ;
(e) That the . organs of the natio.nal :epublics ai~d regi~ns be
recruited chiefly from among the local mhabitants acquamted with the
language, social life, manners and customs of the pe.o:i,>les conce:necl ;
(f) That special legislation be promulgated proviclmg ~hat m all
state organs and in all institutions serving the local non-native population and the national minorities the language of these latter be employee~
and that all violators of national rights, in particular the rights ot
llational minorities, be punished with revolutionary severity ;
.
(g) That educational work be intensified in the Reel ~rm:y with the
nbject of instilling the idea of the brotherhood and sohclanty of t~ie
peoples of the Union and that practical measures be taken to orgamse
national military units, all necessary steps being taken fully to ensure
Lhe defence of the republics.
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isolated from the proletarian masses of the national republics, but also,
and primarily, because it feeds and nourishes the deviation towards
nationalism outlined above and hinders the struggle against this
deviation.
3. Condemning both these clevialions as harmful and dangerous to
lhe cause of communism, and drawing the attention of the members of
the Party to the particular danger of the deviation towards Great-Russian
chauvinism, the congress calls upon the Party to eliminate as quickly as
possible these survivals of the past in our Party affairs.
The congress instructs the Central Committee to carry out the following practical measures :
(a) To form Marxist study circles of an advanced type among the
local Party workers in the national republics ;
(b) To develop literature dealing with fundamental Marxist principles written in the native languages ;
(c) To reinforce the University of the Peoples of the East and its
branches in the localities ;
(d) To establish under the aegis of the Central Committees of the
national Communist Parties groups of instructors recruited from among
local workers ;
' i , i i ~ i "' i.
(e) To develop mass Party literature in the native languages ;
(f) To intensify Party educational work in the republics ;
(g) To intensify work among the youth in the republics.
4. In view of the gl,'eat importance which attaches to the activity
of responsible workers in the autonomous and independent republics and
in the border regions generally (realisation of the bond between the toilers
of the particttlar republics and the toilers of the rest of the Union), the
<~ongress charges the Central Committee Lo lake steps for the especially
careful selection of these workers in ofrler that it may fully ensure the
carrying into effect of the decisions of the Party on the national
question.
1

II
1. The development of the organisations of our Par~}'. in the. majority of the national republics is taking pla~e u.ncler concht10ns '".hich ~-o
not wholly favour their growth and consohdat10n. The econo~mc backwardness of these republics, the numerical weakness of the national p~·o
letariat, the shortage or even total lack of old Part)'. wo.rkers bel?ngmg
to the native population, the lack of suitable 1'!arxist literature m the
native languages, the weakness of Party educational work,· an~, lastly,
the presistence of survivals of radical-nationalist traditions, wh~ch have
not .Yet died out, have givei:i rise among. the local ~ommui;i1sts to a
definite deviation in the clirect10n of overratmg the specific national fea1.ures and of underrating the class interests of the proletariat-a cle:iation
towards nationalism. This factor becomes especially dangerous m the
case of republics inhabited by several nationalities, where it frequently
ussumes the form of a deviation among the Communists of the stronger
nationality towards chauvinism directed against tlie Communists of the
weak nationalities (Georgia, Azerbaicljan, Bokhara, Kh~rezm). The
deviation towards nationalism is dangerous because, by hmclermg the
emancipation of the national proletariat fror;n .the ideological i.nfluence of
the national bourgeoisie, it impedes the kmttmg the prol.eta:ians of the
various nationalities into a single internationalist orgamsat10.n. . .
2. On the other hand, the presence in both the central mshtut10ns
of the Party and the organisations of the Communist Parties of t.he
national republics of large numbers of old Party workers of Russian
descent who are unfamiliar with the manners, customs and language
of the toiling masses of these republics, and who for this reason are not
a ]ways attentive to their requirements.' has gi".en rise. in our Party to a
deviation which consists in underratmg specific national features and
national language in Party work, to an arrogant and neglige_nt attitud_e
towards these specific features-a deviation towards Great-R~:ssian _chauvinism. This deviation is pernicious not only because, by unpedmg the
formation of Communist cadres of local inhabitants acquainted with the
national language, it creates the danger that the party may become

'

Report on National Factors
in Party and State Development
Delivered at the Twelfth Congress of the Russian Communist
Party, April 23, 1923
Comrades, this is the third time since the October Revolution that
we are discussing the national question : the first time was at the Eighth
Congress, the second at the Tenth, and the third at the Twelfth. Does
this indicate thaf something has chang·ed fundamentally in our views on
the national question ? No, our fundamental view of the national question has remained what it was both before and after the October Revo·lution. But since the Tenth Congress the international situation has
changed, inasmuch as greater importance has been acquired by the heavy
reserves of the revolution which the countries of the East now constitute.
That is the first point. The second point is that since the Tenth Congress
our Party has witnessed certain changes in the internal situation in connection with the New Economic Policy. All these new factors must be
HI
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taken into account and the conclusion drawn from them. In this sense
one may ~ay that the national question is being presented at the Twelfth
Congress m a new way.
As to the international significance of the national question. You
Imo~, comrades, that we, the Soviet federation, by the will of historical
destmy, now represent the vanguard of the world revolution. You know
~hat we were the first to break through the general capitalist front, that
'. t has been our destiny to take precedence of all others. You know that
1,n our a.dvance we went as far as Warsaw, that we then retreated.
entrenchmg ourselves in the positions we considered strongest. From'
that mo~ent we passed to the New Economic Policy, from that moment
we realised that the international revolutionary movement was slowing
down, a~d from that moment our policy changed from a policy of offence
~o a policy of defence. We could not advance after we had failed at
\Varsaw (we shall not hide the truth) ; we could not advance for we
would have risked being cut off from our rear, which in our ~ase is a
peasant rear; and, lastly, we would have risked advancing too far ahead
of the reserves of the revolution with which destiny has provided us the
reserves of the East and the West. That is why we made a turn within
the country towards the New Economic Policy, and outsic;le the country
tow~rds a slower rate of advance ; for we decided that we needed a
i~espite, that we mus~ heal our wounds, the wounds received by the
vanguard, the proletanat, that we must establish contact with the peasant
rear, and ~ontmue to prosecute our work among the reserves, which had
fallen behmd us-the reserves of the West and the reserves of the East
'.he heavy reserves which form the main rear of world capitalism. It
1~ of thes~ reserves-the heavy reserves of the East, which at the same
h~ne c~nshtute the rear of world imperialism-that we must speak when
d1scussmg the national question.
. o.n~ ~bing or t?e otl_1e~ : either we succeed in stirring up and revolut10msmg the far impenahst rear-the colonial and semi-colonial countri.es of the East--and thereby hasten the fall of capitalism ; or we fail in
tlus, and thereby strengthen imperialism and weaken the force of our
movement. That is how the question stands.
T~e fact of the matter is that the whole East regards our Union of
Hepubhcs as an experimental station. Either we shall within the Union
find a cor:ect solution for the national problem in p~actical application'
and esta~hsh t:uly fraternal r~lations and true collaboration among the
peoples-m which case the entire East will see that our federation is the
banner of its liber:=i-tion, its adv.an~e guard, in whose footsteps it must
~ollo.w-and that will be. the begmnmg of the ~ollapse of world imperialism, or we, the federation as a whole, commit an error undermine the
c:onfidenc~ of form~rly oppressed peoples in the proletariat of Russia,
and deprn:e the Umon of Republics of that power of attraction which it
possesses m the eyes of the East-in which case imperialism will win
and we shall lose.
'
That is . the international significance of the national question.
The nati~nal questi.on i~ also of importance for us from the point of
vie~ of the i_nternal situation ; not only because the former sovereign
uat~on n~mencally constitutes about 75,000,000 people and the other
nat10ns 6;:i,00~,000. (_no ~ean. figure) and not only because the formerly .
oppressed nat10n.ahhes mhabit regions most essential from the point of I
v~ew of e~~nomic development and most important from the point of
new of military strategy, but first and foremost because during the last
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two years we have introduced what is known as the New Economic
Policy, as a result of which Russian nationalism has grown and become
accentuated, the idea of Smenovekhism has been born, and the desire
is rife to accomplish peacefully what Denikin failed to accomplish, i.e.,
to create the so-called "single and indivisible."
Thus, as a result of the New Economic Policy, a new force is being
engendered in the internal life of ou:r country, namely, Great-Russian
chauvinism, which breeds in our institutions, which penetrates not only
into Soviet institutions, but also into Party institutions, and which .stalks
in every corner of our federation. And the result will be that if we do
not resolutely repulse this new force. if we do not strike at its rootsand the conditions of the New Economic Policy favour its growth-we
shall be faced with the risk of a rupture between the proletariat of the
former sovereign nation and the peasantry of the formerly oppressed
nations-which will mean the undermining of the dictatorship of the
proletariat.
But the New Economic Policy fosters not only Russian chauvinism
--it also fosters local varieties of chauvinism, especially in republics composed of several nationalities. I have in mind Georgia, Azerbaidjan,
Bokhara and partly-one might add-Turkestan, in all of which there
are several nationalities, the foremost elements of which may soon begin
to compete among themselves for supremacy. Of course, these local
'arieties of chauvinism are not as strong and therefore not as dangerous
'JS chauvinism.
But they are dangerous nevertheless, for they threaten
lo turn some of our republics into a scene of national wrangling and thus
weaken the bonds of internationalism in these republics.
Such are the international and internal reasons for the great, the
paramount importance of the national question in general, and at the
present moment in particular.
What is the class essence of the national question ? What is the
national question ? The essential thing in the national question from
the class point of view is to establish definite relations-I am speaking of
(1Ur Soviet conditions-to establish definite and correct relations between
the proletariat of the former sovereign nation and the peasantry of the
formerly oppressed nationalities. The question of the bond between the
proletariat and the peasantry has been more than sufficiently discussed
here, but when this question was discussed in connection with the reports
of Kamenev, Kalinin and Sokolnikov, and even of Rykov and Trotsky,
1he chief thing in mind was the relations between the Russian proletariat
and the Russian peasantry. Here, in the national sphere, we are dealing with a more complex mechanism. Here we are concerned with the
question of establishing proper relations between the proletariat of the
former sovereign nation, which represents the most cultured section of
the proletariat in our entire federation, and the peasantry, mainly the
peasantry of the formerly oppressed nationalities. That is the class
E:ssence of the national question. If the proletariat succeeds in eslablishmg with regard to the peasantry of other nationalities relations that will
be capable of eradicating all remnants of mistrust towards everything
Russian, a mistrust implanted and fostered for decades by the policy of
tsarism; if, moreover, the Russian proletariat succeeds in bringing about
complete mutual understanding and confidence; in effecting a genuine
alliance not only between the Hussian proletariat and the Russian peasantry, but also between the Russian proletariat and the peasantry of
other nationalities, the problem will be. sloved. To ~c;hiev<; thi~ it i~ µec;c;~-
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sary that the government of the proletariat should be as dear to the peasantry of other nationalities as it is to the Russian peasantry. And in order
that the Soviet government should become dear also to the peasantry of
other nationalities, it must be comprehensible to this peasantry, it must
function in their own language, the schools and government bodies must
be recruited from among the local people acquainted with the language.
manners, customs and traditions. Only when the institutions and government bodies in the i·epublics of these countries speak and function in the
native language, only then, and only to that exent, will the Soviet government, which until very recently was a Russian government, become a.
government that is not only Russian but inter-national, a government that
will be near and clear to the peasants of the formerly oppressed nationalities. That is one of the fundamental factors in the national problem in
general, and in the national problem under Soviet conditions in particular.
'Vhat is the characteristic feature of the solution of the national
.!Jrob!e~n at the. pre~cnt moment in 1923 '? Vlhat form have the problems
reqmrmg solut10n m the national sphere assumed in 1923 '? They have
assumed th: fm:m of establishing collaboration between the peoples of
our federat10n m the economic, military and political spheres. I am
referring to international relations. The national problem, the essence
of which is to establish proper relations between the proletariat of the
former sovereign nation and the peasantry of the other nationalities, has
at the present moment assumed a special form, which is to establish collaborati.on '.1-nd fraterna! co-existence among· peoples which in the past
were .d1sumted and wluch are now amalgamated within a single state.
That is the essence of the national problem in the form it has assumed
in 1923. The concrete form of this political amalgamation is the Union
of Republics, which we discussed at the Congress of Soviets at the end of
last year and which we then established.
The basis of this Union is voluntary consent and equality of legal
status of the members of the Union. Voluntary consent and equality-because ou~ _nation~l programme is based on the right of nations to independent pohhcal existence, formerly called the right to self-determination.
Starting from !his premise we must definitely say that no union of peoples,
no amalgamation of peoples into a single state, can be durable unless it is
based on absolutely voluntary consent, unless the neoples involved themselves desire to unite. The second basis of the Union is the equality of
l0gal status of the peoples forming the Union. And that is but natural.
I am not referring to actual equality-of that I shall sneak later-for the
establishment ?f ac!~al equ.ality between nationalities ,vhich have gone on
ahead and na~1~nahhes wluch lag behind is a very complex, very difficult
problem; reqmrmg many years for its solution. I am speaking at present
of equality of lega~ status. Equality in this sense is expressed in the fact
,that all the ;epubhcs fon?-ing the Union, in this case the four republicsfranscaucasra, Byelornssra, the Ukraine and the R.S.F.S.R.-enjoy the
advantages of the Union to an equal degree and at the same time to an
equal degree forego certain of their independent rights in favour of the
Union .. If the R.S.F.S.R., the Ukraine, Byelorussia and the Transcaucasian
Rep1;1bhc. ar: not each to have its own Peoples's Commissariat of Foreign
Affairs, it is clear that the abolition of these Commissariats and the
l'stablishn~cnt ?f a joint commissariat of Foi·eign Affairs for the Union
of .Republics will entail a certain restriction of the independence formerly
enjoyed by these republics, and that the extent of this restriction will be
the same for all the republics forming the Union. It is clear that if these
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republics formerly had their own People's Commissariats of Foreign
Trade, and these Commissariats are now abolished, both in the R.S·.F.S.R.
and in the other republics, in order to make way for a joint Commissariat
of Foreign Trade of the Union of Republics, this too will involve a certain
restriction of the independence formerly enjoyed in full measure, but
now curtailed in favour of the Union; and so on, and so forth. Some
people ask a purely scholastic question, namely, whether after amalgamation the republics remain independent. That is a scholastic question.
Their independence is restricted, for every amalgamation involves a certain
restriction of the rights of the amalgamating parties. But the elements
of independence of each of these republics undoubtedly remain, for each
i cpublic retains the right to leave the Union at its own discretion. There
you have the elements of independence, the maximum of independence,
whid1 is potentially retained by each of the republics forming part of the
Union and which each of them is always at liberty to exercise .
Thus the concrete form assumed by the national problem under the
conditions prevailing in our country at the present moment is to achieve
the collaboration of the peoples in economic, foreign and military affairs.
Vl e must unite the republics along these lines into a single union, known
as the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Such are the concrete forms
~ssumed by the national problem at the present time.
But that is easier said than done.
The fact of the matter is that in our country there are not only a
number of factors favouring amalgamation of the peoples into a single
state but also factors hindering amalgamation.
The favourable factors we know. They are, firstly, the economic ties
between the peoples, which were set up even before the time of the Soviet
government but which the Soviet government strengthened-a certain
division of labom among the peoples, begun before our time, but furthered
by us, hy the Soviet government. That is the chief factor favouring the
innalgamation of the republics into the Union. The nature of the Soviet
government must be regarded as the second factor favouring amalgamation. That is only natural. The Soviet government is a government of the
workers, a dictatorship of the proletariat, which by its very nature
encourages the toiling elements of' the republics and peoples forming the
Union to live in friendly relations with each other. That is only natural.
And the third factor favouring amalgamation is the imperialist
encirclement, which constitutes the environment in which tlie Union of
Hepublics is obliged to operate.
But there are also factors hindering and impeding such an amalgamation. The principal force hindering the amalgamation of the republics
into a single union is the force which, as I have said, is growing in our
country under the influence of the New Economic Policy-Great-Russian
chauvinism. It is by no means fortuitous, comrades, that the Smenovekhists have recruited a large number of supporters among the Soviet
officials. That is by no means fortuitous. Nor is it fortuitous that Messrs.
the Smenovekhists are landing the Bolshevik Communists, saying, as
it were: You may talk as much as you like about Bolshevism, you may
11rate as much as you like about your internationalist tendencies, but we
know that what Denikin failed to do you will do, that you Bolsheviks
have resurrected, or at least are going to resurrect, the great idea of a
great Russia. All this is not fortuitous. Nor is it fortuitous that this idea
has penetrated even into some of our Party institutions. At the February
Plenul,11, where the question of a Second Chamber was first raised, I was
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myself a witness to utterances on the part of certain members o.f the
Central Committee which were not in harmony with commumsmutterances entirely alien to internationalism. All this is a sign ~f the
times, an epidemic. The chief danger a:ising froi:n. this. is that: ow.mg to
the New Economic Policy, <lominant-nat10n chauv1msm is growmg m ?ur
country daily and hourly-dominant chauvini~m, the :ankest km~
of nationalism, which strives to obliterate all that is not Russian, to gathe1
all the threads of administration into the hands of Russians and to cn~sh
evervthing that is not Russian. The chief danger is that such a pohcy
involves the risk that the Russian proletariat may forfeit the confidence
of the formerly oppressed peoples, which it won in the days of October
Revolution, when the Russian proletarians overthrew the landlords and
Lhe Russian canitalists, when they, the Russian proletarians, sams~ed the
fetters of natfonal oppression, evacuated the troops from Per~ia and
Mongolia, proclaimed the independence of Finlan.d and Armen~a, and
generally placed the national question on an entirely new basis. We
may lose every shred of the confidence we earned ~t that tin:1e. unless _we
arm ourselves against this new, I repeat, Great-Russian chauvimsm, w~1ch
creeps along without face or form, insinuating itself drop by drop. i?to
the eyes and ears, drop hy drop changing the mind and soul .of ou.r pohhcal
workers, so that one may hardly recognise them. It is .this dan~er,
c.omrades, that we must lay at all costs; otherwise we run the risk of losmg
the confidence of the workers and peasants of the formerly oppressell
peoples, we run the risk that the ties may be snapped. between these
peoples and the Russian proletariat, which involves the nsk of a fissure
forming in the system or our dictatorship. Do not forget, comrades,
that we advanced against Kerensky with flying colours and overthrew the
Provisional Government partly because we were backed by the confidence
of those oppressed peoples which were expecting liberation at the hands
(if the Ru.ssian proletarians. Do not forget such reserves as the oppressed
peoples, who are mute, but whose very muteness exerts. pressure a~d
decides much. This is often not felt, but these peoples hve, they exist,
and they must not he forgotten. Yes, comrades, it is d~n~erous to forget
them. Do not forget that if in the rear of Kolchak, Demkm, Wrangel and
Yudenich we harl not had the so-called "aliens," the formerly oppresse?
peoples, who disorganised the rear of these genera.ls by t~eir tacit
sympathy for the Russian proletarians-com~rdes, that is a specific factor
in our development, this tacit sympathy, which nobody hears or sees, but
which decides everything-if it had not been for thi~ sympathy, we wo?ld
not have nailed a single one of these generals. While we were advancmg
on them, their rear was disintegrating. Why? Because these generals
depended on the colonising elements among the Cossacks, t?ey held out
to the oppressed peoples the prospect o~ further oppress10.n, anrl the
oppressed peoples were therefore forced mto our arms, while we hel.d
aloft the banner of the liberation of these oppressed peoples. Tha~ is
what decided the fate of these generals; those are the factors which,
although they are obscured by the victories of our armies, i? the long
run decided everything. This must not be forgotten. That is why we
must make an abrupt change of front in the sense of c~mbatin? t~e ?ew
chauvinist tendencies and pillorying those bureaucrats m our mhtut10ns
:md those Party comrades- who are forgetting one of O\ll' gains in the
October Revolution, namely, the confidence of the formerly oppressed
peoples, a confidence we must cherish.
.
.
. Tb:it is the first, and the most. dangerous, factor hmdenng the
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Bmalgamation of the peoples and republics into a single union. It must
be understood that if a force like Great-Russian chauvinism begins to
flourish and gets its way. then farewell to the confidence of the formerly
oppressed peoples; we shall never secure collaboration within a single
union, and we shall never have a Union of Republics.
The seconrl factor hinrlering a union of the formerly oppressed
peoples around the Russian proletariat, comrades, is the actual inequality
which we have inherited from the period of tsarism.
We have proclaimed equality of legal status and are practising it; but
equality of legal status, although in itself a factor. of the u.tmo~t iI?portance in the history of the develoment of the Soviet republic~, is .s~1ll
a long way from actual equality. Formally,, all the backward nahonahhes
nncl all the tribes enjoy all the rights enjoyed by the other, more
advanced, nationalities of our federation. But the trouble is that some
nationalities have no proletarians of their own, have never passed through
the stage of industrial development, or even entered that stage, are frightfully backward culturally and are entirely unable to take advantage of
the rights granted them by the revolution. That, comrades, is far more
important than the question of schools. Some of our comrades here
think that the knot can be unravelled by stressing the question of schools
and language. That is not so, comrades. Schools will not get you very
far. The schools are developing, so are the languages; but actual
inequality is the basis of all discord and· friction. Talk of schools and
language is not enough. What is wanted is real, systematic, sincere and .
genuine proletarian assistance on our part to the toiling masses of the
c-ulturally and economically backward nationalities. Apart from schools
and language, the Russian proletariat must take every necessary measure
lo establish centres of induslry in the border regions, in the republics
which are culturally backward--and they are backward not through any
fault of their own, but because they were formerly looked upon as sources
of raw materials. Certain attempts have already been made in this
direction. One factory from Moscow has already been transferred to
1-;.eorgia and will probably soon start operation. Bokhara has taken one
factory, and might have Laken four. Turkestan is taking one large
factory. Thus the conditions now exist enabling these republics, which
are backward economically and possess no proletariat, to establish with
Lhe aid of the Russian proletariat their own centres of industry, small
though they may be, in order to create in these centres groups of local
proletarians to serve as a bridge between the Russian proletarians and
l-'easants and the toilers of these republics. In this sphere serious work
is required ; and here talk of schools and language is not enough.
But there is still a third factor hindering the amalgamation of the
republics into a single union : it is the existence of nationalism in the
individual republics. The New Economic Policy affects not only the Russian, but also the non-Russian population. The New _Economic Policy is
fostering private trade and industry not unly in the centre of Russia, but
also in the individual republics. And this New Economic Policy, and
private capital, which is associated with it, nourish and foster Georgian,
Azerbaidjanian, Uzbek and other nationalism. Of course, if there were
no Great-Russian chauvinism-which is aggressive because it is strong,
because it always has been strong, and which has retained the habit of
oppressing and humiliating-if there were no. Great-Ru~s~an ch~uvinism,
local chauvinism, as a reaction to Great-Russian chauvmism, might perhaps have existed, so to speak, only in the smallest way, in miniature,
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because anti-Russian nationalism is in the long run a form of defence, a
rather ugly form of defence against Russian nationalism, against Russian chauvinism. If this nationalism were only defensive, it might not
be worth making a fuss about. We could concentrate our entire weight
of action the entire weight of our struggfo, on Great-Russian chauvinism,
in the h~pe that if this powerful enemy were overco1!1e, a~1ti-R~ssia_n
nationalism would be overcome with it; for, I repeat, this nahonahsm is
in the long run a reaction to Great-Russian nationalism, a retaliation to
it a definite form of defence. Yes, that would be so if anti-Russian
n~tionalism in the localities were nothing more than a reaction to Russian
nationalism. But the trouble is that in some republics this . defensive
nationalism is converted into aggressive nationalism.
Take Georgia. Over 30 per cent of its population are non-Georgians.
They include Armenians, Abkhasians, Adjarians, Ossets and Tat~rs. The
Georgians dominate. And among· a certain section of the Georgian Communists the idea has been developing that there is no particular need to
reckon with these small nationalities ; they. are less cultured,, less developed, and there is therefore no need to reckon with them. That is chau\inism---a harmful and dangerous chauvinism ; for it may turn, and has
already turned, the small republic of Georgia into an arena of d~sc?rd.
Take Azerbaidjan. Here the Azerbaidjanians are the pnnc1pal
nationality, but there are also Armenians. Among a certain section of
the Azerbaidjanians there is also a tendency, sometimes quite unconc:ealed to think that the Azerbaidjanians are the native population of
·the co~ntry and the Armenians intruders, and that on these grounds it. is
perhaps possible to push them somewhat into the backgroun~, to disregard their interests. That is chauvinism too. It undermmes that
equality of nationalities on which the Soviet power is based.
Take Bokhara. In Bokhara there are three nationalities-the
Uzbeks, who constitu.te the principal nationality, the Turkmens, who
from the point of view of Bokharan chauvinism are a "less important"
nationality, .and the Kirghiz, who are few in number and are also "less
important."
In Khorezm you have the same thing-Turkmens and Uzbcks. The
Uzbeks are the principal nationality and the Turkmens are "less
important".
All this leads to confiict and weakens the Soviet power. This
tendency towards local chauvinism must also be stricken root and branch.
Of course, local chauvinism is not as important as Great-Russian chauvinism, which in the general scheme of the ,national question comprises
three-quarters of the whole ; but from the point of view of local work,
of the local people, from the point of view of the peaceful development
of the national republics themselves, this chauvinism is a factor of prime
moment.
Sometimes this chauvinism begins to undergo a very interesting evolution. I have in mind Transcaucasia. You know that Transcaucasia
consists of three republics embracing ten nationalities. From very early
times Transcaucasia has been the scene of massacre and strife and, µnder
the Mensheviks and nationalists, the scene of warfare. You know of the
Georgian-Armenian War. You also know of the massacres which took
place at the beginning of 1904 and the end of 1905. I could name several districts where the Armenian majority massacred the entire remaining
part of the population, which consisted of Tatars. Zangezur, for
instance : in this region the majority of the population are Armenians,

and they massacred all the Tatars. I could name another province:-.Jakhichevan. There the Tatars predominated and they massacred. all
the Armenians. That was just before the liberation of Armenia and
Georgia from the yoke .of imperialism. [Voice: That was their way of
solving the national problem]. That also, of course, was a way of solving the national problem. But it is not the Soviet way. O_f course, ~he
Russians have nothing to do with this state of mutual nat10nal enmity,
for it is the Tatars and Armenians who are fighting, and the Russians
are not involved. That is why a special organ is required in Transcaucasia
to regulate ·the relations between the nationalities. It may safely be
said that the relations between the proletariat of formerly sovereign
Russia and the toilers of all the other nationalities make up three-quarters
of the national question. But one-quarter of this question must be
[lttributed to the relations of the formerly oppressed nationalities among
themselves.
And if in this atmosphere of mutual mistrust the Soviet government
had failed to establish in Transcaucasia an organ of national peace
capable of adjusting all friction and conflict, we would have returned
to the era of tsarism, or to the era of the Dashnaks 74 , the Mussavatists 75 ,
the Mensheviks, the era when people burnt and massacred each other.
That is why the Central Committee has thrice re-affirmed the necessity
of preserving the Transcaucasian Federation as an organ of national
peace.
There has been and still is a group of Georgian Communists who do
not object .to Georgia's amalgamation with the Union of Republics, but
do object to this amalgamation being effected through the Transcaucasian
Federation. You see, they would like to get closer to the Union, they
do not want any intermediary between themselves-the Georgians-and
the Union of Republics in the shape of the Transcaucasian Federation;
lhe federation, they say, is unnecessary. That sounds very revolutionary.
But the idea behind it is a different one. In the first place, these statements indicate that in the national question in Georgia the attitude
towards the Russians is of secondary importance, for these deviator
comrades (so they are called) have nothing against the direct amalgamation of Georgia with the Union; that is, they do not fear Great-Russian
chauvinism, considering that in one way or another it has been undermined, or at any rate is not of decisive importance. It is evidently the
federation of Transcaucasia they fear most. Why? Why, when the three
peoples which inhabit Transcaucasia, which fought among themselves so
long, which massacred each other, and warred on each other, have at last
been united by the Soviet government by bonds of fraternal unity in the
form of a federation-why, when this federation has now produced
gemiine fruits of mutual amity, should these bonds be broken? What is
the trouble, comrades ? The trouble is, comrdes, that the bonds of federation deprive Georgia of that somewhat privileged position which she might
assume in virt1ie of her geographical position. Judge for yourselves. Georgia
has her own port-Batum-to which goods from the ·west flow; Georgia
has a railway centre like Tiflis, which cannot be avoided by the Armenians,
nor by Azerbaidjan, which receives all its goods through Batum. If
Georgia were a sep:uate republic, if she were not part of the Transcaucasian Federation, she could present a certain little ultimatum both to
Armenia, which cannot get along without Tiflis, and to Azerbaidjan,
which cannot get along without Batum. There would be certain
advantages in this. It is not fortuitous, comrades, that it was in Georgia
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that the monstrous decree on the cordon was elaborated 76 • The blame
for this is now being shifted on to Serebryakov. Suppose that is so.
But the decree originated in Georgia, and not in Azerbaidjan or Armenia.
It is not fortuitous that there was such a decree, which was intended to
regulate the relations between the national groups of the population in
such a way as to retain certain advantages for Georgia and to enable her
to utilise the favourable geographical position which she undoubtedly
possesses and which she, in the person of the deviators, does not want
to lose. Then there is another reason. Tiflis is the capital of Georgia,
lmt the Georgians there are not more than 25 per cent of the population,
the Armenians not less than 35 per cent, and the rest belong to other
nationalities. There's a capital of Georgia for you! If Georgia were a
separate republic, a certain transplantation of population might be
effected-for instance, the Armenian population might be removed from
Tillis. Was there not such a decree, which Comrade Makharaclze
declared was directed against the Armenians? A certain transplantation
might be effected so as to diminish the proportion of Armenians to
Georgians in Tiflis from year to year, and thus convert Tiflis into a real
Georgian capital. I grant that they have abandoned the decree on
eviction. But they possess a vast number of possibilities, a vast number
of flexible forms-such as "decongesting" the town-by which it would
be possible, while maintaining the semblance of internationalism, to
arrange matters in such a way that there would be fewer Armenians in
Tiflis. .It is these geographical advantages, which the deviators do not
want to lose, and the disadvantages of the Georgians in Tiflis itself,
where there are less Georgians than Armenians, that are causing
our cleviators to be opposed to the federation. The Mensheviks
simply evicted Armenians and Tatars from Tiflis. Now, under. Soviet
rule, eviction is impossible ; therefore one must leave the feclcrahon, for
this will create legal opportunities for performing independently certain
operations which would result in the advantageous position enjoyed by
the Georgians being fully utilised against Azerbaicljan and Armenia. And
the result would be to create a privileged position for the Georgians in
Transcaucassia. Therein lies the whole clanger. Can we ignore the
interests of national peace in Transcaucasia and create conditions under
which the Georgians would be in a privileged position in relation to the
republics of Armenia and Azerbaicljan? No. We cannot .allow that.
.
There is an old, specific system of ruling, under which a bourgems
government makes certain nationalities its favourites, grants them privillages and humbles the other nations not wishing to be bothered with
them. Thus by placing one nationality in a favoured position it uses it to
press on the others. Such for instance, was the method of rule in Austria.
Everyone remembers the statement of the Austrian Minister Beist, who
summoned the Hungarian Minister and said: "You manage your hordes
and I'll look after mine" ; that is, you crush and press on your nationalities in Hungary and I will press on my own. You and I are privileged
nations, and we will press on the rest. The same was the case with the
Poles in Austria. The Austrians put the Poles in a favoured position,
granted them privileges, in order that the Poles should help the Austrians
strengthen their positions in Poland ; and in return they allowed the Poles
to strangle Galicia. This system of picking out a few nationalities and
granting them privileges in order to crush the rest is purely and specifi~allv Austrian. From the point of view of the bureaucracy, this is an
ccoiiomical method of ruling, because it is necessary to bother only with
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one nationality ; but from the political point of view it i~ .fatal, for to
dolate the principle of equality of nations an.a to grant .pnvil~ges to any
one nationality is to doom one's national pohcy to certam failure.
.
Great Britain is now ruling India in this way. In o~der to ma~e it
easier, from the point of view of the breaucr.a~y, to de~l ~1th th~.nat10n~
lities and tribes of India, Great Britain has d1v1cled Incha mto ~nhsh India
'240 000 000 po1mlation) and native India (72,000,000 populat10n). Why?
\
'
,
.
1
t
Because Great Britain wanted to pick out one group of .n~t10ns ~nc ~r~n
it privileges in order to make it .easier to n~le th·e· rerr_iamm~ natrnnahhes.
There are no less than eight hundred nat10nahhes m India, and Gr:at
Britain decided that, rather than bother with eight hundred natio1~alih~s
separately, it is better to pick out a few nations, grant t~em certam pn' ileges and through them rule the rest ; for, firstly, t.h.e discontent of .the
other nations would be directed against these favmfnhes and not agamst
Great Britain, and, secondly, it is cheaper to "bother" with two or three
nations than with eight hundred.
.
..
That is also a nice little system of governmg, the Bnhsh system.
'Vhat does it lead to ? To a cheaper apparatus-that is true. But,
comrades, if we clisregm:d bureaucratic co.nv~ni~nces, this means. c~eatti: to
British rule in India ; this system bears w1thm it the doom of Bnhsh 1ule
and British domination as certain as twice two is four.
It is into this dangerous road that the Georgian cleviators arc impelling us when they resist federation, violate all the l~ws of. the Party and
want to separate from the federation in order to retam the~r ad~a~1tageous
position. They are trying to get us to g:a~1t .them cert~m pnv1lege·s. ~t
'the expense of the Armenian and AzerbmclJaman republics. B~1t tlus. is
a road we cannot take, for it means certain doom for our cnhrw pohcy
and for Soviet government in the Caucasus.
It is not without good reason that this clanger was sensed by our
comrades in Georgia. This Georgian chauvinism, having assumed the
offensive against the Armenians and· Azerbaicljanians, roused the Co1:11munist Party of Georgia. It is not witho~t good .reason tha~ the Commumst
Party of Georgia, which within the period of its le?al existence ~a~ held
two congresses, on both occasions unanimou_sly rejected. the. position of
the deviators. For without the Transcaucasian Federatrnn it would be
impossible to maintain peace in the Caucasus, it wo.ulcl be impos~i~le to
establish equality.
One nation must not be perm1ttec~ more privileges
than another. This our comrades have sensed. That is why after two
years of contention the Mcliva.ni grou~J represents a small handful,
repeatedly ejected by the Party m Georgia herself.
.
.
Nor is it without good reason that Comrade Lemn was so pressmg
and insistent that the federation should be established immediately.
Nor is it without good reason that our Central Committee thrice re-affir~ed
the need for a federation in Transcaucasia, with its own Central Executive
Committee and its own executive authority. the decisions of which would
be binding on the republics. Nor is it wi~hout good reason that both
the commissions-that of Comrade Dzerzhmsky and that of Ka~en~v
and Kuibyshev77-statecl upon their arrival in Moscow that federat10n is
indispensable.
. .
Nor. finally, is it without good reason that ~he Men~hev1k~ of the
So'tsialistichesky Vestnik laud our cleviators and smg thell' praises for
resisting federation: birds of a feather fl?ck together.
.
. .
.
I now pass, comrades, to an examinat10n of the means of ehm11.1a~1ng
these ·three main factors hindering union-Great-Russill,n · cha;µv1msm,'
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actual inequality anrl local nationalism, particularly when the latter tends
to pass into chauvinism. Of the methods that may help us painlessly
outgrow this heritage of the past which is hindering closer relations
between the nations, I shall mention only three.
The first means is to adopt every possible measure to make the
Soviet government understood and loved in the republics, to make the
Soviet government not merely Russian but international. This requires
that not only the schools, but all institutions and all bodies, both Party
and Soviet, should become steadily naturalised, that they should employ
the language understood by the masses and function under conditions
answering to the habits of the given people. This condition alone will
make it possible to convert the Soviet government from a Russian
government into an international government, a government understood
hy and near and dear to the toiling masses of all the republics, particularly
to those which are economically and culturally backward.
The second means that may help us painlessly to outgrow the heritage
left by tsarism and the bourgeoisie is to construct the Commissariats of
the Union of Republics in such a way as to enable at least the chief
nationalities to have their representatives on the collegiums and to create
conditions in which the needs and requirements of the various republics
will be unconditionally met.
The third means is to have among our supreme organs one that will
serve to express the needs and requirements of every republic and
nationality without exception. I want to draw particular attention to
this latter point.
If within the Central Executive Committee of the Union we could
create two chambers, one of which would be elected at the Union
Congress of Soviets, irrespective of nationality ,and the other by the
republics and regions (all the republics being equally representecl and all
the national regions being equally represented) and endorsed by the
Congress of Soviets of the Union of Republics, I think that our supreme
institutions woulcl express not only the class interests of all proletarian
groups without exception, but also purely national needs. We should
have an organ which wou:ld reflect the special interests of the nationalities,
peoples and tribes inhabiting the territories of the Union of Republics.
Under the conditions prevailing in our Union. which embraces not less
than 140,000,000 people, of which about 65,000,000 are non-Russians, one
cannot, in such a state, govern without having before us here, in Moscow,
in the supreme organ of government, emissaries of these nationalities
who can express not only the interests common to the proletariat as a
whole, but also the in.terests which are particularly,- specially and
specifically nationaL Without this, comrades, it will be impossible to
govern. Unless we have this barometer, comrades, unless we have
people capable of formulating these special needs of the various
nationalities, it will be impossible to govern.
· . 1:here are two ways of governing a country. One way is to have a
sunph~ed apparatus, headed, say, by a group of people or by a single per~on, with h.ands and eyes in the localities in the shape of governors. Thal
~s a very sunple form of government, under which the ruler, in governmg the country, receives the kind of information goYeruors can supply,
and consoles himself with the hope that he is governing honestly and
well. Friction arises, friction passes into conflicts. and conflicts into
revolts. ~he revolts are then cnished. That is ~10t our system of government ; bes1des 1 alUwugh simple, it is too costly. In our Soviet country
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we must evolve a system of government which will permit us to anticipate
all changes with certainty, to perceive everything that is going on among
the peasants, the nationals, the non-Russian nations and the Russians ;
the system of supreme organs must possess a number of barometers which
will anticipate every change, register and forestall a Basmach movement,
a bandit movement, Kronstadt, and all possible storms and inclemencies.
That is the Soviet system of government. It is called the Soviet government, the people's government, because, resting on the rank and m7·, it
is the first to register changes, takes the necessary measures ancl rectifies
the line in time if it has become distorted-criticising itself ancl rectifying its line. This system of government is the Soviet system, and it
requires that among the number of our supreme bodies there should be
such as will give exhaustive expression to national needs and requirements.
The objection is made that this will complicate the whole system of
government, that it will pile body on body. That is true. Hitherto we
had the Central Executive Committee of the R. S. F. S. R., then we created
the Central Executive Committee of the Union, and now it seems we
~hall have to split the Central Executive Committee of the Union into
two. It can't be helped. I said that the simplest form of government is
to have one man and lo give him governors. But now, after the October
Revolution, we cannot try such experiments. The system has become
inure complex, but it makes government easier and lends the whole
government system a profoundly Soviet character. That is why I think
that the· congress must agree to the establishment of a special organ, a
second chamber within the Central Executive Committee of the Union,
~-ince it is absolutely indispensable.
I will not say that this is a perfect form of organising collaboration
among the peoples of the Union ; I will not say that it is the last word in
science ; by no means. vVe shall have many occasions to discuss the
national question for national and international conditions change, ancl
may change again. I do not swear that some of the Commissariats we
are merging in the Union of Republics will not have to be separated out
again if experience shoulcl show that the merging of some of the Commissariats produces unfavourable. results.
.
But one thing is clear, namely, that under present conditions and in
present circumstances there is no better method and no more suitable
organ available. As yet we have no better means or method of creating
:m organ capable of reflecting all the oscillations and all the changes that
take place within the various parts of the republic than by the institution
of a second chamber. It need hardly be said that the second chamber.
must consist of representatives not only of the four republics that have
united, but of all the peoples ; for the question concerns not only the
republics which have formally united (there are four of them), but all
the peoples and nationalities. We therefore require a form that wHl
reflect the· needs of all the peoples and repu:blics without exception.
To sum up, comrades. We see that the importance of the national
question is determined by the new situation in international affairs, by
the fact that we must here, in Russia, in our federation, solve the national·
problem in a correct, a model way, in order to set an example to the
East, which represents the heavy reserves of our revolution, and thus
increase the confidence in and urge towards our federation. From the
point of view of the internal situation, the New Economic Policy, the
growing Great-Russian chauvinism and local chauvinism also compel us
to ern:phasise the particular importance of the national question,
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I then said that the essence of the national problem is to establish
C'orrect relations between the proletariat of the former sovereign nation
and the peasantry of the former non-sovereign nations and that from
this point of view the concrete form of solution of the national problem
at the present moment is to find the way, the means of bringing about
the collaboration and co-existence of the peoples within a Union of
Republics, within a single state.
I further spoke of the factors which favour such closer relations between the peoples ; I spoke of the factors which impede such amalgamation. I dealt especially with Great-Russian chauvinism, as a force that
is gaining in strength. This force constitutes the chief danger tending
to undermine the confidence of the formerly oppressed peoples in the
Russian proletariat. This is our most dangerous enemy, which we must
uvercome ; for once we overcome it, we shall have overcome nine-tenths
uf the nationalism which has survived and which is developing in certain
republics.
Further, we are faced with the danger of being impelled by certain
groups of comrades into granting privileges to certain nationalities at
the expense of others. I have said that this is a road we cannot take,
because it implies the development of local nationalism in its ugliest,
most chauvinistic forms, and because it may undermine national peace
and kill the confidence of the masses of other nations in Soviet
government.
I further said that the chief means enabling us to eliminate most
painlessly the factors hindering amalgamation is a second chamber in
1he Central Executive Committee, of which I spoke more openly at the
February Plenum of the Central Committee, and which is dealt with in
the theses in a more veiled form in order to enable the comrades themselves, perhaps, to indicate, to probe for, some other, more flexible form,
~ome other, more suitable organ capable of reflecting the interests of the
nationalities. Such are the conclusions.
I think that only in this way shall we be able to achieve a correct
~olution of the national problem, shall we be able to unfurl the banner
of proletarian revolution and rally around it the sympathy and confidence
of the countries of the East, which are the heavy reserves of our revolution and which may play a decisive part in the coming battle of the proletariat against imperialism. [Applause.]
Reply to the Discussion
Comrades, before proceeding to report on the work of the committee
on the national question, permit me to object on two main points to
those who have spoken on my report. It will take about twenty minutes,
not more.
The first question is that one group, headed by Bukharin and
Hakovsky, have attached too much importance to the national question,
have exaggerated it, and on account of the national question have overlooked the social question, the question of the power of the working
class.
And yet it is clear to us, as Communists, that the basis of all our
work must be to strengthen the power of the workers ; and only then do
we address ourselves to the other question-a very important question,
but subordinate to the first-the national question. We are told that we
m11st not injure the n11tionals. That is perfectly true, I agree that we

must not injure them.
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But to evolve out of this a new theory to the

~ffect t?at t~e Great-Russian proletariat must be placed in a position of

mequahty with ·regard to the formerly oppressed nations is absurd.
Bukharian has converted into a regular slogan what was merely a figure
of ~peech in ~omrade_ Lenin's article. Yet it. is clear that the political
basis of the. dictatorship of the proletariat consists mainly and primarily
of the central, the industrial regions, and not the border regions, which
are peasant countries. If we over-emphasise the peasant border regions
a! the exl?ens~ of the proletarian districts, a fissure in the system of 'the
d1ctatorsh1p of the proletariat may result. That is dangerous, comrades.
\Ve must not overshoot the mark in politics, just as we must not undershoot it.
·
It should be borne in mind that besides the right of nations to self~letermination there is also the right of the working class to consolidate
its power, and to this latter right the right of self-determi:oation is subordinate. There are occasions when the right of self-determination conflicts .with the other, the higher right-the right of a working class that
has assumed. power to consolidate its power. In such cases-this must
be said bluntly-the right to self-determination cannot and must not
s~rve as ~n obstacle to the exercise by the working class of its right to
d1~tatorsh1p. The former must give way to the latter. That, for instance
was the case in 1~20, when in order to defend the power of the workin{
class we were obliged to march on Warsaw. x~
It must therefore not be forgotten when handing out all sorts of
promises to the nationals, when bowing and scraping before the representati".es of the nationali!ies, ~s certain comrades did at the present
congress, it must be borne m mmd that the sphere of action of the
u~tiona.l question and the limits of its jurisdiction, so to speak, are, in
ne~ of our. ex~er?a~ and interna~, situation, co1~fined within the sphere of
actim~ and JUnsd1ct10n of the
labour questwn", as the fundamental
11uest10n.
r
~ ~reat. many speakers here have referred to notes and articles by
\ la~mu~ Ily1ch .. I would rather not have to quote my teacher, Comrade
Lenm, sm_ce he is not here, and I am afraid of quoting him wrongly and
mappr~priat~ly. ~ evertheless, . I f'~el obliged to refer to one passage,
which is ax10mahc and can give rise to no misunderstanding, in order
that the~e s~ould be no doubt in . the minds of comrades with regard to
the relative importance of the national question. Analysing Marx's letter
on the national question in an article on self-determination Comrade
I .enin draws the following conclusion :
'
.
"Marx had no doubt as lo lhe subordinate position of the national question as
compared with the 'labour question' ".7s

Here are only two lines, but they are decisive.

And this is what

~ome of our comrades who are more zealous than wise should drill into

their heads.
The second question is that of Great-Russian chauvinism and local
chauvinism. Rakovsky, and especially Bukharin, have come forward
h_er.e and proposed that the point dealing with the danger of local chau' m1sm should be deleted. Their argument is that there is no need to
bother with such a pigmy as local chauvinism when we have such a
Goliath as Great-Russian chauvinism. Generally, Bukharin was in a
repenta!1t m.o?d. Tha~ is natu~al : he has been sinning for years against
lhe nationahties, denymg the ngbt of self-determination. It is high time
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to repent. But in repenting he went to the other extreme. It i~ a curious
thing that Bukharin should call upon the Party to follow. h1.s example
and repent, when it is common knowledge that the Party .1s m no ;-"ay
implicated : for it has from its very inception ~ 1898) recogmsed the n~ht
of self-determination and therefore has nothmg to repen.t. The ~omt
is that Bukharin has not understood the real meanii_ig ~f ~he nat~onal
question. When it is said that the most ~~portant. th.mg. m the national
question is to fight G.reat-Russian ch~uv11:1sm, th~s .mchcates what a~c
the duties of a Russian Communist ; it imphes that it is the .d1:1ty of e.ve1 Y
Russian Communist himself to wage war on Russian chauvm1sm. If ~he
fight against Russian cham'~nism. were unde~take~1 not by ti:e ~ussian
but by the Turkestanian or Georgian Commumsts, it woul~l ~e mte1preted
as anti-Russian chauvinis~'. This would confus~ everythmg. and stren~~
then Great-Russian chauv1msm. Only the Russian ~omr?umsts cai_i u
dertake the war on Great-Russian chauvinism anc~ figh~ it to a ~1~1sh ..
And what is implied when a war on local anti~Russian chauvm,ism 1s
proposed ? It implies the ~luty o.f local Comrr.rn.msts, the duty ~1 nonRussian Communists, to resist their own ch~uvmists. .c~n one d-=ony the
existence of deviations towards anti-Russian chauvmism? Why, the
whole congress has seen for itself that local, Georgian, Bashkir and other
kinds of chauvinism exist and that they must be combate~l.
.
Russian Communists cannot combat Tatar, Georg·ian, or B.a~.hk1r
chauvinism; for if a Russian Communist were to undertake the difhcult
task of fighting Tatar or Georgian chauvinism it would be regarde~ as
the fight of a Great-Russian chauvinist . against the Tata~·s or the ~~.or
gians. That would confuse the whole issue .. Only the fatar, Ge~1~ian
and other Communists can fight Tatar, Georgian and ot!1er ~hauvm~sm,
only the Georgian Communists can successfully combat ~eorg1an nat~on
alism or chauvinism. That is the duty of the non-R:issian Commurnsts;
That is why it is necessary to refer in the thes.es to th1~ dual task, that. oi
the Russian Communists (I refer to the fight agamst Great-Russian
chauvinism) and that of the non-Russian .comr~mnists (I. ~efer to. the
fight against anti-Armenian, Anti-Tatar, anti-Russian chauvm1sm)'. Ot~er
wise the theses will be one-sided, we shall not be able to create mte1nationalism either in state or in Party devel?pment. . .
.
If we fight only against Great-Russian chauvm1sm, tlus fight ':'ill
obscure the fight of the Tatar and other chauvinists which is developmg
in the localities and which is especially dangerous now, under the. conditions of the New Economic Policy. We cannot refrain from wagmg a
fight on two fronts, for only. ~y fighti1?-g on tw~ fronts-on ~he one. h~1:d
against Great-Russian chauvm1sm, which constitutes. the chief dang·ei· m
our work of construction, and on the other hand agamst local chauvunsm
-can we achieve success ; for without this dual fight there can be no
solidarity between the Russian workers and pe3:sants and the workers
;md peasants of other national.ities., If this fight is not. waged, the resul~
may be fo foster local chauvimsm, it may lead to a pohcy of encouragm",
local chauvinism, which we cannot allow.
.
Permit me here too to quote Comrade. Lemn. I would not have
done so, but since at our congress there are many comrades who quote
Comrade Lenin all away, and distort him, allow me to read a few words
from one of his well-known articles :

ror

"The proletariat must demand lhe right of political secession for the colonies and
the nations that 'its own' nation oppresses. Unless it does this, proletnri.an inter-
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llationalism will remain a meaningless phrase ; mutual confidence and class solidarity
between the workers of the oppressing and oppressed nations will be impossible."

These are, as it were, the duties of the proletarians of the ruling or
formerly ruling nation. Then he goes on to speak of the duties of the
proletarians or the Communists of the formerly oppressed nations :
"The Socinlisls of the oppressed nalions, on Lhe other hand, musl particularly
fight fur and mainlain complcle and absolute unily, including organisational unity,
between the workers of lhc oppressed nation and Lhe workers of the oppressing nation.
Willwul such unity it will be impossible lo maintain an independent prolelarian policy
nnd class solidari1y wilh lhe prolelariat of oilier countries in the face of all the
snblerfuge, treachery and trickery of the bourgeosie : for lhe bourgeoisie of the
npp1cssl'd nations arc conslunlly converting the slog;ms of national libcrnlion inlo a
means for deceiving the workers." 79

As you sec, if one is to follow in the footsteps of Comrade Lenin-and some comrades here have sworn by him-both theses must be
retained in the resolution-the thesis on combating Great-Russian chauvinism and the thesis on combating local chauvinism-as being two aspects
of one phenomenon as being theses on combating chauvinism in general.
This concludes my objections to what has been said by the speakers
here.

The October Revolution and
the Problem of the n1.iddle Strata (1923)
The problem of' the middle strata is undoubtedly one of the fundamental problems uf a workers' revolution. The middle strata are made
up of the peasantry and the petty working tradesfolk. of' the towns.
Under this category must also be classed the oppressed nationalities, ninetenths of which consist of' middle strata. As yoi1 sec, these are the strata
that, as regards their economic status, stand midway between the proletariat and the capitalist class. The relative importance of these strata
is due to two circumstances : in the. first place, these strata represent a
majority, or, at any rate, a considerable minority of the population of
the existing states ; in the second place, they constitute the important
reserves from which the capitalist class recruits its army against the proletariat. The proletariat cannot retain power unless it enjoys the sympathy and support of the middle sfrata, primarily of the peasantry, especially in a country like. our Union of Republics. The proletariat cannot
even seriously contemplate seizing power unless these strata have at least
been neutralised, unless they have already been divorced from the capitalist class and unless in their mass they no longer constitute an army
of capital. Hen~e the fight for the middle strata, the fight for the peasantry, which ran like a crimson thread through the whole of our revolution, from 1905 to 1917, a fight which is stjll far from ended and which
will continue to be fought in the future.
One of the reasons for the defeat of the Revolution of 1848 in France
was that it failed to evoke a sympathetic response among the French
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peasantry. One of the reasons for the fall of the Paris Commune ·was
that it encountered the opposition of the middle strata, especially of the
peasantry. The same must. be said of the Russian Revolution of 1905.
Certain vulgar Marxists, chief among them Kautsky, basing themselves
on the experience of European revolutions, have come to the conclusion
that the middle strata, especially the peasantry, are almost the natural
enemies of the workers' revolution ; that therefore a more lengthy period
of development must be contemplated, as a result of which the proletariat
will become the majority of the nation and thereby the proper conditions
created for the victory of the workers' revolution. On the basis of this
conclusion, they, the vulgar Marxists, warned the proletariat against
"premature" revolution. On the basis of this conclusion, they, from
"motives of principle,'' left the middle strata under the complete sway of
capital. On the basis of this conclusion, they prophesied the doom of the
Russian October Revolution, on the grounds that the proletariat in Russia constitutes a minority of the population, that Russia is a peasant country and that therefore a victorious workers' revolution in Russia is
impossible.
It is noteworthy that Marx himself had an entirely different opinion
of the middle strata, especially of the peasantry. Whereas the vulgar
Marxists, having washed.- their hands of the peasantry and left them to
the complete political sway of capital, noisily bragged of their "consislency
of principle," Marx, the most consistent in principle of all Marxists,
urgently advised the party of the Communists not to lose sight of the
peasants, to win them over to the side of the proletariat and to make
sure of their support in the coming proletarian revolution. We know
that in the fifties, after the defeat of the February Revolution in France
and in Germany, Marx wrote to Engels, and through him to the Communist Party of Germany, saying:
"The whole thing in Germany will depend on the possibility to back the proletarian
revolution by some second edition of the Peasants' War." 80

This was written in reference to the Germany of the fifties, a peasant
l:ountry, where the proletariat comprised an insignificant minority, where
the proletariat was less organised than the proletariat of Russia in 1917,
and where the peasantry, because of its status, was less disposed to support a proletarian revolution than was the case in Russia in 1917.
The October Revolution undoubtedly represented that happy combination of a "peasant war" and a "proletarian revolution" of which Marx
wrote, all the "highly principled" chatterboxes notwithstanding. The
October Revolution proved that such a combination is both possible and
feasible. The October Revolution proved that the proletariat can seize
power and retain it, provided it is able to severe the middle strata, especially the peasantry, from the capitalist class and provided it is able to
convert these strata from reserves of capital into reserves of the
proletariat.
In brief, the October Revolution \Vas the first of all the revolutions
in the world to give prominence to the problem of the middle strata, and
primarily of the peasantry, and the first to solve it successfully, despite
the "theories" and jeremiads of the heroes of the Second International.
That was the first merit of the October Revolution, if one ·may speak
of merit at all in such a connection.
But the matter did not stop there. The October Revolution went
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further and tried to rally the oppressed nationalities aromi.d the proletariat. It has already been said that nine-tenths of these nationalities
consist of peasants and .of the petty working trades folk of the towns.
This, however, does not exhaust the concept "oppressed nationality."
Oppressed nationalities are usually oppressed not only as peasants and
as urban working tradesfolk, but also as nationalities, i.e., as the toilers
of a definite state, language, culture, manner of life, customs and habits.
The double burden of oppression cannot but tend to revolutionise the toiling masses of the oppressed nationalities, cannot but drive them to· fight
Lhe principal force of oppression-capital. This formed the basis on
which the proletariat managed to achieve a combination of the "proletarian revolution" not only with a "peasant war" but also with a
"national war". All this could not fail to extend the field of action of
:he proletarian revolution far beyond the confines of Russia ; it could not
fail to jeopardise the most deep-seated reserves of capita}. 'Vhereas the
light for the midclle strata of a given dominant nationality is a fight for
the direct reserves of capital, the fight for the emancipation of the
oppressed nationalities could not but become a fight for certain of the
most deep-seated reserves of capital, a fight for the emancipation of the
colonial and non-sovereign nations from the yoke of capital. This latter
fight is still far from ended-more, it has not yet yielded even the first
decisive successes. But this fight for the deep-seated reserves was started
hy the October Revolution, and it will undoubtedly unfold itself step by
step with the development of imperialism, with the growing power of
our Union of Republics and the development of the proletarian revolution in the West.
In brief, the October Revolution did in fact start the fight of the
proletariat for the deep-seated reserves of capitalism among the masses
of the oppressed and non-sovereign countries ; it was the first to raise the
standard of war for the conquest of these reserves. That is its second
merit.
The winning of the peasantry in our country was effected under
the banner of socialism. The peasantry, having received land from the
proletariat, having defeated the landlords with the aid of the proletariat,
~ind having risen to power under the leadership of the proletariat, could
not but feel, could not but realise, that the process of its emancipation
was proceeding, and would continue to proceed, under the banner of the
proletariat, under its reel banner. This could not but convert the banner
of socialism, which had formerly been a bogey to the peasantry, into a
banner which claimed its attention and aided its emancipation from its
downtrodden condition, its state of destitution and oppression. The same
is true, but to an even greater degree, of the oppressed nationalities. The
battle-cry for the emancipation of the nationalities, backed by such facts
as the liberation of Finland, the evacuation of troops from Persia and
China, the formation of the Union of Republics, the moral support openly
given to the peoples of Turkey, China, Hindustan and Egypt-this cry
\Vas first sounded by the people who were the victors in the October Revolution. The fact that Russia, which formerly served as- a symbol of
•>ppression in the eyes of the oppressed nationalities, has now, after it
has become socialist, been transformed into a symbol of emancipation
('annot be said to be a mere chance. Nor is it a mere chance that the
name of the leader of the October Revolution, Comrade Lenin, is now a
name highly cherished by the downtrodden, browbeaten peasants and
revolutionary intelligentsia of the colonial and non-sovereign counfrie~,
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If Christianity was formerly regarded by the oppressed and downtrodden
slaves of the vast Roman Empire as a rock of salvation, we are now reaching a point where socialism may serve (in fact, is already beginning. to
'ierve) as a banner of liberation for the millions of the vast colony-owmng
dates of imperialism. It can hardly be doubted that this circumstance
considerably served to facilitate the work of combating the prejudices
against socialism, and to open the way for socialist ideas in the most
r~mote corners of the oppressed countries. If it was formerly difficult
for a Socialist to come out openly among the non-proletarian middle
strata of the oppressed or oppressor countries, today he can openly come
forward and advocate socialist ideas among these strata and expect to
be listenecl to, ay, and even hearkened to ; for he is backed by so cogent
an argument as the October Revolution. That too is a result of the
Oclober Revolution.
In brief, the October Revolution has cleared a way for the penetration of socialist ideas to the middle; non-proletarian, peasant strata of
all nationalities and tribes ; it has made the banner of socialism a popular banner among them-and that is the third merit of the October
Revolution.

the national problem with the problem of the colonies. The national
probem was thereby transformed from a particular and internal state problem into a general and international problem, into a world problem of
emancipating the oppressed peoples in the dependent countries and
rnlonies from the yoke of imperialism.
Formerly, the principle of self-determination of nations was usually
misinterpreted, and not infrequently it was narrowed down to the idea
of the right of nations to autonomy. Certain leaders of the Second International even went so far as to represent the right to self-determinatioh as
meaning the right to cultural autonomy, i.e., the right of oppressed nations
Lo have their own cultural institutions, leaving all political power in the
lrnnds of the ruling nation. As a consequence the idea of self-determination stood in danger of becoming transformed from an instrument for
< ombating annexations into an instrument for justifying them. Now we
can say that this confusion has been cleared up. Leninism broadened
the conception of self-determination and interpreted it as the right of the
oppressed peoples of the dependent countries and colonies to complete
secession, as the right of nations to independent existence as states. This
precluded the possibility of justifying annexations by interpreting the
right of self-determination to mean the right of autonomy. Thus the
principle of self-determination itself was transformed from an instrument for deceiving the inasses which it undoubtedly was in the hands of
the social-chauvinists during the imperialist war, into an instrument for
exposing all and sundry imperialist aspirations and chauvinist machinations, into an instrument for the political education of the masses in
the spirit of internationalism.
Formerly, the question of the oppressed nations was usually regarded
;is purely a juridical question. Solemn proclamations regarding "national
equality," innumerable declarations about the "equality of nations"-that
was the fare of the parties of the Second International which glossed over
the fact that "equality of nations" under imperialism, where one group
of nations (a minority) lives by exploiting another group of nations, is
shePr mockery of the oppressed nations. Now we can say that· this
bourgeois-juridical point of view on the national question has been
<·xposed. Leninism brought the national problem down from the lofty
heights of high-sounding decalrations to solid ground, and declared that
pronouncements about the "equality of nations" which are not backed by
the direct support of the proletarian parties for the liberation struggle of
the oppressed nations are meaningless and false. In_ this way the question of the oppressed nations became a question of supporting, of rendering real and continuous assistance to the oppressed nations in their struggle against imperialism for real equality of nations, for their independent
existence as states.
Formerly, the national problem was regarded from a reformist point
uf view, as an independent problem having no connection with the gene"
ral problems of the rule of capital, of the overthrow of imperialism, of the
proletarian revolution. It was tacitly assumed that the victory of the
proletariat in Europe was possible without a direct alliance with the
liberation movement in the colonies, that the national-colonial problem
could be solved on the lJUiet, "of its own accord," off the high road of the
proletarian revolution, without a revolutfonary struggle against imperialbm. Now we can say that this anti-revolutionary point of view has been
exposed. Leninism has proved, and the imperialist war and the revolution in Russia have confirmed, that the national problem can be solved
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The National Problem
Extract from a Series of Leclures on the Foundations of Leninism
Delivered at the Suercllou Uniuersily
April 1D21t
From this theme I take Lhe two main <Juestions: (a) the presentation
of the problem ; (b) the liberation movement of the oppressed peoples and
Lhe proletarian revolution.
l. . The presentation of the prn/Jlcm
During the last twenty years
the national problem has undergone a number of verv important changes.
The national problem in the period of the Second Ii1ternational and the
national problem in the period of Leninism are far from being the same
thing. They differ profoundly from each other, not only in their scope,
but also in their intrinsic character.
Formerly, the national problem was usually confmed to a narrow
circle of questions, concerning, primarily, "cultured" nationalities. The
Irish, the Hungarians, the Poles, the Finns, the Serbs, and several other
European nationalities-that was the circle of disfranchised peoples in
whose destinies the heroes of the Second International were interested.
The .scores and hundreds of millions of Asiatic and African peoples who
are suffering national oppression in its most savage and cruel form
usually remained outside of their field of vision. They hesitated to put
white and black, "civilised" and "uncivilized" on the same plane. Two
or th.rec m~aning~ess, lukewarm resolutions, which carefully evaded the
question of hberatmg the colonies-that was all the leaders of the Second
International could boast oL Now we can say that this duplicity and
half-heartedness in dealing with the national problem has been brought
Lo an end. Leninism laid bare this crying incongruity, broke down the
wall between whites and blacks, between Europeans and Asiatics, between
the "civilized" and "uncivilized" slaves of imperialism, and thus linked
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only in connection with and on the basis of the proletarian revolution,
and that the road to victory of the revolution in the West lies through
1hc: revolutionary alliance with the liberation movement of the colonies
and dependent countries against imperialism. The national problem is
a part of the general problem of the proletarian revolution, a part of the
problem of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The question presents itself as follows : Are the revolutionary
possibilities latent in the revolutionary liberation movement of the
oppressed countries all'eady exhausted or not ; and if not, is there any
hope, any ground to expect that these possibilities can be utilized for the
proletarian revolution, that the dependent and colonial countries can be
transformed from a reserve of the imperialist bourgeoisie into a reserve
of the revolutionary proletariat, into an ally of the latter ?
Leninism replies to this question in the affirmative, i.e., it recognises
the latent revolutionary capacities of the national liberation movement of
the oppressed countries and the possibility of utilising these capacities for
the purpose of overthrowing the common enemy, for the purpose of overthrowing imperialism. The mechanics of the development of imperialism, the imperialist war and the revolution in Russia wholly confirm the
conclusions of Leninism on this score.
Hence the necessity for the proletariat to support-resolutely and
actively to support-the national liberation movement of the oppressed
and dependent peoples.
This does not mean, of course, that the proletariat must support
every national movement, everywhere and always, in every single concrete
case. It means that support must be given to such national movements
as tend to weaken, to overthrow imperialism, and not to strengthen and
preserve it. Cases occur when the national movements in certain
oppressed countries come into conflict with the interests of the development of the proletarian movement. In such cases support is, of course,
entirely out of the question. The question of the rights of nations is not
an isolated, self-sufficient question; it is a part of the general problem of
the proletarian revolution, subordinate to the whole, and must be considered from the point of view of the whole. In the forties of the last
century Marx supported the national movement of the Poles and Hungarians and was opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and thri
South Slavs. Why? Because the Czechs and the South Slavs were the1;
''reactionary nations," "Russian outposts" in Europe, outposts of absolutism; whereas the Poles and the Hungarians were "revolutionary
nations," fighting against absolutism. Because support of the national
movement of the Czechs and the South Slavs was at that time equivalent
to indirect support for tsarism, the most dangerous enemy of the revolutionary movement in Europe.

The same must be said of the revolutionary character of national
movements in general. The unquestionably revolutionary character of
the overwhelming majority of national movements is as relative and
peculiar as is the possible reactionary character of certain particular
national movements. The revolutionary character of a national movement under the conditions of imperialist oppression does not necessarily
pre-suppose the existence of proletarian elements in the movement, the
existence of a revolutionary or a republican program of the movement,
the existence of a democratic basis of the movement. The struggle the
Emir of Afghanistan is waging for the independence of Afghanistan is
objeclivcly a revolutionary struggle, despite the monarchist views of the
Emir and his associates, for it weakens, disintegrates and undermines
imperialism ; whereas the struggle waged by such "desperate" Democrats
and "Socialists," "revoutliouaries" and republicans as, for example,
Kerensky and Tsereteli, Renaudel and Scheiclemann, Chernov and Dan,
lienclerson and Clynes during the imperialist war was a reactionary
struggle, for its result was the whitewashing, the strengthening, the victory
of imperialism. For the same reasons, the struggle the Egyptian mer•:hants and bourgeois intellectuals are waging for the independence of
Egypt is objectively a revohztionary struggle, despite the bourgeois origin
find bourgeois title of the leaders of the Egyptian national movement.
despite the fact that they are opposed to Socialism ; whereas the fight the
British Labour Government is waging to perpetuate Egypt's dependent
position is for the same reason a reactionary struggle, despite the proletarian origin and the proletarian title of the members of that government, despite the fact that they are "for" Socialism. I need not speak of
the national movement in other, larger, colonial and dependent countries, such as India and China, every step of which along the road to
liberation, even if it runs counter to the demands of formal democracy,
is a steam-hammer blow at imperialism, i.e., is undoubtedly a revolulionary step.
Lenin was right in saying that the national movement of the
oppressed countires should be appraised not from the point of view of
formal democracy, but from Lhe point of view of the actual results
obtained, as shown by the general balance sheet of the struggle against
imperialism, that is to say, "not in isolation, but on .. a world scale."
(Ibid.)
2. The lil;cralion movement of tlze oppressed peoples and the proleturian revolution. In solving the national problem Leninism proceeds
from the following theses :
(a) The world is divided into two camps: the camp of a handful of
dvilisecl nations, which possess finance capital and exploit the vast majority of the population of the globe ; and the camp of the oppressed and
exploited peoples in the colonies and dependent cotmtries, who comprise
that majority ;
(b) The colonies and the dependent countries, oppressed and
exploited by finance capital, constitute a very large reserve and a very
important source - of strength for imperialism ;
(c) The revolutionary struggle of the oppressed peoples in the
dependent and colonial cou.ntries against imperialism is the only road that
leads to their emancipation froin oppression and exploitation ;
(cl) The most important colonial and dependent countries. have
already taken the path of the national liberation movement, which cannot but lead to the crisis of world capitalism ;
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"The various demands of democracy," writes Lenin., "including self-determination,
are not an absolute, but a small part of the general democratic (now : general socialist)
ruorld movement. In individual concrete cases, the part may contradict the whole ;
if so, it must he rejected." ("The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,"
Collecled Works, Vol. XIX).

This is the position in regard to the question of certain national
movements, of the possible reactionary character of these movementsif, of course, they are appraised not from the formal point of view, not
from the point of view of abstract rights, but concretely, from the point
nf view of the interests of the revolutionary movement.
-
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(e) The interests of the proletarian movement in the developed counLries and of the national liberation movement in the colonies call for the
amalgamation of these two forms of the revolutionary movement inlo a
common front against the common enemy, against imperialism;
(£) The victory of the working class in the developed countries and
ihe liberation of the oppressed peoples from the yoke of imperialism arc
impossible without the formation and tho consolidation of a common
revolutionary front ;
(g) The formation of a common revolutionary front is impossible
;inless the proletariat of the oppressor nations renders direct and determined support to the liberation movement of the oppressed peoples
<tgainst the imperialism of its "own counlry ," for "no nation can be free
if it oppresses other nations" (Marx) ;
(h) This support implies the advocacy, defence and carrying out of
the slogan of the right of nations to secession, to independent existence
as states ;
(i) Unless this slogan is carried out, the union and collaboralion of
nations within a single world economic system, which is the material
basis for the victory of Socialism, cannot be brought about ;
(j) This union can only be voluntary, and can arise only on the basis
of rm~tual confidence and fraternal relations among nations.
Hence the two sides, the two tendencies in the national problem; the
Lendcncy towards political emancipation from the shackles of imperialism
and towards the formation of an independent national state-a tendency
which arose as a consequence of imperialist oppression and colonial
<'Xploitation ; and the tendency towards an economic rapprochement
among nations, which arose as a result of Lhe formalion of a world market
and a world economic system.

Hence the necessity of a stubborn, continuous and determined struggle against the imperialist chauvinism of the "Socialists" of the ruling
nations (Great Britain, France, America, Italy, Japan, etc.) who do not
want to fight their imperialist governments, who do not want to support
the struggle of the oppressed peoples in "their" colonies for emancipation
from oppression, for secession.
\Vithout such a struggle the education of the working class of the
ruling nations in the spirit of true internationalism, in the spirit of rapprod1ement with the toiling masses of the dependent countries and colonies,
in the spirit of real preparation for the proletarian revolution, is inconceivable. The revolution would not have been victorious in Russia, and
Kolchak and Denikin wotdd not have been crushed, had not the Russian
proletariat enjoyed the sympathy and support of the oppressed peoples of
the former Russian empire. But to win the sympathy and support of
~hese peoples it had first of all to break the fetters of Russian imperialism and free these peoples from the yoke of national oppression. Without this it would have been impossible to consolidate the Soviet power,
to implant true internationalism and to create that remarkable organisation for the collaboration of nations which is called the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics-the living prototype of the future union of nations
in a single world economic system.
Hence the necessity of fighting against the national insularity,
narrowness and aloofness of the Socialists in the oppressed countries, who
do not want to rise above their national steeple and who do not understand the connection between the liberation movement in their various
countries and the proletarian movement in the ruling countries.
·without such a struggle it is inconceivable that the proletariat of
the oppressed nations can maintain an independent policy and its class
solidarity with the proletariat of the ruling countries in the fight for the
overthrow of the common enemy, in the fight for the overthrow of
imperialism ; without such a struggle, internationalism would be
impossible.
This is how the toiling masses of the ruling nations and of the
oppressed nations should be educated in the spirit of revolutionary
internationalism.
Here is what Lenin says about this twofold task of Communism in
in educating the workers in the spirit of internationalism :

"Developing capitalism," says Lenin, "knows of two historical tendencies in the
national problem. First : the awakening of national life and of national movements,
the slrugglc against all national oppression, the creation of national states. Second :
!he <lPveiopment and growing frequency of all sorls of inll'rcourse among nations : the
breaking down of national barriers ; the creation of the international unity of capital,
of economic lil'c in general, of politics, of science, and so forth. Both tendencies are
1he universal law of capitalism. The first predominates at the beginning of lhe develop11wnt of capilalism ; the second characterises mature capitalism, heading towards its
transformation into socialist society." ("Crilical Remarks on the National Question."
(Collecled Works, Vol. XVII.)

For imperialism these two tendencies represent irreconcilable contradictions ; because imperialism cannot exist without exploiting colonies
and forcibly retaining them within the framework of the "integral
whole" ; because imperialism can bring nations together only by means
of annexations and colonial conquest, without which it is, generally
speaking, inconceivable.
For Communism, on the contrary, these tendencies are but two sides
of a sing·le cause-the cause of the emancipation of the oppressed peoples from the yoke of imperialism ; because Communism knows that the
union of the nations in a single world economic system is possible only
on the basis of mutual confidence and voluntary agreement, and that the
mad to the formation of a voluntary union of nations lies through the
separation of the colonies from the "integral" imperialist "whole," through
the transformation of the colonies into inclepenclent states.
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" .... Can such education .... be concretely identical in great, oppressing nations
and in small, oppressed nations, in annexing nations and in annexed nations ?
"Obviously not. The way to the one road-to complete equality, to the closest
intimacy and the subsequent amalgamation of all nations-obviously proceeds here by
different routes in each concrete case : in the same way, let us say, as the route to a
point in the rnidcllc of a given page lies towards the left from one edge and towards
the right from the opposite edge. Tf a Socialist belonging to a great, oppressing, annexing nation, while advocating the amalgllmation of nations in general, were to forgel
even for one moment that 'his' Nicholas II, 'his' Wilhelm, George, Poincare etc., also
stand for amalgunwtion with small nations (by means of annexations)-Nicholas II
heing for 'amalgamating' wilh Galicia, Withem II for 'amalgamating' with Belgium, etc.
- -such a Socialist would be a ridiculous doctrinaire in qH)Ory and an abettor of imperialism in practice.
"The weight of emphasis in the internationalist education of the workers in the
oppressing countries must necessarily consist in advocating and urging them to demand
freedom of S('cession for oppressed countries. Without this there can be no inler-
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nationalism, It i,; onr right and duly to lreat every Socialisl of an oppressing 11ation
who fails to conduct such propaganda as an imperialist and a scoundrel. This is an
H bsolute demand, even if the chance of secession being possible and 'feasible' before the
introduc\ion of Socialism is only one in a thousand ....
"On lhc other hand a Socialist belonging to n small nalirm must emphasize in lhc
ngialion the second word of our general l'ormula : 'voluntary union' of nalions. He
may, without violating his. duties as an internationalist, he in favour of either the polical independence of his nation or its inclusion in a neighbouring stale X, Y, Z, etc.
But in nil cases he mt!st llghl auainsl smnll-nalion nan<Jw-mindcdness, insularity and
:1loofness, he must fight for the recognition of the whole and the general, for the sub<'rdination of llw in1Pn'sls of lhe parlicular 1o the interests of the gc•neral.
"People who have nol gone thoroughly into !he question think there is a 'contradiction' in Socialisl'' of oppressing nations insisting on 'freedom of secession', while Socialists of oppressed nalions on 'freedom of union.' llowcver, a lilllc reCTPclion will show
Jhat there is not, nor can there he, any other road leading from lhc given silualion lo
internationalism and the amalgamation of n:i1ions, any other road lo this goal." ("The
Discussion on Self-Determination Sununccl Up," Collected lVorks, Vol. XIX).

drawn between the Austrian method of settling the national question
(constitutional) and the method of the Russian Marxists (revolutionary).
Here it is:

The National Question in Yugoslavia
Speech Delivered in lhe Yugoslav Commission of the E.C.C.I.,
March 30, 1925
Comrades, I Lhink Semich has nol fully understood the essence of
ihe Bloshevik presentation of the national question. Neither before nor
after the October Revolulion did the Bolsheviks ever separate the national
qt1estion from the general question of revolution. The essential· feature
of the Bloshevik approach to the national question was that the Bolshe\'iks always considered the national question in inseparable connection
with the prospects of Lhe revolution.
Semich quoted Lenin and said that Lenin was in favour of embodying some solution of the national question in the constitution. By this
he, Semich, meant to say that Lenin as it were regarded the national
(1uestion as a constitutional question, that is, not as a question of revolution, but as a question of reform. That is entirely wrong. Lenin never
suffered nor could he have suffered from constitutional illusions. We
have only to consult his works to be convinced of this. vVhen Lenin
~poke of a constitution, he had in mind, not the constitutional way of
settling the national question, but the revolutionary way, that is to say,
he conceived a constitution as resulting from the victory of the revolution. We in the U. S. S. R. also have a constitution, and it reflects a
certain solution of the national question. However, this constitution
came into being not as a reslllt of a deal with the bourgeoisie, but as a
i·esult of a victorious revolution.
Semich further referred to Stalin's pamphlet on the national quest;on written in HH2, in which he tried to find corroboration, even if indirect corroboration, of his !)Oint of view. But this reference served no
purpose, because he did not and could not find, not only a quotation, but
even a remote hint that would in the least justify his "constitutional"
approach to the national question. In confirmation of this, I might
remind Semich of the passage in Stalin's pamphlet where a contrast is

"The Anstrians hope to achieve lbe 'freedom of nationalities' by means of petty
reforms, by slow steps. While they p1·opose national autonomy as a practical measure,
th:·y do not count on any radical change, on a democratic movement for liberation,
which they do not even contemplate. The Russian Marxists, on lhe other lrnnd, associate ihe 'freedom of nalionalitics' wilh a probable ra,lical change and a dcmoc;ratic
n,ovement for liberation, having no grounds for cmmting on reforms. And this cssenl1ally alters matters in regarrl to 1Ji probable fate of 1.hc nations of Russia."
0

Clear, one would think.
And this is not Stalin's personal view, but the general view of the
Russian Marxists, who consider and ·have always considered the national
question in inseparable connection with the general question of
revolution.
It can be said without straining the point Lhat in the hisl/iry of Rust,ian Marxism there were two stages in the presentation of the national
question, the first, or the pre-October stage, and the second, or the October stage. In the first stage, the national question was regarded as part
of the general question of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, that is to
~ay, as part of the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry. In the second stage, when the national question assumed
wider scope and became a question of colonies, when it became transformed from an internal political question into a world question, it came
to be considered as part of the general question of the proletarian revolution, as part of the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In
both stages, it will be seen, the approach was strictly revolutionary.
In my opinion, Semich has not yet quite grapsed all this. Hence
his attempt to reduce the national queslion to the level of a constitution,
i.e., to regard it as a question of reform.
From this mistake follows another, which is that he is loth to regard
1lw national question as being virtually a peasant question; not an agrarain, but a peasanl queslion, for, Lhese are two different Lhings. It is
quite true that the national question musl not be identified with the
peasant question, for, in addition to peasant questions, it includes such
questions as national culture, national statehood, etc. But it is also
undoubted Lhal the peasant question after all constitutes the basis and
t'ssence of the uational question. It is this that explains the fact that Lhe
peasantry represents the main army of the national movement; that with~
out the peasant army, there is not nor can there be a powerful national
movement. This is what is meant by saying that the national question is
uirt11ally a peasant question. I think Semich's reluctance to accept this
formula is clue to an underestimalion of the inherent strength of the
national movement and a lack of understanding of the profoundly popular and profoundly revolutionary nature of the national movement. This
luck of understanding and this underestimation represent a grave danger, for, in practice, they imply an underestimation of the potential might
latent, for instance, in the movement of the Croats for national emanci·'
paint. This underestimation is pregnant wilh serious complications foi·
the entire Yugoslav C01hmunist Party.
That is Semich's second error.
His attempt to deal with the national question in Yugoslavia without n:ference to the international situation and the probable course ·bf
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events in Europe must, undoubtedly be regarded as an error too. Starting
from the fact that at the present moment there is no serious popular
movement for independence among the Croats and the Slovenes, Semich
nrrives at the conclusion that the question of the right of nations to secession is an academic question, that, at any rate, it is not an immediate one.
That, of course, is incorrect. Even if we admit that at the moment this
question is not an immediate one, it might definitely become so if war
were to begin, or when war begins, or if a revolution were to break out
in Europe, or when it breaks out. That war will inevitably begin, and
that they over there are bound to come to blows, there can be no doubt,
in view of the nature and development of imperialism.
When in 1912 we Russian Marxists were drawing up the first draft
of our national programme, no serious movement for national independence yet existed in any of the border regions of the Russian Empire.
Nevertheless, we deemed it necessary to include in our programme the
point on the right of nations to self-determination, i.e., the right of every
uationality to secede and exist as an independent state. Why ? Because
we based ourselves not only on what then existed, but also on what was
developing and impending in the general system of international relations ; that is, we took into account not only the present, but also the
future. 'Ve knew that if any nationality were to demand secession, the
Russian Marxists would fight to ensure the right to secede for every such
nationality. Semich in the course of his speech referred repeatedly tc,
Stalin's pamphlet on the national question. But here is what is said
about self-determination and independence in Stalin's pamphlet :
"The growth of imperialism in Europe is not fortuitous. In Europe capital finds
ilself too restricted, and it is striving towards foreign countries in search of new
markets, cheap labour and new fields of inveslment. But this leads' to external complications and to war ... 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
lo raise and settle the question of its independence. And, of course, it is not for Marxists
lo create obstacles in such cases."

This was written as far back as 1912. You know that subsequently
this view was entirely corroborated, both during the war and afterwards,
and particularly after the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat in
Hussia.
All the more reason, therefore, why we must recko~1 with such possibilities in Europe in general, and in Yugoslavia in particular, especially
now, when the national revolutionary movement is becoming ever more
acute in the oppressed countries, and after the victory of the revolution
in Russia. We must also bear in mind that Yugoslavia is not a fully , ,
independent country, that she is tied up with certain imperiali;;t group$;;- 1
and that, consequently, she cannot escape ,the great play of.forces that
is at work outside of, Yugoslavia. If you ar~ drawing, up a national pto-,
gramme for the, Xugoslayian,, Party (and that is precisely what we are
now dea1ing with), you must remember that this programme must pro.~,
ceed not only, from what, exists at present, but also from what is developing and what will inevitably occur by virtue of international relations;,
That is why I think that the question of the right of nation~ to'. self~deter,
mination should be regarded as , an immediate and bufhing',~;question. 2'
Now about the national programme. As the starting ]Joint of the
n~ti9nal programme we must postulate a Soviet revolution in Yugoslavia,
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we must postulate that without the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the
victory of the revolution the national problem cannot be solved at all
satisfactorily. Of course, there may be exceptions ; there was , such an
Pxception, for instance, before the war when Norway separated from
Sweden-of which Lenin treats in detail in one of his articles. But that
was before the war and under an exceptional combination of favourable
circumstances. After the war, and particularly after the victory of the,
Soviet revolution in Russia, such cases are hardly likely to occur. At any
rate, the, chances of their occurring are so slight that they can be placed
at zero. But if that is so, it is clear that we cannot build our programme
on a zero magnitude. That is why the postulate of a revolution must
be the starting point of the national programme.
Further, it is imperative to include in the national programme a
,<;pedal point on the right of nations to self-determination, including the
right of secession. I have already said ,why such a point cannot be
omitted in the present internal and international conditions.
Finally, the programme should include a sp~cial point providing for
national territorial autonomy for those nationalities in Yugoslavia which
may not find it necessary to secede from that country. Those ":ho thir~k
that such a contingency should be precluded ,are wrong. That is a mistake. Under certain circumstances, as a result, of the victory of the
Soviet revolution' in Yugoslavia, it may. well be, Lhat on Lhe, analogy of
what occurred
Russia certain nationalities will not desfre to secede.
It is therefore clear that it is necessary to provide for such a contingern;y
and have in the programme a point on autonomy, with a view to· the
transformation of the state of Yugoslavia into a federation of autonomous
national states based on the Soviet system.
Thus, the right of secession must be provided for those nationalities
Lhat may desire secession, and the right of autonomy for, those nationalities that may prefer to remain within the Yugoslavian state. , ,
To avoid all misunderstanding, I must say that ,the right to secession
must not be understood as an obligation, as a duty to secede. A nationality may take advantage of thi~ ri'ght and ~ec~de, but .it .may a~so forego
tbe right, and if it does, not wish to exercise it;, that is its busmess, an.cl
we cannot but take cognisance of the fact. .Some comrades turn, this
right of secession into an obligation, and dema~? fr?m the Croats, for ,
instance, that they secede at all costs .. »That pos1t10n is wrong, and must
be rejected. We must not confuse a right with an obligation. ,
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The Political Tasks of
the University of the Peoples of the East
Speech Delivered at a Meeting of Uw Students of the
University, May 18, 1925
Comrades, ilrst of all allow me to offer my congratulations on the
occasion of the fourth anniversay of the foundation of the Communist
University of the Toilers of the East. I need hardly say that I wish your
university every success in the di!l'icult task of training Communist cadres
for the East.
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Furtherfore, I want to make my excuses for having visited you so
seldom, although it is my duty to visit you more often. But what would
you have ? Pressure of affairs makes it impossible for me to visit you
more often.
And now let us proceed to consider the political tasks of the University of the Toilers of the East.
If we analyse the student body of the University of the Toilers of
the East, we cannot help noting a certain duality in its composition. This
university embraces representatives of not less than fifty nationalities and
ethnic groups of the East. The students of the university are all children
of the East. But that definition is not yet finished and clear-cut. The
point is that among the students of the university there arc two main
groups representing two series of absolutely distinct conditions of development. The first group is composed of people who came to us from
the Soviet East, from lands where the rule of the bourgeoisie no longer
exists, where the yoke of imperialism has been overthrown and where the
workers are in power. The second group of students is composed of
people who have come to us from colonial and dependent countries, from
countries where capitalism still reigns, where the oppression of imperial··
ism has preserved all its severity, and where independence has still to be
won by driving out the imperialists.
'
.
Thus we have before us two Easts, living different lives and developing under different conditions.
Needless to say, this dual character of the student body cannot but
leave its impress on the work of the University of the Toilers of the East.
l t is this that explains why the university has one foot on Soviet soil
and the other on the soil of the colonies and dependent countries.
Hence the two lines of activity of the university : one, the purpose
of which is to train cadres competent to minister to the needs of the
Soviet republics of the East, and the other, the purpose of which is to
train cadres competent to minister to the revolutionary needs of the
toiling masses in the colonies and dependent countries of the East.
Hence, also, the two kinds of ta.sks that confront the Unin'rsity of
!he Toilers of the East.
Let us examine each of these tasks of the lT. T. E. separately.

The:; fundamental task is to help the workers and peasants of these
1"2publics to become fellow-builders of socialism in our country ; to create
:ind develop conditions, adapted to the special circumstances in each of
these republics, that will promote and accelerate this fellowship.
Hence the immediate tasks which confront active workers in the
Soviet East :
1. To· create industrial centres in the Soviet republics of the East
as bases for rallying the peasants around the working class. You know
that this work has already begun and that it will progress with the ecor10mic growth of the Soviet Union. The fact that these countries possess
all kinds of i·aw niaterials is a guarantee that in time this work will be
completed.
2. To advance agriculture and above all irrigation. As you know,
this work, too, is progressing, at least in Transcaucasia and in Turkestan.
:3. To improve and advance co-operative organisation am.ong the
broad masses of the peasants and handicraftsmen as the most reliable
way of bringing the Soviet republics of the East into the general system
of Soviet economic development.
4. To bring the Soviets into closer touch with the masses ; to make
lhem national in composition, and in this way implant a Soviet national
state organisation that will be dose and comprehensible to the toiling

1.

Tasks .of the U. T. E. in Relation lo the SO'l'icl
Republics of the East

vVhat are the characteristic features of the existence and development of these countries, of these republics, that distinguish them from
the colonial and dependent countries ?
Firstly, these republics are free from the yoke of imperialism.
Secondly, they are developing and consolidating themselves as
nations not under the aegis of the bourgeois regime, hut under the aegis
of Soviet government. That is a fact without precedent in history, yet
it is a fact.
Thirdly, inasmuch as they are but slightly developed industrially,
they can, in their development, rely fully and completely on the support
C1f the industrial proletariat of the Soviet Union.
.
Fourthly, being free of the colonial yoke, finding themselves under
the aegis of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and being members of the
Soviet Union, these republics can and should become fellow-builders of
,~ocialisrn in our country.

llUlSSes.

5. To develop national culture ; to build up a wide system of courses
and schools for both general education and vocational and technical training, teaching in the native languages, with the purpose of training Soviet,
Party, trade union and economic cadres from among the native people.
It is the accomplishment of' t11ese tasks that will facilitate the work
of socialist construction in the So\'iet republics of the East.
People talk of model 1·epublics in the Soviet East. But what is a
model republic ? A model republic is one that honestly and conscientiously performs all these tasks, thereby creating an impulsion among· the
workers and peasants of neighbouring colonial and dependent countries
towards the movement for emancipation.
I have spoken of bringing the Soviet into closer touch with the toiling
masses of the nationalities, of naturalising the Soviets. But what does
that mean, and how docs it manifest itself in practice ? I think that the
recent delimitation of national frontiers in Turkestan may be regarded
as an excellent example of how the Soviets can be brought into closer
touch with the masses. The bourgeois press regards this delimitation of
frontiers as "Bolshevik trickery". Yet it is clear that this is a manifestalion not of "trickery", but of the profound aspiration of the masses of
lhe people of Turkmenistai1 and Uzbekistan to have their own organs of
government, which would be close and comprehensible to them. In the
pre-revolutionary era, both these countries were torn into fragments, into
various khanates and states, and were a convenient field for the exploitalory machinations of the "powers that be". The time has. now come
when these scattered fragments can be reunited into independent states,
so that the toiling masses of Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan can be united
and welded with the organs of government. The delimitation of frontiers in Turkestan is primarily the reunion of the scattered parts of these
l'.Ountries into independent states. The fact that these states then
desired to join the Soviet Union as equal members thereof merely signifies
that the Bolsheviks have found the key to the profound aspirations of the
masses of the East, and that the Soviet Union is the only voluntary union
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of the toiling masses of various nationalities in the world. In order to
reunite Poland, the bourgeoisie required a series of wars. But in order
to reunite Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, the Communists required only
a few months of explanatory propaganda.
That is the way to bring the organs of administration, in this case
the Soviets, into close touch with the broad masses of the toilers of
the various nationalities.
That is the proof that the Bolshevik national policy is the only right
11olicy.
'
I further spoke of raising the level of national culture in the Soviet
republics of the East. But what is national culture ? llow is it to be
made compatible with proletarian culture ? Diel not Lenin, even before
the war, say that there are two cultures-bourgeois and socialist-and
that the demand for national culture is a reactionary demand of the
bourgeoisie, whic;h strives to infect the minds of the workers with the
virus of nationalism ? How are we to render the development of
national culture, the development of schools and courses in the native
languages, and the training of Communist cadres from among local people, compatible with the building of socialism, with the bu_ilc~ing of a
proletarian culture ? Is this not an irreconcilable contra_chch~n ? Of
course not ! We are building a proletarian culture. That is qmte true.
But it is also true that proletarian culture, which is socialist in content,
assumes different forms and modes of expression among the various peoples that have been drawn into the work of socialist constructi~n, c~epend
ing on diiierences of language, customs, and so forth. Proletarian m content and national in form-such is the universal human culture towards
which socialism is marching. Proletarian culture does not cancel
national culture, but lends it content. National cullure on the other
hand, does not cancel proletarian culture, but lends it form. The dem~~d
for national culture was a bourgeois demand as long as the bourgeo1s~e
was in power and the consolidation of nations proceeded under the aegis
llf the bourgeois system. The demand for national cultural became a
proletarian demand when the proletariat came into l?ow~r an~l the consolidation of nations began to proceed under the aegis of Soviet government. Whoever has not grasped the fundamental difference between
these two situations will never understand either Leninism or the essence
of the national question from the standpoint of Leninism.
Certain persons (Kautsky, for instance) talk of the creation of . a
single universal language and the dying away of all other languages 111
the period of socialism. I have little faith in this theory of a single, all
embracing language. Experience, at any rate, speaks against rather .th'.1-n
for such a theory. Until now the situation has been that the socialist
revolution has not diminished but rather increased the number of lang·uages ; for, by stirring up the lower ranks of hum.anity and pushin~
them into political arena, it awakens to new hfe a number of
hitherto unknown or little known nationalities. Who could have
imagined that old, tsarist Russia consisted of no less than fifty nationalities and ethnic groups? However, by breaking the old chains and bring- .
ing a nu.mber of forgotten peoples and nationalities on the scene, the
October Revolution gave them new life and a new development. Today,
India is spoken of as a single whole. Yet there can be hardly any doubt
that in the event of a revolutionary upheaval in India many hitherto
unknown nationalities, each with its own language and its own distinctive culture, will emerge on the scene. And if it is a question of the
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participation bf various nationalities in the proletarian cultur~, there can
Le hardly any doubt that such participation will assume forms corresponding to the lang·uag·es and the customs of these nationalities
Not long ago l received a letter from some Burvat comrades askino·'.
me to expla.in some serious and difficult questions c01;cerning the relatio~
between umversal culture and national culture. Here it is :
"we earneslly request you to explain the following, for us very serious and difficult, questions. The ultimate aim of the Communist Party is to achieve a single unive·rsal culture. How is the transition to the single universal culture through the national
r·ulturcs, which arc developing in our various autonomous republics, conceived ? How
i:' the assimilation of Lhc peculiarities of the various national cultures (language and so
l orth) to lake place ?"

I think that what has just been said might s.erve as an answer to
the qu,estion that is agitating these Buryat comrades.
The Buryat comrades raise the question of the assimilation of indi\'idual nationalities in the process of formation of a universal proletarian
culture. Undoubtedly, certain nationalities may, and even certainly will,
undergo a process of assimilation. Such processes have occurred before.
But the point is that the process of assimilation of certain nationalities
does not preclude, but rather presupposes, the opposite process of reinforceme~t and development of a number of powerful nationalities, for
the partial process. of 3:s~imilatio_n is a result of the general process of
rl~vel?pment_ of_ ~ahonaht~es. _I~ is because of this that the possible assimilatwn of md1v1clu~l. natwnahhes does not weaken, but, on the contrary,
C'onfirms th~ proposition, an absolutely correct proposition, that universal proleta~ian culture does not preclude, but rather presupposes and
fosters nat10nal culture, just as national culture does not nullify, but
rather supplements and enriches universal proletarian culture.
Such, in general, are the immediate tasks confronting the active
workers of the Soviet republics of the East.
Such is the character and substance of these tasks.
The period of intense economic development ancl fresh concessions
to Lhe peasantry that has supervened must be turned to account in order
to hasten the fulfilment of these tasks and thl1s help the Soviet
~·epu?Iics of the East, which are principally peasant countries, in becommg· fellow-builders of socialism in the Soviet Union.
_It is said that the new ~olicy of the Party towards the peasantry, by
n:akmg a num~er of concessi_ons (short-term leases, permission to employ
hrrecl labour), mvolves certam elements of retreat. Is that true? Yes
it i_s true. But these are elements of retreat which are conceded by u~
while the ov~rwhelming superiority of forces is retained by the Party
and th: Soviet government. A stable currency, developing industry,
d~velopmg transpo~t, a cr~dit system growing ever stronger, with the aid
of wluch, by grantmg credits on favourable terms, one can ruin any given
stratum of the population 0r raise it to a higher level without the least
cl~sturbrar~ce-all these are such reserves in the hands of the proletarian
dictatorslup that thanks ·to them certain elements of retreat on one sector
of the front can but facilitate the preparations for a general offensive
along the whole front. That is why certain fresh concessions made by
tl~e Party to the peas'.1-ntry should at the present time help rather than
hmder the peasantry m becoming fellow-builders of socialism.
\Vhat significance can this circumstance have for the Soviet re1mblics
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of the East ? Its significance can only be that it places in the hands of
t.he ..active workers in these republics a new weapmi with which to
facilitate and accelerate the work of linking these countries with the
general system of Soviet economic development.
Such is the connection between the policy of the Party in the rural
districts and the immediate tasks confronting the active workers in the
Soviet East.
·
In this connection, the task of the University of the Peoples of the
East in relation to the Soviet republics of the East is to train cadres for
these republics in such a way as to ensure the fulfilment of those immediate tasks which have been enumerated.
The University of the Peoples of the East cannot cut itself off from
life. It is not and must not be an institution standing aloof from life.
It must IJe bound to real life with every fibre of its being. It cannot,
therefore, abstract itself from the immediate tasks confronting the Soviet
republics of the East. That is why the task of the University of the Peoples of the East is to take account of the immediate tasks of these republics when training the appropriate cadres for them.
And one must bear in mind the two deviations revealed in the practice of active workers in the Soviet East, deviations which must be combated within the walls of this university if real cadres and real revolutionaries are to be trained for the Soviet East.
The first deviation lies in an over-simplication of the tasks I
have spoken of, in an attempt mechanically to transplant models
of economic development which arc quite comprehensible and prac·ticable in the centre of the Soviet Union bul: which are absolutely
inapplicable to the conditions of development of what are known as the
border regions. The comrades who commit this deviation fail to unclersland two things. They do not understand that conditions in the centre and in the "border regions" are not the same and are far from being
identical. They do not understand, furthermore, that the Soviet repulJlics of the East themselves arc not all alike, that some of them, for
instance Georgia and Armenia, are at a higher stage of national formalion, others, such as Chechnya and Kabarda, are at a lower stage of
national formation, while others, such as Kirghizistan, occupy a position
midway between these two extremes. These comrades do not understand that unless the work is adapted to local conditions, unless each and
every peculiarity of each country is taken into account, nothing solid and
stable can be built up. The result of this deviation is that they become
divorced from the masses and degenerate into Left phrasemongers. The
Lask of the University of the Peoples of the East is to train cadr~s in a
spirit of irreconcilable warfare against such over-simplification.
The second deviation, on the contrary, lies in an exaggeration of
local peculiarities, in the fact that the common and main thing which
links these Eastern Soviet republics with the industrial regions of the
.Soviet Union is forgotten, that socialist tasks are husshed up and that
adaptations are made to the aims of a narrow and restricted nationalism.
The comrades who commit this deviation are little concerned about the
internal development of their country, they prefer to leave this develop. ment to the natural. course of events. The most important thing for
them is not internal development but "foreign" policy, the extension of
the frontiers of their republic, litigation with neighbouring republics, the
desire to filch territory from their neighbours, and thereby to find favour
with the bourgeois nationalists in theit country. The result of this devia·

Lion is that they become divorced from socialism and deaenerate into
ordinary bourgeois nationalists. The task of the University of the Peoples of the East is to train cadres in a spirit of irreconcilable warfare
against this concealed nationalism.
Such are the tasks of the University of the Peoples of the East in
relation lo the Soviet republics of the East.
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~md Dependent Comnt:rics of the East

Let us now pass to the second question, the cp1estion of the tasks of
lhe Unh:ersity of the Toilers of the East in relation lo the colonies and
dependent countries of the East.
What are the characteristic features in the life and development of
Lhese yountries that distinguish them from the. Soviet republics of the
East?'
Firstly, these countries are living and developing under the yoke of
imperialism~

Secondly, the existence of a double yoke, the internal yoke (of their
own bourgeoisie) and the external yoke (of the foreign imperialist
bourgeqisie} intensifies and deepens the revolutionary crisis in these
counfries.
,
Thi~·dly, in .certain of these conn tries, India for instance, capitalism
ts growmg very rapidly and is engendering and causing to crystallise a
more .0,1' less numerous class of native proletarians.
Fourthly, as the revolutionary movement progresses the national
bou~·geoisie in such countries splits into two sections, ~ revolutionary
section . (~he petty bourgeoisie) and a compromising section (the big
ho1~rgemsie}, the former of which continues t.he revolutionary struggle; ,
wlule the latter enters into a bloc with imperialism. .
·
Fifthly, besides the imperialist bloc another bloc is formed in these
countrie~'. a bl~c .of the workers and the revolutionary petty bourgeoisie, .
an anh-impenahst bloc which aims at complete liberation from ·
imperialism.
Si'.'thly, the question of the hegemony: of the proletariat in such
countries and of the emancipation of the masses from the influence of
the compromising national bourgeoisie assumes an increasingly urgent
1·haracter.
'
Seventhly, the last-named circumstance greatly facilitates the work
of lil1king the nation.al liberation movement in these countries with the
proletarian movement in the more· advanced countries of the West.
From this follo\v at least three <lecluctions :
1. It is impossible to achieve the liberation of colonies and depen- <
Jent co.~ntries. from imper!alism without a. victorious revolution : you will /
uot get· u;1dep!:'.rnJence gratis
2. The r~vo~ut~on cannot. be. advance.a and the complete indepen-/
clen~e . of caprtahshcally developed . colomes ai1d dependent countries.
achieved unle.ss the' compromising .national bourgeoisie is isolated unless'
lhe petty-bourgeois. revolutionary masses are freed from the influ~nce of
this bourgeoisie, unless the hegemony .of .the proletariat is established and'.
nnless the ac~va11cecl elem~nts of.,, the working class are organized in an
independent Communist Party.
3. No lasting victory can be achieved in colonial and dependent
vrnhtries unless a teal bond is established between the movement for
!
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emancipation in these countrie.s ang the proletarian movement in the
advanced countries of the West.
·
The fundamental task of Communists in the colonies and dependent.
countries is to base their revolutionary ·work on· these deductions.
What are the immediate tasks of the revolutionary movement in the
colonies and depende.nt countries in view of these circumstances ?
The peculiarity of the colonies and dependent countries at the present time is that a sihgle and all-embracing colonial East no longer exists.
In. earlier days the colonial East was pictured as something single aiid
homogeneous. This picture no longer corresponds to the truth. We now
have at least three categories of colonies and dependent countries ..
Firstly, there are countries like Morocco, which have no proletariat or
almost no proletariat, and which .industrially are completely u'ndeveloped.
Secondly, there are countries like China and Egypt, which are industrially
little developed, and which have a comparatively small proletariat.
Thirdly, there are countries like India, which are capitalistically more or
less developed, and which possess a more or less numerous national
proletariat. :,
·
Clearly, it is quite impossible to put all these countries in the samy
category ..·'
In countries like Morocco, where the national bourgeoisie has yet
llO ground for . splitting into a revolutionary party and a comprorriisihg
party, the task of the Communist elements is to do everything to create a.
united naJional front against imperialism. The separation of .the ComL
munist elements into a single party can take place in these countries only
in the course of the struggle against; imperialism, especially after a succ
cessful revolutionary war against imperialism.
In such countries as Egypt or China, where the national bourgeoisi<;
has already split· into a revolutionary party and a compromising party,
but where the compromising section of the bourgeoisie cannot yet becon\~
welded with imperialism, the Communist~ can no longer make it their
aim to form a united national front against imperialism. In such coun~
tries the Communist.s· must pass from the policy of a united national fr«ant
lo the policy ·of a 'revolutionary bloc of the workers and petty hour~
geoisie. In such countries this bloc may assume the form of a single'
party of workers and peasants, like the Kuomintang, 81 on the conditio'h,
however, that this peculiar kind of party shall actually represent a blo,c
of two forces-the Communist Party and the party of the revolutiona1•y
petty bourgeoisie. The task of this bloc. is to expose the ternporisiii~
spirit and inconsistency of the .national bourgeosie and· to w'age a d¢ter~
mined struggle against imperialism. A party with such a dual comp9sition: is both necessary a11\1 e~pedie1,1t, as lo1ig as it does not bind the Co~
inuniSt Party hand and foot; a:s lbng as it does not restrict the freedom
of the Communist Party· to carry on agitation and propaganda, as lory.g
as it does not hinder the rallying of the proletarians around the Communist Party, and as long as it facilitates the actual leadership of tJ1e
revolutionary movement by the Communist Party. A party with such a
dual composition is neither necessary nor expedient if it does not answer
all these requirements ; for it can only lead to the Communist elements
becoming dissolved in the ranks of the bourgeoisie, to the Communist
Party losing the proletarian army.
The situation is somewhat different in countries like India. The
fundamental and new feature in the conditions of existence of such colo11ie.s ll.S lnclifl is not only that the na.tiona.l }Jourgeoisie has split into a
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revolutionary party and a compromising party, but primarily, that the
compromising section of this bourgeoisie has alrearly managed in the
main to come to an agreement with imperialism. Dreading revolution
more than imperialism, concerned more about its moneybags than about
the interests of its own country, this section of the bourgeoisie, the wealLhiest and most influential section, is completely going over to the camp
of the irreconcilable enemies of the revolution, having entered into a bloc
with imperialism against the workers and peasants of its own comitry.
The victory of the revolution cannot be achieved unless this bloc is
broken. But in order to break this bloc fire must be concentrated on the
compromising national bourgeoisie : its treachery must be exposed, the
!oiling masses must be emancipated from its influence, and the condi·
lions necessary for the hegemony of the proletariat must be systemati('ally prepared. In other words, it is a question of preparing the proletariat of such colonies as India for the role of leader in the liberation
movement, and of dislodging, step by step, the bourgeoisie and its spokesmen from this honourable position. The task is to l'.reate a revolutionary
anti-imperialist bloc and to ensure the hegemoney of the proletariat within this bloc. This bloc may assume, but not always necessarily, the
form of a joint workers' and peasants' party formally bound by a single
platform. The independence of the Communist Parties in such countries must be the basic slogan of the advanced Communist elements, for
the way for the hegemony of the proletariat can be prepared and the
latter can be achieved only by the Communist Party. But the C:ommunist Party can and must enter into an open bloc with the revolulionary wing of the bourgeoisie in order, after. having isolated the compromising national bourgeoisie, to lea.cl the vast In.asses of the urban and
rural petty boutgeoisie irf the struggle against imperialism.
Hence, the immediate tasks of the revolutionary movement in capiLalistically developed colonial and dependent countries are as follows :
l. To win over the best elements of the working class to the side
of Communism and to form independent Communist Parties.
2. To set up a national revolutionary bloc of workers, peasants, and
the revolutionary intelligentsia against the bloc of· the compromising
national bourgeoisie and imperialism. .
3. To ensure ~he hegemony of the proletariat in,,;this bloc.
4.; To strive to. emancipate the tirban and rural petty bot1rgeoisie
from the influence of the compromising national bourgeoisie.
5 .. To achieve :i bond between the liberation movement and the proletarian: movement in the advanced countries.
Such are the three groups of immediate tasks which face the active
workers in the colonial and dependent countries of the East.
These tasks assume a particularly important character and particular significance when considered in the light of the present international
situation. The international situation at the present time is marked by
the fact that the revolutionary movement has entered a period' of temporary lull. But what is a lull, what can it signify at the present time ?
It can signify only that increased pressure will be brought to bear on the
workers of the \-Vest, on the colonies of the East, and, primarily, on the
Soviet Union, the standard-bearer of the revolutionary movement in all
countries. There can be hardly a doubt that preparations for bringing
such pressure to bear on the Soviet Union have already begun in the
ranks of the imperialists. The campaign of calumny launched in connection with the rising in Estl10nia, the fraudulent campaign waged
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against the U .S. S. R. in connection with the explosion in Sofia, the general campaign against our country carried on by the bourgeois press-all
this is but the preparatory stage for aii offensive. It is an artillery
barrage put up with the purpose of preparing public opinion, with the
purpose of getting the ordinary public accustomed to attacks on the
Soviet Union, with the purpose of creating the moral atmosphere for
intervention. \Vhat will come of this campaign of lies and calumines
and whether the imperialists will venture on a serious offensive remains
to be seen. But that these attacks bode no good to the colonies can
hardly be doubted. Therefore the question of preparing a counter-blow
by the united forces of the revolution to the probable blow of imperialism is an urgent and unavoidable fJliestiou of the clay.
That is why the unswerving fulfilment of the urgent tasks of the
revolutionary movement in lhe colonies and dependent countries assumer>
particular importance at the present moment.
.
In view of all these circumstances, what is the mission of the Umversity of the Peoples of the East in relation to the colonies and dependent
countries ? Its mission is to take account of all the specific characteri~
lics of the revolutionary development of these countries and to train
cadres coming from these countries in a way that will ensure the fulfilment of the diverse tasks I have enumerated.
In the University of the Peoples of the East there are about ten
different groups of students who have come to us from colonial ~ncl
dependent countries. 'We all know that these comrades thirst for hght
and knowledge. The task of the University of the Peoples of the East
1s to forge them into genuine revolutionaries, armed with the theory of
Leninism, equipped with the practical expci'ience of Leninism and
capable of conscientiously fulfilling the immediate tasks facing the
liberation movement in the colonies and dependent countries.
In this connection one must not lose sight of two deviations in the
practice of active workers of the colonial East, wh1ch must be combated
if genuinely revolutionary cadres are to be trained.
.
The first deviation consists in underral;..:1g the revolut10nary potentialities of the liberation movement and in overrating the idea of a united
all-embracing national front in the colonies and dependent countries,
without clue regard for the state and degree of development of these countries. That is a deviation to the Right, which threatens to degrade the
revolutionary ·movement and to submerge the Communist elements in
the general welter of bourgeois nationalists. It is the direct duty of the
University of the Peoples of the East to combat this deviatiqn with the
utmost determination.
The second deviation consists in overrating the revolutionary potentialities of the liberation movement and in underrating the importance of
an alliance between the working class and the revolutionary bourgeoisie
against imperialism. The Communi,sts in Java, who recently erroneously
put forward the slogan of a Soviet government for their country, sufl'.er,
it seems, from this deviation. That is a deviation to the Left, wluch
threatens to isolate the Communist Party from the masses and to transform it into a sect. A determined struggle against this deviation is an
essential condition for the training of really revolutionary cadres for the
colonies and dependent countries of the East.
.
Such, in general, are the political tasks of the University of the Peoples of the East ·in rel;i.tion to the peoples of the Soviet East and the
colonial East,

Let us hope that the University of the Peoples of the East will fulfil
these tasks with credit.

Deviations on the National Question
Extmct from a Report Delivered at the Sixteenth Congress of llze ·
C. P. S. U. (B.), June 27, 1930.
The picture of the struggle against deviations in lhe Par~y will be
incomplete if we do not touch upon the deviations on the national question
which exist in the Party. I have in mind, firstly, the deviation towards
Great-Russian chauvinism and, secondly, the deviation towards local
nationalism. These deviations are not so noticeable and insistent as the
''Left" and Right deviations. They might be called creeping deviations.
flut this does not mean that they do not exist. They do exist and, what
is more, they are growing. Of this there can can be no doubt.. There can
he no doubt of this, because the general atmosphere of accentuated class
struggle is bound to lead to a certain accentuation of national friction,
which is reflected in the Party. Therefore, we must lay bare the nature
of these deviations and expose them to the light of clay.
vVhat is the essence of the deviation towards Great-Russian chauvinism in our present-day conditions ?
The essence of the deviation towards Great-Russian chauvinism is
au endeavour to ignore national differences of language, culture and
mode of lif°e ; an endeavour to prepare the way for the liquidation of the
national republics and regions ; an encleavolJr to undermine the principle of national equality and bring into disrepute the Party policy of
naturalising the administrative apparatus, and naturalising the press,
schools and other state and public organisations.
The deviators of this type proceed from the argument that since with
the victory of socialism nations must become fused into a single whole,
and their national languages converted into a single, common language,
the time has come to put an encl to national differences and to renounce
the policy of fostering the development of the national culture of the
formerly oppressed peoples. In this connection they usually refer to
Lenin, misquoting him, and sometimes directly distorting and slandering
him. Lenin said that under socialism the interests of nationalities will
become fused into a single whole--does it not follow from this that it is
time to put an end to the national republics and regions, in the interests
of .... internationalism '! Lenin said in 1913 in the controversy with the
Bundists that the watchword of national culture is a bourgeois walchward-does it not follow from this that it is time to put an encl to the
JJational culture of the peoples of the U. S. S. R., in the interest of ....
internationalism ? Lenin said that national oppression and national
harriers will be abolished under socialism-does it not follow from this
that it is time to put an encl to the policy of reckoning with the national
peculiarities of the peoples of the U. S. S. R., and to adopt the policy of
assimilation, in the interests of .... internationalism ? And so on, and
so forth.
There can be no doubt that this deviation in the national question,
which, moreover, is decked by a mask of internationalism and the name
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of Lenin, is the most subtle and therefore the most dang~rous form of
l;reat-Russian nationalism.
Firstly, Lenin never said that national difierences must disappear
and national languages become fused into one common language within
1he boundaries of a single state, before the victoru of socialism on a world
scale. Lenin, on the contrary, said something diametrically opposi_tc,
namely, that "national and state differences among peoples an~ countn~s
..... will continue to exist for a very long time, even ofter the d1ctatorsh1p
of the proletariat has been established on a world scale." ("L~ft-\\7 ing
Communism, an Infantile Disorder," Collected Works, Vol. XXV.) [My
italics-I. S.] How can people refer to Lenin and forget this cardinal
slatement of his ?
True, one of the former Marxists, today a renegade and a reformist,
Mr. Kautsky, says something which is quite contrary to what Le~1in
teaches us. He asserts, despite L~nin, that the victory of the proletarian
revolution in a united Austro-German state in the middle of the last century would have led to the creation of a single, common German language,
and to Germanising of the Czechs, because "the force of unfettered intercourse alone the force of the modern culture brought by Lhe Germans
alone, witho~t any forcible Germanisation, would have transformed .into
Germans the backward Czech petty bourgeois, peasants and proletarwns,
who could expect nothing from their shabby nationality." (See his preface to the German edition of Revolution and Co1mter-Revolutwn.)
Naturally, such a "conception" fully harmonises with Kautsl~y'& soci~l
chauvinism. It was these views of Kautsky's that I combated m 1925, m
my speech to the University of the Peoples of the East. But can we,
:vrarxists, who desire to be consistent internationalists, really attach any
positive significance to such anti-Marxist rubbish of. an arrant Germa.n
social-chauvinist ? Who is right, Kautsky or Lenm ? If Kautsky rs
right, how can we explain the fact that such relatively backward nationalities as the Byelorussians and the Ukrainians, which are closer to the
tireat-Russians than the Czechs arc to the Germans, were not Russified
as a result of the victory of the proletarian revolution in the U. S. S. R.,
hut, on the contrary, were regenerated and developed as independent
nations? How are we to explain the fact that, in spite of their backwardness such nations as the Turkmens, the Kirghiz, the Uzbcks, the Tadjiks
(not' to. mention the Georgians, Armenians, Azerbaidjanians, and so on),
far from being Russified in consequence of the victory of socialism in the
U. S. S. R., were regenerated and developed into independent nations ?
ls it not obvious that our worthy deviators, in their chase after sham
mternationalism have been caught in the tails of Kautskian social-chauvinism ? Is it r~ot clear that in agitating for one common language within the boundaries of a single state, within the boundaries of the U. S. S. R.,
they are in fact striving for the restoration of th~ privileges of the, formerly dominant language, namely, the Great-Russllm language'? Where
docs internationalism come in here ?
Secondly, Lenin never said that the abolition of national oppression
·md the fusion of the interests of nationalities into a single whole is
~quivalent to the abolition of national di!ference~ .. vV c have abol~shcd
uational oppression, we have abolished natronal privileges and eslabhshccl
uational equality. We have abolished state frontiers . in the old sense
of the term, frontier posts and customs barriers between the
nationalities of the U. S. S. R. We have established a unity of economic
and political interests of the peoples of the U. S. S. R. But docs that
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me.an that we have thereby abolished national differences : national languages, culture, customs, and so on? Obviously, it does not mean that.
But if national differences, language, culture, customs, and so on, remain,
is it not obvious that the demand for the abolition of the national republics and regions in the present period of history is a reactionary demand,
directed against the interests of the proletarian dictatorship ? Do our
deviators realise that to abolish the national repnblics and regions now
would mean to deprive the vast masses of L11e peoples of the U. S. S. R.
of the opportunily of receiving education in their nulive language,· to
deprive lhem of the opportunity of having their schools, courts, administration, public and other organisations and inslitutions operating in their
native language, and to deprive Lhcm of the possibility of partaking in
socialist construction ? Is it not obvious that in the chase after a sham
internationalism our dcviators have fallen into the clutches of the reactionary Great-Russian chauvinists and have forgotten, completely forgotten, the watchword of cultural revolution in the period of proletarian
dictatorship, which applies equally to all the peoples of the U. S. S. R.,
both to the Great-Russians and to the non-Great-Russians ?
Thirdly, Lenin never said that the watchword of developing national
culture under the proletarian dictatorship is a reactionary watchword.
On the contrary, Lenin was always in favour of helping the peoples of
lhe U. S. S. R. to develop their national culture. It vrns under the guidance of none other than Lenin that the Tenth Party Congress drew up
and adopled a resolution on the national question which explicitly states
that:
"The task of the Party is to lzclp the toiling masses of the non-Great-Russian peoples lo catch up with Central Hussia, which is ahead of them, and to Jzelp them a) to
develop and consolidate their own Soviet state system in forms consistent with the
national social conditions of these peoples ; h) to develop and consolidate their own
courts, administrative bodies, economic organs and government organs, functioning in
the native language and recruited from among local people acquainted with the customs and psychology of the local popnlation ; c) lo develop a press, schools, theatres,
clubs and cultural and educational institutions generally, functioning in the native
language, and cl) lo organise and develop an extensive system of courses and schools,
both for general education and for vocational and technical training given in the native
languages."

Is it not. obvious that Lenin was entirely and completely in favour of
the watchword of developing national culture under the dictatorship of
the proletariat '?
Is it not obvious that the denial of the watchword of national culture
under the dictatorship of the proletariat is a denial of the necessity for
Lhe cultural progress of the non-Great-Russian peoples in the U. S. S. R.,
lhe denial of the necessity for universal compulsory education for these
peoples, and their consignment to spiritual enslavement by the reactionary nationalists ?
Lenin, it is true, described the watchword of national cultu:re under
the supremacy of the b'ourgeoisie as a reactionary watchword. B11t could
it have been otherwise ? What is national culture under the supremacy
of the national bourgeoisie ? A cu.lture bourgeois in content and national
in form, the aim of which is to infect the masses with the virus of
nationalism and to consolidate the supremacy of the bourgeoisie. What
is national culture under the dictatorship of the proletariat ? A cillture
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socialist in content and nationai in form, the aim of which is to educate
the masses in the spirit of internationalism and to consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat. How can these two fundamentally cliff erent
·things be confused, unless one renounces Marxism ? Is it not obvi01~s
that in fighting the watchword of national culture under the bourgeois
system Lenin was striki1w al the bourgeois content of national culture,
and not at its national fm;n ? It would be foolish to imagine that Lenin
considered socialist culture to be a non-national culture, which did not
possess a definite national form. The Bunclists in fact did at one Lime
attribute such nonsensical views to Lenin. But from Lenin's works we
know that he vigorously protested against this slander and resolutely
dissociated himself from such nonsense. Can it be that our worthy
deviators have after all followe<l in the footsteps of the Bundists ?
vVhat remains, after what has been said, of Lhe arguments of our
deviators?
Nothing, except a juggling with the flag of internationalism and
slanders against Lenin.
.
The devialors tmvarcls Great-Russian chauvinism are profoundly m~s
Laken if they think that the period of the building of socialism in the
Li. S. S. R., is a period of decay and liquidation of national cultures.
Ouite the opposite is the case. As a matter of fact, the period of the
aictatorship of Lhe proletariat and the building of socialism in the
U. S. S. R. is a period in which national culture, socialist in content and
national in form, blossoms. Apparently they do not realise that the development .of national cultures is bound t~ pr?cee~l wilh a _new ii~pet_us
when umversal compulsory elementary ec1ucat10n 111 the native languages
bas been introch1ced and has taken root. They fail lo realise that only
if the national cultures develop will it be possible to secure the real participation of the backward nationalities in the w01:k of socialis~ :onstr~1c
tion. They do not realise that this is the very b.as1s of tl~e Lemmsl pohc~
of assisting and supporting the development of the nat10nal cultures of
the peoples of the U. S. S. R.
.
.
It may seem strange that we, who are m fav011r of the fuszon of
national cultures in the future into one common culture (both in form
and in content), with a single, common language, are at the same time
in favour of blossoming of national cultures at the present time, in the
period of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Bu_t there is nothing
~trange in this. The national cultttres must be penrnlted to develop and
txpand and to reveal all their potential qualities, in order to create ~he
conditions necessary for their fusion into a single, common culture with
a single, common language. The blossoming _of c~ltures n.ati~1rnl in
form and socialist in content under a proletarian cl1ctatorsh1p m one
country, with the object of their fusion into a single, common, socialist
(both in form and content) culture, with a single, common ~m~guage, when
the proletariat is vidoriou~ throu~l10ut _the world and sociah~n;i becomes
an everyday matter-such is the dialectical nature 0£ the Lemmst presentation of the question of national culture.
It ~ay be said. that such a presentation ~f}he, questio~ i~ "~,el.f
contrachctory." But is there not the same sort of sel1-contrachcl10n · 111
our treatment of the question of the state ? Vv e ar~e in favour of the
withering away of the state, ,Yet 1ve ai·e at th~ same . time in favour of
~trengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat, which represen_ts the
most powerful and mighty of all form~ of state pow~r that have ~1therto
Pxisted. The supreme development of th€ power of the state, with the
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object of preparing the way for the withering away of state power-such
is the Marxist formula. Is that "self-contradictory"? Yes, it is "selfcontradictory." But this contradiction is a living thing, and it is a complete reflection of Marxian dialectics.
Or take, for example, the way Lenin presents the question of the
right of nations to self-determination, including secession. Lenin sometimes expressed the thesis of national self-determination in the form of
a simple formula: "disunion for the purpose of union." Just think.disunion for the purpose of union ! It even smacks of the paradoxical.
And yet this "self-contradictory" formula reflects that living truth of
!\1arxian dialectics which enables the Blosheviks lo capture the most
impregnable fortresses in the sphere of the national question.
The same must be said of the formula of national culture : the
hlossoming of national cultures (and languages) in the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, ·with the object of preparing the
\Vay for their dying away and fusion into a single, common, socialist cul1ure (and a single, common language) in the period of the victory of
wcialism all over the world.
~Thoever has failed to understand this preculiarity and this "selfcontradictory" natt1re of our transitional limes, whoever has failed to
understand this dialectical character of historical processes, is lost to
Marxism.
It is Lhe misfortune of our cleviators that they do not understand and
do not want to understand Marxian dialectics.
Thal is the position with regard to the deviation towards GreatHussian chauvinism.
It is not difficult to understand thal Lhis deviation reflects the striving
of the moribund classes of the formerly dominant Great-Russian nation to
win back their lost privileges.
Hence the clanger of Great-Russian chauvinism, the principal clanger
m the Party in the sphere of the national question.
V1That is the essence of the deviation towards local nationalism ?
The essence of the deviation towards local nationalism consists in
the attempt lo isolate oneself and shut oneself up within one's own
national shell, in the attempt to gloss oveJ: class differences within one's
own nation, in the attempt to resist Great-Russian chauvinism by turning
<.1-sicle from the general current of socialist constru'ction, in the attempt to
shut one's eyes to that which. brings together and unites the toiling masses
of the nationalities of the U. S. S. R., and to see only. that which tends to
estrange them.
The deviation towards local nationalism reflects the dissatisfaction
of the moribund classes of the formerly oppressed nations with the
regime of the proletarian cliclalorship, !heir endeavour to separate themselves off into their national state and there to establish their own class
~upremacy.

The clanger of this deviation lies in the fact that it cultivates bourgeois nationalism, weakens the unity of the toiling peoples of the
F S. S. R and plays into the hands of lhe inlervenlionists.
That is the essence of the deviation towards local nationalism.
The task of the Party is .to wage a resolute struggle against this
deviation and to create the conditions necessary for the international
education of the toiling masses of the peoples of the Soviet Union .
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Extract from the reply to the discussion
The second group of written questions concerns the national pro?lem. .One of these written questions, which I regard as the most
mterest~ng of all, compares the treatment of the problem of national languages m my report at the Sixteenth Congress with the treatment of it in
my lecture at the University of the Peoples of the East in 1925 and finds
a ~ertain lack of clarity requiring elucidation. The note says : "You
objected then to the the?ry [Kautsky's] about the dying away of national
langu~ge.s anc~ the creat10n of a single, common langtla,ge in the period
<~f socialism [m one country], while now, in your report at the Sixteenth
Congress, you declare that Communists favour the fusion of the national
<:~lltures and national languages into a single, common culture with a
smgle, common language [in the period of the victol'y of socialism on a
WOl'lcl scale]. Is there not a lack of clarity here ?"
I think there is neither a lack of clarity nor a contradiction here.
\¥hen I spoke in 1925, I was opposing Kautsky's national-chauvinist
th.eory, according to which a victory of the proletarian revolution in the
m1dclle of the last .century in a united A11stro-German state would have
l~d to the fusion of nations into a single, common German nation with a
smgl?, common .Gennan language and to the Germanising of the Czechs.
1 Objected to this theory on the grounds that it was an anti-Marxist and
a~1ti-Leninist t?e?ry, ~nd cited facts from the life of our country after the
v1c.tory of s.ociahsm m t~1e U: S. S. R. which ·refute this theory. I still
object to this theory, as is evident from my report at this Sixteenth Congress. I object to it because the theory of the fusion of all the nations
of, say, the U. S. S. R. into a single, common Gl'eat-Russian nation with a
sing~e: common Great-Russian language is a national-chauvinist, antiLemmst. theory. which is contrary to the cardinal principle of Leninism
that nat10nal chfferences cannot disappear in the near future, and that
they ar~ bound to. remain for a long lime, even after the victory of the
pro~etanan revolution on. a world scale. As to the remoter prospects of
nah~nal cultur~s a?d nat10nal languages, I have always maintained, and
c:ontm~e. to mamtam, the Leninist view that in the period of the victory
of socialism on a world scale, when socialism has been consolidated and
has become. a matte~ of everyday life, the national languages will inevita~ly fu•se mto a smglc, common language, which, of conrse, will be
neither Great-Russian nor German, but something new. Of this I also
spoke quite definitely in my report at the Sixteenth Congress.
Where then is the lack of clarity here, and what is it really that
requires elucidation.?
I think the writers of the note arc not entirely clear on at least two
points.
Firstly, the~ have no~ i~ealiscd that we in the U. S. S. R. have already
entered the penod of socialism, and that in spite of the fact that we have
entered .this period the nations, far from dying away, are developing and
blo~som_mg. Have we, in fact, entered the period of socialism? Our
penod is usually called a period of transition from capitalism to socialism. It was called a transition period in 1918 when Lenin in his famous
article, " 'Left-Wing' Childshness," first clcs~ribed this p~riocl with its
five forms of economic life. It is called a transition period today, in
19?0, when some of the~e forms, having become obsolescent, are already
gomg to the bottom, while one of them, namely, the new form in industry and agriculture, is growing ancl developing with unprecedented speed.
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Can it be said that these two transitional periods are identical, that they
do not radically differ from each other? Clearly not. What did we have
in 1918 in the economic sphere ? A ruined ·industry and mechanical
cigarette-lighters,* no collective or state farms as a mass phenomenon,
!he growth of the "new" bourgeoisie in the towns and of the kulaks in the
rnuntry. \Vhat have we today ? A socialist industry, restored and
hcing reconstructed, a developed system of state and collective farms
embracing over forty per cent of the total sown area of ithe U. S. S. R. for
spring crop alone, a moribund "new" bourgeoisie in the town and a
moribund kulak class in the country. The first was a transitional period,
!he second is a transitional period. And yet they are as far removed as
heaven ancl earth. And yet no one can deny that we are on the eve of
liquidating the last important capitalist class, the lrnlak class. It is
obvious that we have already emerged from the transitional period in the
c,ld sense and have entered a period of direct and extensive socialist construction along the whole line. It is obvious that we have already
entered the period of socialism, for the socialist sector now controls all
the economic levers of the entire national economy, although we are still
a long way from the completion of a socialist society and the abolition of
class differences. And yet, despite this, far from the national languages
dying away and fusing into a single, common language, \Ve find that the
national cultures and the national languages are developing and blossoming. Is it not obvious that the theory of the dying away of national languages and their fnsion into a single, common language within a single
state in the period of extensive socialist construction, in the period of
"ocialism in one country, is an incorrect, anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist
theory?
Secondly, the writers of the note have not realised that the dying
away of national languages and their fusion into a single, common language is not an internal state queslion, not a question of the victory of
socialism in one country, but an inlcrnalional question, a question of the
victorv of E;ocia ]ism on an internalional scale. The writers of the note
have l'ailed lo realise that we must not confuse the victory of· socialism
rn one country with the victory of socialism intenwiionally. It was not
without good reason that Lenin said that national differences will remain
for a long time even after the victory of the proletarian dictatorship
on an international scale. Furthermore, we must bear in mind another
circumstance which affects a number of nationalities of the U. S. S. R.
There i8 a Ukraine in the U. S. S. R. But there is another Ukraine in
other states. There is a Byelorussia in the U. S. S R. But there is another Byelorn:ssia in other states. Do Y.ou imagine that the question of the
llkrainian and Byelorussian languages can be settled without taking these
peculiar conditions into account? Take, further, the nationalities of the
U. S. S. R. situated along the Southern frontier, from Azerbaidjan to
Kazakstan and Buryat-Mongolia. They are all in the same position as
the Ukraine and Byclorussia. Obviously, here too we have to reckon
with peculiar conditions of development of these nationalities. Is it not
elcar that all these and similar qu•estions associated with the problem of
national cultures and national languages cannot be ~ettled within the
framework of one state, within the framework of the U. S. S. R.?

8

*At that time, when industry was in a state of disorganisation and the factories at
standstill, the workers frequently resorted to making cigarette-lighters for a Uvelihood.-
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Extract from the Party Programme

The International Character
of the October Revolution

Adopted by the Eighth Congress of the R. C. P.
March 1919

On the occasion of the Tenth Anniversary of the October Revolution
In the Sphere of National Relations

J

In the national question the Russian Communist Party is guided by
the following propositions :
1. The cornerstone is the policy of drawing together the proletarians
and the semi-proletarians of the various nationalities for the purpose of
waging a joint revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the landlords
and the bourgeoisie.
2. In order to overcome the distrust felt by the toiling masses of
oppressed countries towards the proletariat of states which oppressed
these countries it is necessary to abolish all the privileges enjoyed by
any national group whatsoever, to establish complete equality of rights
for all nationalities, to recognise the right of colonies and non-sovereign
nations to secession.
3. vVith the same aim in view the Party proposes, as one of the
1ransitional forms towards complete unity, a federation of states of the
Soviet type.
4. On the question as to who is to express the will of the nation
Lo secede, the Russian Communist Party adopts the historical class viewpoint and in this takes into consideration the stage of historical development of the given nation : whether it is evolving from mediaevalism to
bourgeois democracy or from bourgeois democracy to Soviet or prole1arian democracy, etc.
In any case, the proletariat of the nations which have been oppressing nations must exercise special caution and pay special attention to the
survivals of national sentiment among the toiling masses of oppressed or
non-sovereign nations. Only by pursuing such a policy will it he possible
io create conditions for really lasting, voluntary unity among the
nationally heterogenous elements of the international proletariat, as has
been shown by the experience of uniting a number of national Soviet
republics anound Soviet Russia.
That is the situation, comrades, as regards the national question in
general, and the note on the national question I have mentioned in
particular.

I

t

r

[

,i,

: 'I

I I'\

i,

I\

\·.!;

i

I

1,

I

The October Revolution should not be regarded merely as a revolu1ion "within national bounds." It is, primarily, a revolution o[ an international, world order ; for it signifies a radical turn in Lhe world history
of mankind, a turn from the old, capitalist, world lo the new, socialist,
world.
Revolutions in the past usually ended wilh one group of exploiters
replacing another group of exploiters at Lhe helm of government. The
l~xploiters changed, exploitation remained. Such was the case during the
liberation movements of the slaves. Such was the case during the period
of the t1prisings of the serfs. Such was the case during the period of the
well-known "great" revolution in England, France and Germany. l am
not speaking of the Paris Co.mmune, which was the first glorious, heniic,
yet unsuccessful attempt on the part of the proletariat to turn history
against capitalism.
.
.
. .
The October Revolution differs from these -revolutions m pnnczple.
Its aim is not to substitute one form of exploitation for another form of
exploitation, one group of exploiters for another ~roup of ex~loiters, but
to abolish all exploitation of man by man, to abolish all exploiter groups,
to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat, to establish the power of
Lhe most revolutionary class of all the oppressed classes that have ever
existed, to organize a new, classless, socialist society.
It is precisely for this reason that the victory of the October Revolution signifies a radical change in the history of mankind, a radical change
in the historical destiny of world capitalism, a radical change in the
liberation movement of the world proletariat, a radical change in the
methods of struggle and the forms of organization, in the way of life and
traditions, in the culture and ideology of the exploited masses throughout
the world.
This is the basic reason why the October Revolution is a revolution
of an international, world order.
This also is the source of the profound sympathy manifested by the
oppressed classes of all countries. for the October Revolution, which they
i egard as a token of their own emancipation.
.
A number of fundamental issues could be noted on wluch the October Revolution influences the development of the revolutionary movement throughout the world.
1. The October Revolution is remarkable primarily for having
caused a breach in the front of world imperialism, for having overthrown
the imperialist bourgeoisie in one of the biggest capitalist countries and
put the socialist proletariat in power.
The class of wage workers, the class of the persecuted, the class of
the oppressed and exploited has for the first time in the history of mankind risen to the position of the ruling class, setting a contagious example
to the proletarians of all countries.
This means that the October Revolution has ushered in a new era,
the era of proletarian revolutions in the countries· of imperialism.
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Clppressed nations. It is a characteristic feature of the October Revolu-,
tion that it accomplished these national-colonial revolutions in the
U. S. S. R. not under the flag of national enmity and conflicts among
nations, but under the flag of mutual confidence and fraternal rapproche-mcnt of the workers and peasants of the various nationalities in the
U. S. S. R., not in the name of ncdio1wlism, but in the name of
intenwtionalism.
It is precisely because the national-colonial revolutions took place in
cur COl\ntry under the leadership of the proletariat and under the banner
of internationalism that pariah nations, slave nations, have for the first
time in the history of mankind risen to the position of nations which are
really free and really equal, setting a contagious example for the oppressed
nations of the whole world.
'1'his means that the Ociober Hcvolution has ushered in a new era,
the era of colonial revolutions which are being conducted in the oppressed
countries of the world in alliance with the proletariat and under the
leadership of the proletariat.
It was formerly the "accepted" idea that the world has been divided
from time immemorial into inferior and superior races, into blacks and
whites, of whom the former are unfit for civilization and are doomed to
be objects of Pxploitation, while the latter are the only vehicles· of civilization, whose mission it is to exploit the former.
This legend must now be regarded as shattered and discarded. One
of the most important results of the October Revolution is that it dealt
Lhis legend a mortal blow, having demonstratecl in practice that liberated
non-European naLions, drawn into Lhc channel of Soviet development, arc
not a bit less capable of promoting a really progressive cullurc and a
really progressive civilization than arc the European nations.
It was formerly Lhe "accepLcd" idea Lhat the only melhocl of liberating oppressed nations is the method of bourgeois nationalism, Lhc meLhod
ul' nations drawing apart from one anoLher, Lhe method of disuniting
uations, the method of intensifying naLional t~nmity among Lhc labouring
masses of the various nations.
This legend must now be regarded as disproved. One of the most
important resulls of Lhe October Revolution is Lhat it dealt this Iegencl a
mortal blow, by clemonstraLing in practice the possibility and expediency
of the proleiMian, intenwtionafist method of liberating the oppressed
nations as being the only correct method ; having demonstrated in practice the possibility and expediency of a fmlenwl union of the workers and
peasants of the most diverse nations based on the principles of uolunlariness and intenwtionalism. The existence of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, which is the prototype of the future integration of the working people of all countries into single world economic system, cannot btlt
~:crve as direct proof of this.
,
It need hardly be said that these and similar results of the October
Revolution could not and cannot but have their serious effeCt on the revolutionary movement in the colonial and dependent countries. Such facts
as the growth of the revolutionary movement of the oppressed nations in
China, Indonesia, India, etc., and the growing sympathy of these nations
for the U. S. S. R., unquestionably bear this out.
The era of undisturbed exploitation and oppression of the colonies
and dependent countries has passed away.
The era of revolutions for emancipation in the colonies and cleperi25
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· dent countries, the era of the awakening of the proletariat in these countries, the era of its hegemony in the revolution, lzas begun.
.
3. Having sown the seeds of revolution both in the centres of
imperialism as well as in its rear, having weakened the might of imperialism in the "mother countries" and having shaken its domination in the
colonies, the October Revolt1tion has thereby jeopardized the very existence of world capitalism as a whole.
. .
vVhile the spontaneous development of capitalism in the concht10ns
of imperialism has degenerated-owing to its unevenness, owing to the
inevitability of conilicts and armed clashes, owing, finally, to the unpre.ceclentecl imperialist slaughter-into the progress of the decay and the dymg
of capitalism, the October Bevolution and the resultant secession of a va~t
country from the world system of capitalism could not but accelerate this
process, washing ~\way, bit by hit lhe very foundations of wmlcl
imperialism.
.
More than that. \Vhile shaking imperialism, the October Revolutwn
has at the same lime created-in the first proletarian dictatorship--a
powerful and open base for the world revolutionary movement, a base
such as the world revolu_tionary movement never possessed before and on
which it now can rely for support. It has created a powerful and open
centre of the world revolutionary movement, such as the world revoluLionary movement never possessed before and around which it ~10W can
rally and organise a united revolutionary front of tlze prolelorwns and
for· the opp1:essed peoples of all countries against imperialism.
This means, firstly, that the October Revolution inflicted a mortal
wound on world capitalism from which the latter will never recover. It
is precisely for this reason that capitalism ':'ill never recover .the
"equilibrium" and "stability" that il possessed before October Revolution.
Capitalism may become partly stabilized, it may rationalize production turn over the administration of the country to fascism, temporarily
holcl clown the working class ; but it will never recover the "tranquility",
the "assurance", the "equilibrium" and the "stability" that it flaunted
before ; for the crisis of world capitalism has reached the stage of development where the flames of revolt1tion must inevitably break out, now
in the centres of imperialism, now in the periphery, reducing to naught the
capitalist patchwork and daily bringing nearer the fall of capitalis~.
Exactly as in the popular story "vVhen it pulled its tail out of the mud, its
beak got stuck ; when it pulled its beak out, its tail got stuck".
This means, secondly, that the October Revolution has so much
raised the strength, the relative weight, the courage and the fighting preparedness of the oppressed classes of the whole world as to compel the
ruling classes to reckon with them as a new, important factor. Now the
labouring masses of the world can no longer be regarded as a "blind mob",
groping, without prospects, in the dark; for the October Revoluti?n has
created a beacon which illumines their path and opens up perspective for
ihem. Whereas formerly there was no world-wide open fon1m from
which the as-pirations and strivings of the oppressed classes could be
rxpounded and formulated, now such a forum exists in the first proletarian dictatorship.
There is hardly room for doubt that the destruction of this forum
would for a long time cast over the social and political life of the
''advanced countries" the gloom of unbridled, black reaction. It cannot
be denied that the very existence of a "Bloshevik state" puts a curb upon
the dark forces of reaction, thus helping the oppressed classes in their

o.truggle for liberation. This really explains the savage hatred which the
exploiters of all countries entertain for the Bolsheviks.
History repeats itself, though on a new basis. Just as formerly, during the period of the downfall of feudalism, the word "Jacobin" evoked
dread and abhorrence among the aristocrats of all countries, so now, in
the period of the decline of capitalism, the word "Bloshevik" evokes dread
and adhorrence among the bourgeois in all countries. And conversely,
just as formerly Paris was the refuge and school for the revolutionary
representatives of the rising bourgeoisie, so now Moscow is the refuge and
school for the revolntionary representatives of the rising proletariat.
Hatred for the J acobins did not save feudalism from collapse. Can there
he any doubt that hatred for the Bolsheviks will not save capitalism from
its inevitable downfall ?
The era of the "Stability" of capitalism lzas passed away, carrying
away with it the legend of the indestructibility of the bou'rgeois order.
The era of the collapse of capitalism has begun.
4. The October Revolution should not be regarded merely as a
revolution in the domain of economic and social-political relations. It is
<It the same time a revolution in the minds, a revolution in the ideology,
of the working class. The October Revolution was born and gained
strength under the banner of Marxism, under the banner of the idea of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, under the banner of Leninism, which is
Marxism of the era of imperialism and of proletarian revolutions. Hence
it marks the victory of Marxism over reformism, the victory of Leninism
over Social-Democratism, the victory of the Third International over the
Second International.
The October Revolution has cut an impassable furrow between
Marxism and Social-Democralism, between the policy of Leninism and
the policy of Social-Democratism.
Formerly, before tlze victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
Social-Democracy, while refraining from openly repudiating U1e idea of
the dictatorship of the proletarial, but doing nothing, absolutely nothing,
that would contribute to the realization of this idea, could flatint the
banner of Marxism, and it is perfectly obvious that this behaviour of
Social-Democracy created no clanger whatever for capitalism. Then in
that period, Social-Democracy was formally identified, or almost completely identified, with Marxism.
Now, after tlze victory of tlze dictatorship of the proletariat, when it
became patent to all whither Marxism leads and what its victory may
signify, Social Democracy is no longer able to flaunt the banner of
Marxism, can no longer flirt with the idea of the dictatorship of the
proletariat withou.t creating a certain amount of danger for capitalism.
Having long ago broken with the spirit of Marxism, it has found itself
compelled to discard also the banner of Marxism; it has openly and
unambiglfously taken a stand against the offspring of Marxism, against
the October Revolution, against the first dictatorship of the proletariat in
the world.
·
Now it must dissociate itself, and actually has dissociated itself, from
Marxism ; for under present conditions one caimot call oneself a Marxist
unless one openly and devotedly supports the first proletarian dictatorship
in the world, unless one wages a revolutionary struggle against one's own
bourgeoisie, unless one creates the conditions for the victory of lhe
<lictalorship of the proletariat in one's own country.
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A chasm has opened between Social-Democracy and Marxism.
Henceforth, the only vehicle and bulwark of Marxism is Leninism,
Communism.
But matters did not end there. The October Revolution went further
than drawing a demarcation line between Social-Democracy and Marxism;
it cast Social-Democracy into the camp of the downright defenders of
capitalism against the first proletarian dictatorship in the world. When
Messrs. Adler and Bauer, vVels and Levy, Longuet and Blum abuse the
''Soviet regime" and extol parliamentary "democracy", these gentlemen
mean that they are fighting and will continue to fight for the restoration
of the capitalist order in the U. S. S. R., for the preservation of capitalist
slavery in the "civilized" ,states.
Present-day Social-Democratism is an ideological prop of capitalism.
Lenin was a thousand times right when he said the present-clay SocialDemocratic politicians are "real agents of the bourgeoisie in the workingciass movement, the labour lieutenants of the capitalist class,'' that in
the "civil war between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie" they would
inevitably range themselves "on the side of the 'Versaillese' against the
'Comn111nards'."
It is impossible to put an end to cupitalism without pulling an end to
Social-Democratism in the labour movement. That is why the era of
dying capitalism is also the era of dying Social-Democratism in the Labour
movement.
The great significance of the October Revolution lies also in the fact
that it marks the inevitable victory of Leninism over Social-Democralisrn
in the world labour movement.
The era of the domination of the Second International and of SocialDemocratism in the labour movement lzas come to an end.
The era of the domination of Leninism and of the Third International
bas begun.

Problems of the Chinese Revolution
[Thesis for Propagandists approved by lhe C.C. of the CPSU(B)]
I
Pe1'spectives of the Chinese Revolution
The Major Facts which determine the character of the Chinese
H.evolution are :
(a) China's sl'mi-colonial stalus
imperialism ;

anc.l

lhc economic and financial

domination

of

(b) The cleaclweight of feudal survivals, aggravated by the oppression of militarism
and the bureaucracy ;
(c) The growing revolutionary struggle of the working-class and peasant millions
ngainst feudal-bureaucratic oppression, militarism and imperialism ;
(cl) The political weakness of the national bourgeoisie, its dependence on imperialism, ils fear of the sweep of Lite rcvolulionary movement ;
(e) The growing revolutionary activity of the proletariat, its growing prestige
among 1he toiling millions ;
(f) The existence of a pr<>lclarinn dictatorship as a neighbour of China.

Hence the two paths of development of evenls in China.
Either the national bourgeoisie crushes Lhe proletariat, enters inlo a
contract with imperialism and with it launches campaign ~gainst the revolution, in order to end it with the establishment of the rule of capitalism ;
Or the proletariat pushes aside the national bourgeoisie, consolidates
its hegemony and wins the following of the toiling mill~ons of town :i1.1cl
country in order to overcome the resistance of the national bourge01s1e,
secure the complete victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, and
then gradually switch it to the path of Socialist revolution, with all the
consequences that follow thereform.
One of these two paths.
The crisis of world capitalism and the existence of the proletarian
dictatorship in the U. S. S. R. whose experience may be effectively utilised
by the Chinese proletariat, substantially enhances the possibility of the
Chinese Revolution being carried out by the second way.
On the other hand, the fact that imperialism is attacking the Chinese
Revolution in the main unitedly, that amongst the imperialists there exist
at present no splits or wars as there existed for example in the camp of
imperialism before the October Revolution and which weakened imperialism~this fact means that the Chinese Revolution is meeting with much
greater difiiculties in the path of victory than the revolution in Ru:ssia and
that the desertions and treacheries in the course of this Revolution will
be incomparably more than in the period of the civil war in the U.S.S.R.
Therefore, the struggle between these two paths of revolution is the
characteristic feature of the Chinese Revolution.
It is just because of this that the fundamental task of the Communists
consists in the strnggle for the victory of the sec.oncl path of the Chinese
Revolution.
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II
First stage of the Chinese Revolution
In the first period of the Chinese Revolution, in the period of the first
expedition to the North, when the Nationalist Army approached the
Yangtse river and attained victory after victory and a mighty movement
of workers and peasants had not yet been developed, the national bourgeoisie (non-compraclore) marched with the revolution. 82 This was revolution of the geneml united national front.
This does not mean that there were no contradictions between the
rcvoution and the national bourgeoisie. This only means that the
national bourgeoisie, while supporting the revolution, attempted to utilise
it for its own aims, limiting its scope by directing ii in the main along the
line of territorial conquests. The struggle between the Rights and the
Lefts in the Kuomintang in this period was an expression of these contradictions. The attempt of Chiang Kai-shek to expel the Communists
from the Kuomintang in March, 1926, was the first serious attempt of the
national bourgeoisie to curb the revolution. It is well known that the
C. C. of the CPSU(B) already then considered it "necessary to carry out
a line of keeping the Communist Party within the Kuomintang," and that
it considered it necessary "that matters must be so arranged as to secure
the resignation or expulsion of Rights from the Kuomintang" (April, 1926).
This was a line of the further development of the revolution, of close
eooperation of the Lefts and the Communists within the Kuomintang and
within the national Government, of the consolidation of the unity of the
Kuomintang and simultaneously an exposure and isolation of the Rightwing Kuomintang elements, of subjugating the Rights to the discipline
of the Ktiomintang, the utilisation of the Rights, their connections and
their experience in so far as they are subject to the discipline of the
Kuomintang or the expulsion of the Rights from the Kuomintang in so far
as they break this discipline and betray the interests of the revolution.
The subsequent events fully confirmed the correctness of this line.
The powerful development of the peasant movement and the organisation of peasant unions and peasant committees in the countryside, the
powerful strike-wave in the towns and the formation of Councils of
Trade Unions, the victorious advance of the national troops on Shanghai,
which was besieged by the navy and troops of the imperialists-all these
und similar such facts testify to the fact that the line adopted was the
only correct line.
Only this circumstance can explain the fact that the attempts of the
Rights in February, 1927, to split the Kuomintang and create a .new centre in Nanchang suffered defeat in face of the united rebuff of the revolutionary Kuomintang in Wuhan.
But Lhis allempt was an indication of the fact that a regrouping of
dass forces was taking place in the country, that the Rights and the
national bourgeoisie were not keeping quiet and that they would intensify
their work against the revolution.
The C. C. of the CPSU(B) was, therefore, right when in March, 1927,
it said that :
"(a) At the presenl momenl, with the regrouping of class forces and Lhe concehtration of imperialist armies, the Chinese Revolution is living through a critical
period and that its further victories are possible only if a definile line towards development of the mass movement is adoplecl;
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(b) It is necessary to lake to the course of arming the workers and peasants, and
l'Onverting the peasant committees in the localities into aclual organs of power with
«<'med self-defence ;
(c) The Communist Parly must not screen the treacherous and reactionary policy
of the Hight-wing Kuomintang clements and must mobilise the masses round the
Il.uomintang and 1hc Chinese Communist Parly for an exposme of the Rights."
:.'viarch 3, 1927 .)

It can, therefore, be easily understood that in the future the powerful
of the revolution on the one hand, and the onslaught of the
imperialists in Shanghai on the other, cannot but throw. the Chinese
ualioual bourgeoisie into the camp of counter-revolution, while the seizure
cf Shanghai by the national 1roops and the strikes of the Shanghai
v,rorkers cannot but unite the imperialists for stifling the revolution.
This was just what happend. The N anking shootings served in this
;'espect as a signal for a new demarcation of lighting forces in China. By
•.he shooting in Nanking and by presenting ultimatums, the imperialists
\Vanted to say that they were seeking the support of the national bourgeoisie for a common struggle against the Chinese Revolution.
By opening fire at workers' meetings and organising a coup, Chiang
Kai-shek as though said in reply to the appeal of the imperialists that he
was prepared to entei' into a compromise with imperialists along with the
;iational bourgeoisie against the workers and peasants of China.
~.weep

III
'I'he Second stage of the Chinese Revolution
The coup of Chiang Kai-shek marks the departure of the national
bourgeoisie from the revolution, the birth of a centre of national counterrevolution and a deal by the Right-wing Kuomintang elements with
imperialism against the Chinese Revolution.
Chiang Kai-shek's coup signifies that in South China there will be
henceforth two camps, two governments, two armies, two centres-the
centre of revolution in W'uhan and the centre of cou.nter-revolution in
:\Tanking.
Chiang Kai-sheck's coup signifies that the revolution has entered the
second stage of its development, that the turn has commenced from a
revolution of a general and united national front to a revolution of the
many millions of workers and peasants, to an agrarian revolution, which
is intensifying and extending the struggle against imperialism, against the
gentry and the feudal landlords, against the militarists and the counterrevolutionary group of Chiang Kai-shek.
This means that the struggle between the two paths of revolution,
between the adherents of its further development and the adherents of
its liquidation, will become sharper from day to clay, and cover the entire
present period of revolution.
This means that the revolutionary Kuomintang in 'Wuhan, by waging
a rc:solutc struggle against militarism and imperialism, will be converted
in p·actice into an orgaa of the revolutionary democratic dictatorship of
the proletariat and peasantry and the counter-revolutionary group of
Chiang Kai-shck in Nanking, by breaking away from the workers and
peasanl> and making a rapprochement with imperialism will share finally
the fa11· of the militarists.
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But from this it follows that the policy of preserving the unity of the
Kuomintang, the policy of isolating the Right-wing elements within the
Kuomintang and utilising them for the aims of the revolution has already
ceased to correspond to the new tasks of the revolution. This policy
must be substituted by a policy of a resolute expulsion of the Hightwing elements from the Knomintang, a policy of a determined struggle
against them clown to their complete political elimination, a policy of concentrating the entire power in the country in the hands of the revolutionary Kuomintang, the Kuomintang without its Right-wing elements
and the Kuomintang as a bloc of the Left-wing Kuomintang elements and
the Communists.
From this il follows further that the policy of close co-operation of
the Left-wing elements and the Communsts within the Kuomintang
Hssumes a special force and a special importance at the present stage, that
Lhis co-operation re1lects the alliance of the workers and peasants formed
outside the K1iomintang, and that without such a co-operation, the victory
nf the revohrtion is impossible. From this it follows further that the
main source of the force of the revolntionary Kuominlang is the further
unfolding of the revolutionary movement of Lhe workers and peasants
and the consolidation of their mass organisations--the revolutionary
peasant committes, trade unions of workers and other mass revolutionary
organisations as preparatory elements of the Soviets in the future, that
L11e main guarantee of the victory of Lhe revolu.tion is the growth of the
revolutionary activity of the millions of toiling masses and the main
antidote against counter-revol11tion-the arming of workers and peasants.
Fir1ally, from this follows thal while fighting shoulder Lo shoulder
wilh the n·vc.!utionary Kuomintang elements, the Communist Parly musl
mon~ Lhan l'Ycr before retain ils independence, as a condition necessary
for <~I::'-uring the hegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois-democratic
reyolutiou.

The · Opposition demands the immediate formation of Soviets of
'Vor~(ers' ~ncl Peasants' and Soldiers' Deputies in China. But what does
the formatrnn of Soviets now signify ?
. . In the fi~st place, ~oviet~ canno_t be formed at any moment ; they are
lonned only m Lhe_ penod of a special upsurge of the revolulionary wave.
.. Secondly, Soviet~ are not formed for babble, they are primarily
101med as organs of struggle against the existing power, as organs of
strnggle for power. It was so in 1905. It was so in 1917.
. But ~vhat does the formation of Soviets at the present moment in th.
re,_;1011 nf t~1c: activities, for example of the vVuhan Government, mean~
l.L, ,'.~ll'/lll.'' gwrng th~: ·:log an of s tn~ggle agains~ the _existing power in this
1;'~g_10~i.. 1\ ~eans givmg a slogai.1 for the creal10n ol new organs of power,
P~ me; "t s,r,~an o[ struggle agamst the power of the revolutionary Kuorn~nl:mg, which the Communists who have formed a bloc with the Kuomn~tang Lelts, have joined and since there is no other power now in this
1 egH~n ~tpart fron~ the power of the revolutionary Kuomintang.
, fl.use m~~ns . fur_Lher to. couf use the task of for~ing and strengthening
the m_as,, orga111sat10ns of workers and peasants m the form of strike
~-0~1m1~tees, pe~sanl unions and _committees, trade union councils, factory
anJ mill cm.nmitte_es, etc. on wluch the revolutionary Kuomintana is now
1d re~dy rel~'t.ng,' w1Lh the task ?f t_he creation of a Soviet system ~s a new
~~1 pe _of State power substitutmg the power of the revolutionary
huommtang.
. This m~ans, ~inally, not to undersland which is the stage of the revolut10n
that
is takmg place in China at the present n1mneut . Th"
· ·
I
. is means
giv1~1g t 1e enemie~ of the Chinese people a new weapon for struggle
agamst. Lhe re_volt~t10n, for creating new legends that it is not a national
~,evolut10n .wl~ic~i is. taking place in China but an artificial implantation of
Moscow Sovielisat10n".
, . Thus the Opposition by advancing· the slogan of the formation of
.'ioviets al_ the present moment is playing into the hands of the enemies
o1 the Chmese Revolution.
. Th? Opposition _considers it inexpedient for the Communists to partic~pale . . m Lhe Kt10111m~ang. The Opposition therefore considers it expech:nt rnr the Commumst Parly Lo leave the Kuomintang. But what does
withdrawal by the Communist Party from the Kuomintang signify now
when. the. whole pa.ck of_ imperialists with all their hangers-on are deniancllntg thbe ex puls1011 ?t the Communists from the Kuomintang ? This
lfl~ans o a anc1on the held of battle and to throw our allies in the Kuonuntan~ at the mercy of. the enemies of the revolu.tion. This means
w~akenmg: ~l~e ~ommumst Party, undermining the revolutionary Kuommta~1?, iac~htatmg: the _task of the Shanghai Cavaignacs and giving away
?PPOS~hon: is playmg·. mto the hands of the . enemies of the Chinese
111 Chm.a, _mt.o the hands o~ the _Ri~ht-wing Kuomintang elements.
T?is is Just what the impenahsts, the militarists and the -Right-wing
Kuommtan_g elements are demanding· at the present time.
·
Thus it ~11rns out that by speaking in favour of the withcli·awal of
ihe C?1.mnu~11st Pa~·ty f_rom the Kuomintang at the present moment the
opposit1_on is playmg mto the hands of the enemies of the Chinese
llevolut10n.
~
" .·. ~
Tl
Pl
'
I
I .I(,!
.
_1e r~cen_t
enum of Lhe CC of our Party was, therefore, abs-0lutel
nght m reJectmg ~esolutely the platform of the Oppbsition.s:i
y

IV
The Mistakes of lhe Opposition
The fundamental mistake of the Opposition (Radek and Co.) consists
in not understanding the character of the revolution in China, in not
understanding which is the stage that the revolution is passing through
at the present time, and in not understanding its present international
set up.
· The Opposition demands that the Chinese Revolution should develop
at approximately the same speed as the October Revolution did. The
Opposition is dissatisfied that the Shanghai workers did not take up a
resolute fight against the imperialists and their myrmidons.
But it does not understand that the revolution in China cannot develop with a rapid speed because among other things, the international
situation at present is less favourable than in 1917 (there is no war between the imperialists).
It does not understand that one must not wage a decisive battle
nncler unfavourable conditions, when the reserves are still not drawn in,
just as the Blosheviks, for instance, did not take up decisive battles either
in April or in July 1917.
The Opposition does not understand that not to avoid a decisive battle
under. unfavourable conditions (when it can be avoided) means facilitating the cmise of the enemies of the revolution.
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TALK WITH STUDENTS

Talk with Students of the Sun Yat-sen
University (13 May 1927)
Is a Kemalist Revolution Possible In China?
I consider it improbable and hence impossible in China.
A Kemalist revolution is possible only in such countries as Tur key,
Persia, Afghanistan where an industrial proletariat is completely or
almost non-existent and where a powerful agrarian-peasant revolution
does not exist. A Kemalist revolution is a revolution from the top, of the
national mercantile bourgeoisie, a revolution which arises in the struggle
against foreign imperialists and which is directed in its further development essentially against the peasants and workers, and against the very
possiblities of an agrarian revolution.
A Kemalist revolution is impossible in China because :
(a) there exists in China a certain minimum of militant and active industrial proldariat, enjoying tremendous authority ainongsl the peasantry ;
(b) there is a developing agrarian revolution, sweeping away from its path the
survivals of feudalism.

The many millions of peasantry, who have already seized the land
in a whole number of provinces and who are led in their struggle by the
revolutionary proletariat of China-here lies the antidote. against the
possibilities of a so-called Kemalist revolution.
One must not place the party of the Kemalists and the party of the
left-Kuomintang in Wuhan on the same plane, in the same way as we
cannot place Turkey and China on the same plane. In Turkey, there are
no such centres as Shanghai, vVuhan, Nanking, Tientsin, etc. Angora is
as far removed from ''Tuhan as is the Kemalist party from the leftKuomintang.
One must also bear in mind the difference between China and Turkey from the point of view of the international situation. With respect
to Turkey, imperialism has already won a whole number of its main
demands and snatched away from Turkey, Syria, Palestine, Messopotamia
and other centres important for imperialists. Turkey is now reduced to
the dimensions of a small state with a population of 10-12 million. It
constitutes neither a serious market nor a decisive base for imperialism.
Among other things, this could happen because the old Turkey represented
a conglomeration of nationalities and there was a compact Turkish population only in Anatolia.
It is not so with China. From the nationality view-point China con ..
stitutes a compact country with a population of several hundred millions
and constitutes the most important market for their sales and for export
of capital over the entire world. vVhile in Turkey imperialism could be
satisfied by tearing away a number of the most important regions in the
East, by utilising the national antagonisms in the old Turkey between
the Turks and the Arabs, here in China, imperialism had to beat the living body of national China, hacking it into small pieces and wresting
a way entire provinces in o't'dt~r to maintain its oltl po'sitibns dr at least a
part of the'm.
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Hence, though in Turkey the struggle against imperialism could end
with the unfinished anti-imperialist revolution of the Kemalists, in China
it must adopt a profoundly popular and clearly national character, and
must deepen step by step until it reaches a desperate battle with imperialism, shaking the very foundations of imperialism throughout the world.
The greatest mistake of the opposition (Zinoviev, Radek, Trotsky)
lies in that it does not see this whole difference between Turkey and
China, c.qfuses the Kemalist with the agrarian revolution and lumps. them
all indiscriminately into one heap.
I know that amongst the Chinese nationalists there are people who
nurse the idea of Kemalism. There are at present quite a few pretenders
to the role of Kemal. The first amongst these is Chiang Kai-shek. I
know that certain Japanese journalists are inclined to consider Chiang
Kai-shek a Chinese ICemal. But all these are the dreams, the illusions of
the frightened bourgeoisie. In China, either Chinese Mussolinis like
Chang Tso-lin and Chang Tsuug-chang will win and thereafter be overthrown by the sweep of the agrarian movement, or Wuhan will win.
Chiang Kai-shek and his followers, in trying to find a middle road
between the two camps, must inevitably collapse sharing· the fate of
Chang Tso-lin and Chang Tsung-chang.

Comments on Current Affairs on China
[Article in "Pravda", July 28th, 1927]
Now, when the Revolution in China has entered a new stage of deve ..
lopment, we can sum up to some extent the path that has been traversed
and consider the question of examining the line of the Comintern in China.
There are certain tactical principles of Leninism, and without taking
them into account, neither a correct leadership of the revolution nor a
v_eri0cation of the lin~ of Comintern in China is possible. Our opposil10msts have already forgotten these principles long ago. But it is just
because the opposition suffers from forgetfulness that it is necessary to
J'ecall them again and again.
I have in view such tactical principles of Leninism as :
(a) The principle of the necessity of taking into account the national
peculiarities and the national characteristics of each nation while working out the guiding instructions of the Comintern for the workers movement of that nation.
(b) The principle of the necessity for the Communist Party in every
('OUntry of utilising the smallest possibilities of securing mass allies for
the proletariat, even if they are temporary, vacillating, wavering or
unreliable.
(c) The principle of the necessity of taking into account the truth
that propaganda and agitation alone are not enough for the political
education of millions of the masses, but that this demands the political
experience of the masses themselves.
·
I think that the taking into account of these tactical principles of
Leninism is the necessary condition without which a Marxist verification of the line of the Comintern on the Chinese revoluti011 is impossible.
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Let us examine the problems of the Chinese revolution in the light
of these tactical principles.
Notwithstanding the ideological growth of our Party, it unfortunately
still contains a certain type of 'leaders' who sincerely believe that it is
possible to direct the revolution in China, so to speak, by telegraph on
the basis of the well-known universally acknowledged general principles
of the Comintern, and who do not consider the national peculiarities of
Chinese economics, Chinese politics, Chinese culture, Chinese customs and
traditions. These leaders are distinguished from the real leaders 'by the
fact that they always have in their pockets two or three ready-made formulae which are suitable for all countries and 'obligatory' under all
conditions. For them, there is no problem of taking into account the
national character and national peculiarities of each country. For them
there is no problem of linking· the general principles of the Comintern
v.rith the national peculiarities of the revolutionary movement in each
country and no problem of adopting the general principles of the
Co min tern to the national state peculiarities of each country.
They do not understand that the main task of leadership at the
present time, when Communist parties have already grown up and
become mass parties, consists in finding out, mastering and· skilfully
combining· the national peculiarities of the movement in each country
with the general principles of the Comintern in order to ·further and
carry out in practice the basic objectives of the Communist movement.
From this follows the attempt to stereotype the leadership for all
countries. From this follows the attempt to apply mechanically certain
general formulae regardless of the concrete conditions of the revolutionary
movement in each country. From this follows the endless conflict
between formulae and the revolutionary movement in each country,
which is the essential outcome of the leadership of these unfortunate
leaders.
Our oppositionists belong to the category of such unfortunate
leaders.
The opposition heard that a bourgeois revolution was going on in
China. It knows, besides, that the bourgeois revolution in Russia took
place against the bourgeoisie. Hence, the ready-made formula for China:
"Down with any joint' actions with the bourgeoisie !" "Long live the
immediate exit of the Communists from the Kuomintang !" (April 1\r:.lfi.)
But the opposition forgot that China as distinct from Rtlssia in 1905,
constitutes a semi-colonial country, oppressed by imperialism, that
because of this the revolution in China is not just a bourgeois revolution
but a bourgeois revolution of an anti-imperialist type, that in China
imperialism holds in its hands the main threads of industry, trade and
transport, that imperialist oppression affects not only the toiling masses
uf China but also certain sections of the Chinese bourgeoisie, that in vievv
of this the Chinese bourgeoisie can under certain conditions and for
certain period support the Chinese revolution.
As is well known, this was what happened in actual practice. If we
Lake the Canton period of the Chinese revolution, the period when the
nationalist troops reached the Yangtse, the period before the split in
Kuomintang, it is impossible not to admit that the Chinese bourgeoisie
E>upported the revolution in China, that the line of the Comintern on the
permissibility of joint actions with this bourgeoisie for certain period
Rnrl under certain conditions, turned out to be completely correct.
The result was the retreat of the opposition from its old formula and
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the proclamation of a 'new' formula-joint actions with the Chinese
bourgeoisie are necessary, the Communists must not leave the Kuoinintang. (April 1927 .)
This was the first penally suffered by the opposition because it did
not wish lo take into account the national peculiarites of the Chinese
revolution.
The opposition heard that the Peking Government was quarrelling
with the representatives of the imperialist states on the question of the
customs autonomy of China. The opposition knows that customs
autonomy is ne<.:essary, above all, to the Chinese capitalists. Hence, the
ready-made formula : The Chinese revolution i-s national, anti-imperialist,
!Jenrnse it has as ils main aim the attainment of customs autonomy for
China.
Btlt the opposition forgot that the strength of imperialism in China
consists in the main not in the n1stoms restrictions of China, but in that
i.l owns there factories, mills, mines, railroads, steamers, banks, commercial houses, which suck dry the blood of millions and millions of Chinese
workers and peasants.
The opposition forgot that the revolutionary struggle of the Chinese
people against imperialism is to be explained above all and in the main,
hy the fact that in China, imperialism is that force ~which supports and
inspires the direct exploiters of the Chinese people-the fcudalists, the
militarists, the capitalists, the bureaucrats, etc., that the Chinese workers
and peasants cannot conquer these exploiters of theirs without waging
at the same time a revolutionary struggle against imperialism.
The opposition forgets that precisely this circumstance is one of
those most important factors, which make possible the growing over of
the bourgeois revolution in China into a Socialist revolution.
The opposition forgets that he who stands for the Chinese antiimperialist revolution as a revolution for customs autonomy, denies the
possibility of the growing over of the bourgeois revolution in China into
a Socialist revolution, for he restores the Chinese revolution to the
leadership of the Chinese bourgeoisie.
And, indeed, facts show why customs autonomy is in actual practice
the platform of the Chinese bourgeoisie, since even such hardened
reactionaries like Chang Tso-lin and Chiang Kai-shek declare now for
the abolition of the unequal treaties and the establishment of customs
autonomy in China.
Hence the double-facedness of the opposition, the attempts to wriggle
(•Ut from their O\vn formula on customs autonomy, the attempts to
renounce it on the quiet and to stick to the Comintern position on the
possibility of the growing over of the bourgeois revolution in China into
a Socialist revolution.
This is the second penalty that the opposition has suffered because
it does not wish to study seriously the national peculiarities of the Chinese
Bevolution.
The opposition had heard that the mercantile bourgeoisie had penetrated into the Chinese countryside and had rented the land to the propertyless peasants. The opposition knows that the. merchant is not
fei.1dal. Hence the ready-made formula : The remnants of feudalism-meaning also the struggle of the peasantry against the survivals of feudali~m-has no serious signifkance in the Chinese revolution, that the main
thing in China at present is not the agrarian revolution, but the question
of the state-customs inrlependence of China from imperialist· countries.
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But the opposition does not see that the peculiarity of Chinese ecouomy does not consist in the penetration of mercantile capital in the
countryside but in the combination of the domination of feudal survivals
and the existence of merchantile capital in the Chinese countryside with
the preservation of the feudal and mediaeval methods of exploitation and
oppression of the peasantry.
The opposition does not understand that the entire present-day military bureaucratic machine in China, which despoils and oppresses the
Chinese peasantry inhumanly is in essence the political superstructure
over this combination of the domination of feudal survivals and feudal
methods of exploition with the existence of commercial capital in the
countryside.
And, indeed, facts showed later that a great agrarian revolution developed in China which was directed, above all and in the main, against
the small and the big feudalists of China. Facts showed that this revolution embraced tens of millions of peasants and it tends to extend over the
whole of China.
Facts showed that feudalists, real and live feudalists, not only exist
in China but also hold power in their hands in a whole number of provinces. They are subjecting to their will the command of the army, are
subjecting to their influence the leadership of the Kuomintang and are
dealing blow after blow to the Chinese revolution.
After this to deny the presence of feudal survivals and the feudal system of exploitation as the main form of oppression in the Chinese countryside, not to admit after this the agrarian revolution as the mam fact
of the Chinese revolutionary movement at the present moment, would
mean going against obvious facts.
· Hence the retreat of the opposition from its old formula on the question of feudal survivals and the agrarian revolution. Hence the attempts
of the opposition to depart on all fours from its own old formula and
tacitly admit the correctness of the Comintern position.
This is the third penalty that the opposition suffered for its reluctance to reckon with the national peculiarities of China's economy. And
so on and so forth.
Discord between formulae and reality-such is the lot of the unfortunate leaders in the opposition.
·
And this discord is the direct result of the break made by the opposition from the famous tactical principle of Leninism, of the necessity of
taking into account the national peculiarities and the national-specific
features in the revolutionary movement of each individual country.
This is how Lenin formulates this principle :
"The whole point now is that the Communists of every country should quite con'<iously lake into account both the main fundamental tasks of the struggle against
Ppporlunism and 'Left' doctrinairism and the specific features which this struggle
assumes and inevitably must assume in each separate country in conformity with the
ncculiar features of its economics, politics, culture, national composition (Ireland, etc.),
its colonies, religious divisions, etc. Everywhere we observe that dissatisfaction with
the Second International is spreading and growing both because of its opportunism and
because of its inability, or incapacity, to create a really centralised, a really leading
centre lhal would be capable of directing the international tactics of the revolutionary
prolelarial in its struggle for a world Soviet republic. We must clearly realise that
surll a leodin11 centre cannot under any circumstances be built on stereotyped, meclwnicol/y equalisf'd and idrnliwl tactirnl rnles of strn1/fllc. (Emphasis mine-J. S.) As

long as national and stale differences exist among peoples and countries-and Ihese
differences will continue to exist for a very long lime even aftc:r lhe dictatorship of the
proletariat has been established on a world scale-the unity of international tactics of
the Communist working-class movement of all countries demands, not the elimination
of variety, not the abolition of national differences (that is a foolish dream at the present moment), but such an application of the fundamental principles of Communism
i Soviet Power and the dictatorship of the proletariat) as will correclly modify these
principles in cel'tain pal'ticulars, correctly adapt and apply them to national and na.tional
slate differences. The main task of the historical period through which all the advanced cmmlries (and nol only the advanced countries) arc now passing is to investigate,
't 11dy, seek, divine, grasp that which is peculiarly national, specifically national in the
rr,ncrete manner in which each country approaches the fulfilment of the single interzwtionol task, the victory over opportunism and 'Left' doctrinairism within I he workin11-class movement, the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the establishment of a Sovie/
rezmblic and a prolelarirm dictc1torslzip." (Emphasis l'viine-J. S.) *

The line of the Comintern is the line of necessarily taking into con'>icleration this tactical principle of Leninism.
The line of the opposition is, on the contrary, a line of break with
lhis tactical principle.
In this break also lies the root of mishap of the opposition on quest.ions on the character and perspectives of the Chinese revolution.
Let us pass on to the second tactical principle of Leninism.
From the character and perspectives of the Chinese revolution arises
lhe question of the allies of the proletariat in its struggle for the victory
of the revolution.
The question of the allies of the proletariat is one of the fundamental quesiions of the CMnese revolution. The Chinese proletariat is confn•nted with powerful opponents ; the small and the big feudalists, the
rnili Lary bureaucratic machine of the old and new militarists, the countern·Y<>lu lio11ary national bourgeoisie, the imperialists of the East and the
'Vest, who have taken into their own hands the main threads of the economic life of China and who have reinforced with army and navy their
right to exploit the Chinese people.
In order to defeat these powerful opponents, what is necessary, apart
from anything else, is a flexible and well-considered policy of the proletariat, the ability to utilise every fissure in the camp of the opponents,
the ability to find allies for itself, even if these allies are vacillating and
wavering allies, on condition that these allies are mass allies, that they do
not restrict the revolutionary propaganda and agitation of the party of
the proletariat, do not restrict the work of the Party in organising the
working class and the toiling masses.
Such a policy is the basic requirement of the second tactical principle
of Leninism. Without such a policy, the vidory of the proletariat is
imp·ossible.
The opposition considers such a policy incorrect and un-Leninist.
But this only speaks of the fact that it has lost the last remanants of
Leninism, that it is as far removed from Leninism as heaven from the
C'Hrth.
Were there such allies for the Chinese proletariat in the recent past?
Yes, there were such allies.
In the period of the first stage of the revolution, when the revolution
*Lenin: Seleeted '''orks, Moscrnv 1047, Vol. 2 p.
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the revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry.
Was there then the possibility of such a transformation? Yes, there
was. In any case, there was no ground to consider this possibility as
ruled out ; at that time, we said plainly that for the conversion of the
vVuhan Kuomintang into a core of the revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry, at least two conditions were necessary: a radical democratisation of the Kuomintang, and the direct assistance of the Kuomintang to the agrarian revolution. It would have been
"tupicl for the Communists to give up attempts at such a transformation.
vVhat were the gains of the Communists in this period ?
The Communist Party grew in this period from a tiny party of five to
.~ix thousand members into a big mass party of 50-60 thousand members.
The workers' trade unions developed into the tremendous all-China
federation, numbering nearly three million members. The primary pensants' organisations expanded into tremendous federations, embracing
~everal lens of millions.
The agrarian movement of the peasantry developed on an immense scale and occupied a central place in the Chinese
revolutionary movement. The Communist Party gained an opportunity
of openly organising the revolution. The Communist Party became the
leader of the agrarian revolution. The hegemoiiy of the proletariat
began to be transformed from a wish into a fact .
It is true that the Communist Party of China was not able to utilise
Hll the opportunities of this period. It is true that the Central Committee
of the Chinese Communist Party committed a number of very big mistakes in this period. But it would be absurd to think that the Chinese
Communist Party can become a real Bolshevik party at one stroke, so to
~peak, on the basis of a directive from the Comintern.
One has only to
recall the history of our Party, which passed through a number of breaks,
splits, betrayals and treacheries in order to understand that real Bolshevik
parties are not born at one stroke.
Thus, it follows that the leadership of the Comintern was completely
correct in this period also.
Has the Chinese proletariat allies now ? Yes, it has. These allies
:ore the peasantry and the urban poor.
The present period is characterised by the going over of the vVuhan
leadership of the Kuomintang into the camp of counter-revolution, the
desertion of the revolution by the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia.
This desertion can be explained, firstly, by the fear of the pettybourgeois intelligentsia in face of the growing agrarian revolution and the
pressure of the feudalists on the vVuhan leadership; secondly, the presslrre of the imperialists in the district of Tientsin, demanding from the
Kuomintang a break with the Communists as the price for being allowed
to go to the North .
The opposition doubts the existence of feudal survivals in China. But
now it is clear to all that not only are feudal survivals present in China,
J1ut that at the present moment, they are even stronger than the onslaught
of the revolution. And it is precisely because the imperialists and the
feudalists in China turned out to be stronger for the time being that the
revolution suffered a temporary defeat.
This time the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia was lost to the revolution.
It is just this which is a sign of the temporary defeat of the
revolution.
But then it rallied more closely around the proletariat the broad·
27
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masses of the peasantry and the urban poor, creating at the same time
the basis for proletarian hegemony.
This was a gain for the revolution.
The opposition explains the temporary defeat of the revo~ution by
the policy of the Comintern. But only people who have br.oken wil~1 Marxism can speak like this. Only those who have broken with Marxism can
dPmand that a correct policy should always and necessarily lead to an
immediate victory over the opponent.
Was the policy of the Bolsheviks correct in the 19~5 re:olution?
Y cs, it was. Why did the revolution of 1905 suffer defe.at 111 spite of. the
existence of the Soviets, in spite of the correct policy of the Bolsheviks ?
Because the feudal survivals anrl the autocracy proved then to be stronger
than the revolutionary movement of the workers.
.
Was the policy of the Bolsheviks correct in July 1917 ? Yes, it wa.s.
Why did the Bolsheviks suffer defeat then, in spi~e of the yres~ncc aga111
of the Sovir,ts, which then betrayed the Bolsheviks and 111 sprte of the
wrrect policy of the Bolsheviks ? Because then Russian imperialism
1.unied out to be stronger than the revolutionary movement of the
workers.
A ·'orrect policy must not at all lead always and necessarily to an
immediate victory over the opponent. Immediate victory over the opponent is determined not only by a correct policy, but also, above all and
in the main, by the correlation of class forces, by the obvi?~1s preponderance of the forces on the side of the revolution, by Lhe dismtegrat10n
111 the camp of the opponent and by a favourable intern~tiona~ situation.
A correct policy of the proletariat can lead to immechatc victory only
under these conditions.
But there is another essential demand that a correct policy must
satisfy always and in all conditions. This demand con~ists in th.c fact:
that the policy of the Party should raise the fightmg. capacity• ol
the proletariat, multiply its links with the toiling masses, raise the aut~o1 ity of the proletariat among these masses and convert the proletariat
into the leader of the revolution.
Can one assert that the maximu.m favourable conditions for the
immediate victory of the revolution in China exists in the present period ?
Clearly, it is impossible to assert this.
.
Can one assert that the Communist policy in China has not raised
the fighting capacity of the proletariat, not multiplied its links with the
broad masses and not raised the authority of the proletariat among these
masses? Clearly, it is impossible to assert this.
·
Only the blind can fail to see that the Chinese proletariat has succeeded this time in weaning away the broad masses of the peasantry,
both from the national bourgeoisie and from the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia in order to rally them round its banner.
The Communist Party entered into a bloc with the national bourgeoisie in Canton in the first stage of the revolution in order to extend the
territory of the revolution, form itself into a mass Party, create for itself
the opportunity of openly organising the proletariat and clear for itself
the path towards the peasantry.
.
.
The Communist Party entered into a bloc with the petty-bourgems
intelligentsia of the Kuomintang in 'Wuhan in the second. sta.ge of the
.revolution, in order to multiply its forces, extend the orgamsahon of the
proletariat, wean away the broad masses of the peasantry from the Kuo-

COMMENTS ON CURRENT AFFAIRS ON CHINA

211

mintang leadership and create the conditions for the hegemony of the
proletariat.
The national bourgeoisie passed over into the camp of counter-revolution and lost its links with the broad masses of the people.
The petty-bourgeois intelligentsia of· the Kuomintang in Wuhan.
[; lanned at the agrarian revolution ancl having finally discredited itself
in the eyes of the millions of masses of the peasantry, followed the
national bourgeoisie.
But, on the other hand, the millions of masses of the peasantry
rallied round the proletariat more closely, looking upon it alone as their
i eliable leader and guide.
Is it not clear that only a correct policy could lead to such result ?
Is it not clear that only such a policy could raise the Lighting capaci1.y of the proletariat ?
Who, except the unfortunate leaders of our opposition, can deny the
r·orrectness and the revolutionary nature of such a policy ?
The opposition affirms that the turning of the \Vuhan Kuomintang
leadership to the side of the counter-revolution speaks of the incorrectness of the policy of a bloc with the vVuhan Kuomintang at the second
stage of the reyolution.
But only those who have forgotten the history of Bolshevism and
losl Lhc lasl remuanls of Leninism can sp~ak in Lhis way.
'Vas the Bolshevik policy of a revolutionarp bloc with the Left
Socialist-Revolutionaries in October and after October, right upto the
spring of 1918, correct ? I think that no one has yet decided to deny the
correctness of this bloc. What did this ·bloc end in ? In the revolt of
the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries against the Soviet Power. Can one
assert, on tlze basis of this, that the policy of a bloc with the SocialistRevolutionarics was incorrect? Clearly, it is impossible to assert this.
vVas the policy of a revolutionary bloc with the 'Vuhan Kuomintang
in the second stage of the Chinese revolution correct ? I think that
nobody has yet decided to deny the correctness of such a bloc during
1.he second stage of the revolution. The opposition itself asserted then
(in April 1927) that such a bloc was correct. How can one now, after
the desertion of the revolution by the Wuhan leadership of the Kuomintang and. on the basis of this desertion, assert that the revolutionary
lJloc with the 'Vuhan Kuomintang was incorrect?
Is it not clear that only men without character can manipulate with
the help of such "arguments" ?
I-las anybody asserted that the bloc with the Wuhan leadership is
permanent and interminable ? Do such permanent and interminable
blocs exist at all in actual fact ? Is it not clear that the opposition has
understood nothing, positively nothing, of the second tactical principle
of Leninism on the revolutionary bloc of the proletariat with the nonproletarian classes and groups ?
This is how Lenin formulates this tactical principle :
"The more powerful enemy can be conquered only by exerting the utmost effort,
and by necrssaril!J, thoroughly, carefully, attentively and skilfully taking advantage of
. l·very, even the smallest, 'rift' among the enemies, of every antagonism of interest
mnong the bourgeoisie of the various countries and among lhc various groups or types
of bourgeoisie within the various countries, anrl also bf/ laking advantage of every, even
1 hc smallest opporl1mity of yaining a mass ally, even though lhis allu be temporary,
uaci/laliny, unslable, unreliable and conditional. Those who do nol understand this do
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not llnderstand cuen a particle of Marxism, 01· of scienU[ic, modern Socialism in general.
I.Emphasis minc--J. S.) Those who have 1iot proved by deeds over a fairly considerable
l'('riod of lime, and in fairly varied political situations, their ability to apply this truth
· in practice have not yet learned to assist the revolutionary class in its struggle for the
emancipation of toiling humauily from the exploiters. And this applies equally to the
period before and to the period alter the conquest of political power by Lhc prolelariat."''

Kuomintang leadership and this would have isolated the Communist
Party from the broad peasant masses.
They ought not to have done this since the vVuhan Kuomintang
leadership, the vVuhan C.C. of the Kuomintang had not yet managed to
('Xhaust all possibilities as a bourgeois-revolutionary Government and had
not yet disgraced and discredited itself in the eyes of the broad masses
of toilers by its struggle against the agrarian revolution, by its struggle
~•gainst the working class and by its turn lo the side. of counter-rev9lution.
\Ve have always said that it is impossible to take the course of
tliscrediting and substituting the vVuhan Kuomintang leadership till it
has not as yet exhausted its possibility as a bourgeois-revolutionary
Government, 1hat it must be allowed to exhaust all its possibilities before
posing, in a practical manner, the question of changing it.
Should the Chinese Communists now raise the slogan of "Down with
Kuomintang leadership in \l\Tuhan"? Yes, they must necessarily do this.
Now, when the Kuomintang leadership has already discredited itself
liy its struggle against the revolution, taken up an attitude hostile towards
the broad worker and peasant masses, this slogan will find a powerful
response amongst the mass of people.
Now every w01~ker and every peasant understands that the Communists acted correctly in quitting the vVuhan Government and the
'Wuhan C.C. of the Kuomintang and advancing the slogan of "Down with
1hc Ihlominlang leadership in vVuhan." Because the question confront-iug the peasant and working class masses is to make a choice between
e1Uzer the present-clay leadership of the Kuomintang-and, in thal case,
a refusal to satisfy the urgent demands of these masses, a renunciation of
~1grarian revolution-or the agrarian revolution and a radical improve111ent in the position of the working class-and, in that case, a change in
ihe Kuomintang leadership in vVuhan becomes the slogan of the clay for
ihe masses.
Such arc the requirements of the third tactical principle of Leninism
on the quf'stion of change of slogan, on the question of the methods and
the paths of leading the broad masses to new revolutionary positions, on
the question of assisting the broad masses of toilers to perceive through
their own experience the correctness of the line of the Party, by its policy,
its activity and timely substitution of certain slogans by other slogans.
This is how Lenin formulates this tactical principle :

Let us pass on to the third tactical principle of Leninism.
This tactical principle concerns the question of change of slogans
and of the form and methods of this change. It concerns the question of
lww to transform the slogans for the Party into slogans for the masses,
!he question of how and in what manner to bring the masses to revolutionary positions, so that the masses should become convinced through
their own political experience of the correctness of the Party slogans.
But propaganda and agitation alone cannot convince the masses.
For this, the political experience of the masses themselves is necessary.
For this it is necessary that the broad masses should realise through
their own experience the inevitability of overthrowing the present system and establishing new political and social order.
It is good that the advanced group, the Party, was already convinced
of the inevitability of overthrowing, say, the Provisional Government of
Milyukov and Kerensky in April 1917. But this was still inadequate for
1hem to come forward for the overthrow of this Government in order to
put forward the slogan of overthrow of the Provisional Government and
the establishment of Soviet Power as the slogan of the clay. In order to
convert the formula "all power lo the Soviets" from a perspective of the
immediae period, into the slogan of the day, into
slogan of immediate
~idion, one more decisive circumstance was necessary, namely, that the
masses themselves should be convinced of the correctness of these slogans
aud render the Party some kind of support or the other in carrying them
01~t in practice.
One must differentiate strictly between a formula, as a peTspective for
the immediate future aml n formula as the slogan of the day. The group
uf Bolsheviks in Petrograd headed by Bagclatyev failed precisely in this
in April 1917, when they raised premutmely the slogans "Down with the
Provisional Government, All power to the Soviets !" At that time, Lenin
characterised this attempt of the Bagclatyev group as dangerous
adventurism and stigmatised it publicly. (Cf. Lenin: Collected Works,
_:-}rd Russian eel., Vol. XX, pp. 22'!-25.)
·yvhy ? Because the broad masses of Lhe toilers in the rear and at the
front were not yet prepared for the adoption of this slogan. Because
Lhis group confused the formula of "All power to the Soviets !" as a perspective, with the slogan of "All power to the Soviets" as a slogan of the
c.iay. Because it mn uheocl, threatening the Party with complete isQ!ation
from the broad masses, from the Soviets who then still believed in the
revolutionary character of the Provisional Government.
Should the Chinese Communists have, say, six months back, raised
the slogan of "Down with the Kuomintang leadership in Wuhan" ? No.
They should not have clone this.
They ought not to have clone this, since this would have been clangeroU's running ahead: iL would have made it more difficult for the
Communists to reach the broad masses of toilers, who still belived in the

a

*Lenin : Selected \Vorks, Moscow 1\l47, Vol. 2, pp. 609-10.
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"Victory cannot. be won with the vanguard alone. To throw the vanguard alone
i:ilo the decisive bcitUc, before lhc whole class, before lhc broad masses have laken up
a position either of direct support of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neulrality
towards it, and one in which they cannot poss'ibly support the· enemy, would be nol
merely folly but a crime. And in order that actrwlly tlze whole class, that actllally the
broad Jn([sscs of toiler.q and those oppressed by capital may take up such a position,
propagcmcla and agitulion alone are not enollgh. For this the masses mllst haue their
r•wn political experience. (Emphasis minc-J.S.) Such is the fundamental law of all
gl'cal revolutions, now confirmed with astonishing force and vividness not only in
Hnssia bu! also in Germany. Not only the uncultured, often illiterate masses of Russia,
hut the highly uullured, entirely literate masses of Germany !tad to realise, throurh
their own painful experience, lhc absolute impotence and spinelessness, lhc absolulc
hci1Jlessncss and servility to Lhe bourgeoisie, the utter vileness of lhc r;overnmenl of
Lhe Knights 01' llK Second Inlrrnalinnfl l, LI<•' tihsolute inevilability of a dictatorship of
lhc c~.IIT!lll' ruu.:tionari·.~s (Ifornilov in Hnssia, Kapp and Co. in Germany) as the only
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alternative to a dictatorship of the proletariat, in order to turn them resolutely toward
Communism.
"The immediate task that confronts the class-conscious vanguard of the international
labour movement, i.e.,, the Communist Parties, groups and trends, is to be able to lead
the broad masses (now, for the most part, slumbering, apathetic, hidebound, inert and
dormant) Lo their new position, or, rather, to be able Lo lead nol only their own party,
but also these masses, iil their approach, their transition to the new position."*

vVhy then did Lenin brand as aclventurist a certain group of Bolsheviks in Petrogracl with Bagclatyev at their head in April 1917, when
lhis group put forward the slogan of "Down wi lh the Provisional Government, All power to the Soviets !" and when they atlemptecl to overthrow
lhc Provisional Government ?
Because the broad masses of the loilers, a certain section of the
workers, millions among the peasantry, the broad masses in the army
::incl finally the Soviets themselves, were not yet ready to adopt this slogan
us the slogan of the clay.
·
Because the Provisional Government and the petty-bourgeois parties
of lhe Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, had not yet exhausted
1heir possibilities, were not as yet sufficiently discredited in the eyes of
the millions of masses of toilers.
"
Because Lenin knew that for the overthrow of the Provisional Gov<.Tnment and the eslablishment of Soviet power, only the understanding.
the consciousness of the advanced group of the proletariat, the .party of
the proletariat, alone is insufficient, for this it is still necessary that the
masses should themselves be convinced through their own experience of
1he correchless of such a line.
Because it was necessary to pass through the whole coalition
bacchanalia, through the betrayals and treacheries of the petty-bourgeois
parties in June, July, August 1917, it was necessary to go through the
iufamous attack on the front in June 1917, through the "honourable"
coalition of the petty-bourgeois parties wilh · Kornilov and Milyukov,
through the Kornilov revolt, etc. in order that millions of toiling masses
rnulcl be convinced of the inevitability of the overthrow of the Provisional
Government and the establishment ~f Soviet power.
Because only in these conditions the slogan of Soviet power, as a
perspective would be converted into the slogan of Soviet power as the
slogan of the day.
The misfortune of the opposition lies in that it very often commits
the very same mistake that was committed by the Bagclatyev group in its
time, that it, while aclancloning the path of Lenin. prefers "to march"
r1long the Bagdatyev path.
Diel we, the Party and Lenin, know that a Constituent Assembly is
incompatible with the system of Soviet power when we took part in the
elections to the Constituent Assembly and when we convened it in
Petrogracl? Yes, we knew this.
·why then did we convene it ? How could it happen that the Bolsheviks, the enemies. of bourgeois parliamentarism, after having built a
Soviet power, not only took part in the elections, but also themselves
convened the Constituent Assembly? vVas this not "IUwostism" (tailism),
lagging behind events, "holding back the masses" and violation of the
1actics of "distant aim"? Of course not.
The Bolsheviks took this step in order to make it easy for the backward masses of the people to be convinced of the ineffectiveness of the
Constituent Assembly after seeing this with their own eyes, and of its
reactionary and counter-revolutionary character. Only in this way ,was
it possible to draw millions and millions of peasant masses towards themselves and to facilitate the dispersal of the Constituent Assembly.
This is what Lenin writes of this :

The main mistake of the opposition consists in that it does not
understand the sense and the importance of this tactical principle of
Leninism, it does not admit it and systematically violates it.
They (Trotskyites) violated this tactical principle in the beginning
of 1917, when they attempted to skip over the still uncompleted agrarian
movement. (Cf. Lenin.)
They (Trotsky-Zinoviev) violated it when they attempted "to skip
over" the reactionary nat11rc of the trade 1lnions by not admitting the
expediency of communists working in reaclionary trade unions and
denying the necessity of temporary blocs with them.
They (Trotsky-Zinoviev-Radek) violated it when they attempted "to
skip over" the national peculiarities of the Chinese revolutionary movement (Kuomintang), the backwardness of the mass of people in China,
by demanding in April Hl26 the immediate exit of the Communists from
the Kuomintang, and raising the slogan of the immediate organisation of
Soviets in April 1926, tmcler the condition of the still unfinished,
11,nexhausted Kuomintang phase of development.
The opposition thinks that if it has understood, perceived the halfheartedness, the vacillation and the unreliability of the Kuomintang
leadership, if it has perceived the provisional and the conditional
character of the bloc with the Kuomintang (and it is not difficult for any
qualified political worker to perceive this) -then this is quite sufficient to
start "decisive actions" against. the Kuomintang, against the power of the
Kuomintang, and that it is quite sufiicient in order that the masses, the
broad masses of workers and peasants, shouJcl "immediately" support
"us" and "our" "decisive actions."
'rhe opposition forgets that "our" understanding is far from adequate
in order that the Chinese Communists should be able to bring the
masses behind themselves. The opposition forgets that for this it is
necessary still that the masses should perceive, through their own
experience, the unreliability, the reactionary and counter-revolutionary
character of the Kuomintang leadership.
The opposition forgets that revolutions "are made" not only by the
advanced group, not only by the Party, not only by individual, and,
howsoever "big" "personalities" but, above all and in the main, by the
millions of masses of people.
It is strange that the opposition forgets the state of the millions of
masses of people, their understanding and their preparedness for
decisive actions.
Diel we, the Party and Lenin, know in April 1917 that we would
have to overthrow the Provisional Government of Milyukov and
Kerensky, that the existence of the Provisional Government is incompatible with the activity of the Soviets, that power must pass into the
hands of the Soviets ? Yes, we knew this.
*Lenin: Selected Works, Moscow, 1947, Vol. 2, p. li27.

"We took part in the elections of the Russian bourgeois parlimnent, the Constituent
A:1.<o('mbly, in September-November 1917. \Vere our tactics correct or not? Did not
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WL', '!Jc Russian Bolsheviks, have more right in Seplem!JC'r-November 1917 Lhan miy
\Veslern Communisls· lo con~ider that parliamentarism was politically obsolete in
H.ussia ? Of course we did, for the point is nol whether bourgeois parliaments have
existed for a long or a short time, !Jut how far the broad mass of the working people
Hre pl'epal'ed (icleologically, politically and practically) to acccpl the Soviet system and
Io dispC'rsc the bourgeois-democratic parliament (or allow it lo be dispersed). Thal,
<1wing to a number of special conditions, the urban working class and the soldiers atid
pcasanls of Russia were in Seplerl1ber-Novembcr 1917 exceptionally well prepared to
accepl the Soviet system and lo disperse the most democralic of bourgeois parliaments,
is an absolulcly incontestable and fully esla.blished historical fact. Nevtrtheless, the
Bolsheviks clid no/ boycott lhe Conslilucnl Assembly, but took part in Lhe elections
l1olh before llw prolclariat conquered polilical power and afi'el' ....
"Tlw conclusion which follows from this is absolutely incon~roverlible ; il has been
provrd Lltal participation in a bourgeois-clc1110eralic parliament even a few weeks before
lhe victory of a Soviet republic, and even afie1· such a victory, nol only does nol harm
tlil' revoluli_onary proletariat bul aelnally helps it to prove to Lhe backward masses why
Sl\f i1 parliaments deserve to be dispersed ; it helps Lheir successful dispersal, aml helps
1., make lrnurgcois parliamenlarism polilically obsolele." *

This is how the Bolsheviks applied in practice the third tactical prin ..
ciple of Leninism.
This is how the tactics of Bolshevism must be applied in China, whether it is a question of the agrarian revolution, or the Kuomintang or the
slogan of Soviets.
The opposition is apparently inclined to think that Lhe revolution in
China has already sustained a complete defeat. This, of course, is not
lr11e. There is no doubt that the revolution in China has sustained a tempurary defeat, but what this defeat is like and how deep it is, that is th 12
question now.
It is possible that it is almost as prolonged a defeat as that which
look place in Russia in 1905, when the revolution was interrupted for a
\'!hole twelve years for it to burst forth later in February 1917 with
renewed force, Lo remove autocracy and clear the path for a new Soviel
revolution.
·
This perspective cannot be considered as ruled out. As yet, there is
no complete defeat of the revolution in the same way as the defeat in
1905 could not be considered as the final defeat. There is no complete
defeat since the main tasks of the Chinese revolution at the present phase
of development-the agrarian revolution, the revolutionary unification of
China, the liberation from imperialist yoke slill await their solution. And
if this perspective were to become a reality, then there can be no question of the immediate creation of soviets of workers' and peasants'
cl eputies in China since soviets are formed and flouurish only in a situa tion of a revolutionary upsurge.
Bul Lhat prospect can scarcely be considered a likely one. At all
!'.vents, there are no grounds so far from considering it likely. There are
none, becm,se the counter-revolution is not yet united, and will not be
soon, if indeed it is ever destined to be united.
For the war of the old and the new militarisls among themselves is
!taring up with fresh force and cannot but weaken the counter-revolution,
n l the same time as h ruins and infuriates the peasantry.
In China there is not yet any group or government capable of carry*Lenin :
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ing out reforms similar to Stolypin's which will serve as a lightning conductor for the ruling group.
.
It is not easy. to bridle and suppress the millions of peasants who
nave taken possession of the land of the landlords. · The prestige of the
proletariat among the working masses is rising from day to day and its
strength is far from being destroyed.
It is possible that the defeat of the Chinese revolution is similar in its
Pxtent to the defeat sustained by the Bolsheviks in July 1917, when the
Menshevik ~nd the Socialist-Revolutionary soviets betrayed them, when
they were forced to go underground and when a few months later the
rcyolution once again came out in the open in order to sweep off the
imperialist government of Russia.
Of course, this analogy is conditional. I admit it only with all the
reservations which are necessary if we bear in mind the difference in the
~ituation in China of our day and Russia in 1917.
I draw this analooy
only to depict approximately the extent of the defeat of the Chine~e
revolu.tion.
I think that this prospect is the more likely one. And if it should
become a reality, if in the near future-not necessarily in a couple. of
months, bu.t in six months or a year from now-a new upsurge of the
revolution should become a fact, the question of forming Soviets of
workers' and peasants' deputies may become a live issue, as a slogan of
the day, and as a counterpoise to the bourgeois government.
·
Because, in the conditions of a new upsurge of the revolution in the
present stage of development, the formation of soviets will become an
absolutely urgent question.
·
Yesterday, a few months ago, the Communists of China ought hot to
have raised the slogan of the formalion of soviets since it would have
been the adventurism peculiar 1o our opposition and since the Kuomintang leadership had not still discredited itself as the enemy of the
revolution.
Now, on the contrary, the slogan of the formation of soviets can
become a really revolutionary slogan, if (if!) in the near future a new
and powerful revolutionary upsurge is set ablaze.
It is, therefore, that till the advent of the upsurge along with the
,,;truggle for the substitution of the present Kuomintang leadership by a
revolutionary leadership, we must carry on the broadest propaganda
among the broad masses of the toiling people for the idea of the soviets,
without running ahead and without forming soviets right now, with the
knowledge that soviets can flourish only in conditions of a mighty revolntionary upsurge.
.
The opposition may say that it was "the first" to say this and that it
is what they termed as the tactics of a "distant aim" ..
That is not true, my dear ones. It is completely untrue ! These are
not the tactics of "distant aim" hut the tactics of groping, the tactics of
perpetual over-stepping or of. falling short of the mark.
vVhen the opposition demanded the immediate withdrawal of the
Communists from the Ktiomintang in April 1926, then these were the
tactics of over-stepping the mark since the opposition itself was compelled
lo admit later that the Communists lllllSt remain in the Kuomintang.
'When the opposition declarec,l the Chinese revolution to be a revolul ion for customs autonomy, then these were the tactics of falling short
of the mark, since the opposition itself was compelled later to crawl away
from its own formula.
28
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w·hen the opposition declared in April 1927 that feudal survivals
were an exaggeration in China having forgotten about the existence of
the mass agrarian movement, then these were the tactics of falling short
uf the mark since the opposition itself was compelled later to admit the
mistakP tacitly.
When in April 1927 the opposition raised the slogan of the immediate formation of the soviets, then these were the tactics of over-stepping
the m::irk, since the oppositionists were themselves compelled to recognise
then the contradictions in their camp, among whom some (Trotsky)
demanded that the line of overthrowing the Wuhan Government be
adopted, and others (Zinoviev), on the contrary, demanded "every assistance" to this very same vVuhan Government.
But since when have we begun to proclaim the tactics of groping, the
tactics of perpetual over-stepping and of falling short of the mark, the
tactics of "distant aim" ?
As regards the soviets, it is necessary to say that the Comintern had
spoken of the soviets in China as the perspective in its documents long
!Jefore the opposition. As regards soviets as the slogan of the day, as
raised by the opposition in the spring of this year, as opposed to the revolutionary Kuomintang (the Kuomintang was revolutionary at that time ;
otherwise, what was there for Zinoviev to shout about "every assistance
lo the Kuomintang"), that was an adventure vociferously running ahead,
the same kind of aclventu.re and the same running ahead which Bagdatyev
practised in April 1917.
From the fact that the slogan of soviets can become the slogan of the
clay in the near future in China, it does not at all follow that the slogan
of soviets raised by the opposition in spring of this year was not danger- .
ous and harmful adventurism.
Similarly, from the fact that the slogan "All power to the Soviets"
was recognised by Lenin as ii.ecessary and timely in September 1917 (the
famous decision of the C.C. on the U:prising) 84 it does not at all follow
that the raising of this slogan by Bagdatyev in April 1917 was not harmful
and dangerous adventurism.
Bagdatyev could have also said in September 1917 that he was "the
first" to speak of the power of the Soviets already in April 1917. Does
that mean that Bagdatyev was right and Lenin wrong in charcterising
this <tctiou :is adventurism in April 1917 ?
EvidC'ntly the "laurels" of Bagdatyev do not give any rest to our
opposition.
The opposition does not understand that the question is not at all
one of saying things "first" by running ahead and spoiling the cause of the
revolution, but of saying a thing in time and saying it in a manner as
wou:ld be caught up by the masses and transformed into deeds.
Such are the facts.
The departure of the opposition from Leninist tactics and the "ultraLeft" adventurism of its policy--such are tbe results !

Speech at the 19th Congress
of the CPSU
Comrades, permit me to express the gratitude of our Congress to
all the fraternal Parties and groups whose representatives have honoured
our Congress .with their presence, or who have sent greetings to the
Congress-gratitude for their friendly felicitations, for their wishes of
success, for their confidence.
It wo~ld be a mistake to think that, having become a mighty force,
our Party is no longer in need of support. That is not true. Our Party
and our country have always needed, and will need, the confidence, the
E.ympathy and the support of fraternal peoples abroad.
The distinguishing feature of this support is that whenever any
fraternal Part)'. supports the peaceable aspirations of our Party, it fs
at the s~me tune supporting its own people in their struggle for the
preservat10n of peace. When, in 1918-19, at the time of the armed attack
(In the Soviet Union of the British bourgeoisie, the British workers
organized a struggle against war under the watchword of "Hands off
Russia!", this was support-supp0rt, primarily, for the struggle of their
own people for peace, and support also for the Soviet Union. When
Comrade Thorez or Comrade Togliatti declare that their peoples will not
0ght the peoples of the Soviet Union, that is support-support, primarily,
lor the workers and peasants of France and Italy who are fighting for
peace, and support also for the peaceful aspirations of the Soviet Union.
This distingui~hing feature of mutual support is to be explained by the
fact that the mterests of our Party do not contradict, but, on the contrary, merge with the interests of the peace-loving peoples. As to the
Soviet Union, its interests are altogether inseparable from the cause of
worldwide peace.
Naturally, our Party cannot remain indebted to the fraternal Parties,
·~md it. must in its turn render su:pport to them and also to their peoples
1~ their struggle for emancipation, and in their struggle for the preservation of peace. As we know, that is exactly what it is doing. After our
Party had assumed power in 1917, and after it had taken effective measu.res to abolish capitalist and landlord oppression, representatives of the
fraternal Parties, in their admiration for the daring and success of our
Party, conferred t1pon it the title of the "Shock Brigade" of the world
revolutionary and labour movement. By this, they. were expressing the
hope that the successes of the "Shock Brigade" would help to ease the
po.sition of the peoples languishing under the yoke of capitalism. I
lhmk that our Party has justified these hopes, especially so in the Second
w·orld War, when the Soviet Union, by smashing the German and
.Japanese fascist tyranny, delivered the peoples of Europe and Asia from
the menace of fascist slavery.
It was very hard, of course, to perform this honourable mission so
long as ours was a single and solitary "Shock Brigade'', so long as it had
lo perform this mission of vanguard almost alone. But that was in the
past. Today the situation is quite different. Today, when from China
and Korea to Czechoslovakia and Hungary, new "Shock Brigades" have
appeared in the shape of the People's Democracies-now it has become
easier for our Party to fight, ay, and the work is going more merrily.
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. Those Communist, democratic, and \Vorkers' and peasants' parties
wluch have not yet come. to power and are still working under the heel
of bourgeois draconic la\vs are deserving of particular attention. For
them, of course, the work is harder. Bt1t it is not as hard for them to
work as it w~s for us, the Russian Communists, in the period of tsarism,
when the slightest .movement forward was declared a severe crime.
However, the Russian Communists stood their ground, were not daunted
by difficulties, and achieved victory. So it will be with these parties.
Why will it not be so difficult for these Parties to work as it was for
ihe Russian Communists in ihe period of tsarism ?
Firstly'. because they have before their eyes such examples of struggle and ac.luevement as are to be seen in the Soviet Union and the People's
Democracies. Consequently, they are in a position to learn from the
mistakes and achievements of these countries and thus lighlen their
own work.
.
Secondly, because the bomgeoisie-lhe chief enemy of the emancipation movement-has itself become different, has changed substantially,
has become more reactionary, has lost its ties wilh the people, and has
thereby weakened itself. Naturally, this circumstance, too, should lighten
the work of the revolutionary and democratic parties.
Former~y, the bou~·ge~isie .could afford to play the liberal, to uphold
the bourgems-democrahc hberhes, and. thus gain popularity with the people. Now not a trace remains of this liberalism. The so-called "libertv
of the individual" no longer exists-the rights of the individual are no~
extended only to those who possess capital, while all other citizens are
regarded as human raw material, fit only to be exploited. The principle
of equal rights for men and nations has been trampled in the mud ; it has
been repl~ced by the principle of full righls for the exploiting minority
and no ~·igh.ts f?r the exploited majority. The banner of bourgeoisdemocrahc hbertres has been thrown overboard. I think that it is you,
the representatives of the Communist and democratic parties, who will
have to raise this banner and carry it forward, if yot1 want to gather
around you the majority of the people. There is nobody else lo raise it.
Formerly, the bourgeoisie was regarded as the head of the nation ;
it upheld the rights and independence of the nation and placed them
"above all else." Now not a trace remains of the "national principle."
Now the bourgeosie sells the rights and independence of the nalion for
dollars. The banner of national independence and national sovereignty
has been ~hrown overboard. There is no doubt that it is you, the
representatives of the Communist and democratic parties, who will have
to raise this banner and carry it forward if you want to be patriots of
your country, if you want to become the leading force of the nation.
There is nobody else to raise it.
That is how matters stand today.
Naturally, all these circumstances should lighten the work of the
Communist and democratic parties which have not yet come to power.
. Consequently, there is every reason to count upon the success and
victory of our fraternal Parties in the lands where capital holds swav.
Long live our fraternal Parties !
"
May the leaders of our fraternal Parties live and flourish !
Long live peace among nations !
Down with warmongers !
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The article "Critical Remarks on the National Question" was written b}' Lenin in
October-December 1913 and published the same year in the Bolshevik legal journal
Prosveshcheniye Nos. 10, l1 and 12.
In the summer of 1913 Lenin delivered lectures on the national question in a
number of Swiss cities-Zurich, Geneva, Lausanne and Berne.
In the autumn of 1913 Lenin made a report on the national question at the
"Poronin" meeting of the Central Committee of the. R. S. D. L .. P. with the Party
workers. The meeting adopted a resolution drafted b)' Lenin. After the. meeting Lenin started work on his article ''Critical Remarks on the National
Question".
p. 1
The Black Hundreds-monarchist gangs formed by the tsarist police to fight the
revolutionary movement. They murdered revolutionaries, assaulted progressive
intellectuals and staged anti-Jewish pogroms.
p. 1
Russlcoye Slovo (Russian Word)- a liberal-bourgeois daily published in Moscow
from 1895 to November 1917 when it was closed clown.
p. 1
Dyen (The Day)-a daily newspaper of a. liberal-bourgeois trend published in
St. Petersburg from 1912. Among its contributors were l\fonshevik Liquidators,
who took over complete control of the paper after February 1917. Closed down
by the Revolutionary Military Committee of the Petrograd Soviet on October 21\
(November 8) 1917.
p. J
Russlcaya Mys/ (Russian Thought)-a literary and political monthly published in
Moscow from 1880 to 1918; until 1905 it showed liberal Narodnik leanings. After
the 1905 revolution it became the organ of the Right wing of the Cadet Party,
under the editorship of P. B. Struve. It propagated nationalism, clericalism and
supported the preservation of landed estates.
p. ·i
This reference is to the Congress of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party held
in Briinn (Austria) from September 24 to 29, 1899. The 1rntional question was
the principal item on the agenda. Two resolutions expressing different points of
view were submitted to the Congress: (1) the resolution of the Central Committee
of the Party which upheld the territorial autonomy of nations, and (2) the resolution of the Committee of the South-Slav Social-Democratic Party which upheld
extra-territorial cultural-national autonomy.
The Congress unanimously rejected the programme of cultural-national autonomy and adopted a compromise resolution recognising national autonomy within
the boundaries of the Austrian state. (See Lenin's article "A Contribution to the
History of the National Programme in Austria and in Russia".)
p. 10
J. S. L. P. (Jewish Socialist Labour Party)-a petty-bourgeois nationalist organisation, founded in 1906. Its programme included a demand for national autonomy for the Jews-the creation of extra-territorial Jewish parliaments (sejms),
authorised to settle questions concerning the political organisation of the J cws in
Russia. The J. S. L. P. was close to the Socialist-Revolutionaries and togethe,·
they waged a strilggle against the R. S. D. L. P.
p. 10
Lenin is referring to the conference of the C. C. R S. D. L. P. with the Party
workers, which took place in Poronin near Cracow from September 2S to October
1 (October 6-14), 1913 and for reasons of secrecy was called the "August"
("Summer") Conference. The resolution on the national question mentioned here
was drawn up by Lenin.
p. 10
Przeglad Socjaldemolcratyczny (Social-Democratic Review)-a magazine published
in Cracow by the Polish Social-Democrats, in close co-open1tion with Rosa Luxem·
burg, from 1902 to 1904 and from 1908 to 1910.
p. 11
Die Neue Zeit-a theoretical journal of he German Social-Democratic Party, pub·
lished in Stuttgart from 1883 to 1923. It was edited by K. Kautsky until Octobe;·

EXPLANATORY NOTES
222

223

SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN

1917, and then by H. Cun ow. Some of the writings of Marx and Engels, the
founders of Marxism, were first published in this· journal. Engels helped the
editors with his advice and often criticised them for their deviations from Marxism.
In the late nineties, after the death of Engels, the journal regularly published
articles by revisionists, among them a series of articles by E. Bernstein "Problems
of Socialism", which launched a revisionist campaign against Marxism. During
the First World War (1914-18) the journal took up a Centrist stand and actually
supported social-chauvinists.
P· H
11 Nauchnaya My.~/ (Scientific Thought)-a Menshevik journal published in Riga in
1908.
p. 14
12 See Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1966, p. 765.
p. 15
13 Lenin quotes here from Griboyedov's comedy lVil Works Woe.
p. 22
14 Reference is to the abolition of serfdom in Russia in 1861.
p. 2'1
15 The Times-a daily published since 1785 in London; one of the largesl conservative newspapers of the British bourgeoisie.
p. 25
V,.__ 16 Fenians-members of a secret Irish revolutionary organisation ; they demanded
national independence for their country, the eslablishment of a democratic republic, the transformation of peasant tenants into proprietors of the land they tilled,
etc. They intended to carry out their political programme by means of an armed
upnsmg. Their plot, however, was a failure. In 1867 the Fenians started to
prepare for an insurrection, but in September that year the English Government
managed to arrest the leaders of the Fenian movement and tried them. The
Fenians were subjected to mass repressions. The campaign launched in England
in defence of the condemned Fenians was supported by the General Council of
the First InternationaL
P· 25
·~. 17 In the summer and autumn of 1869 a wide campaign for an amnesty for the convicted Fenians started in Ireland. Numerous meetings adopted petitions to the
English Government with a demand for the Irish revolutionaries to he set free.
Gladstone, the head of the English Government, rejected all the demands and
this gave rise to protest demonstrations in London.
p. 213
~
18 The New York Daily Tribune-an American newspaper published from 1841 to
1924. Until the mid 1850s it was the organ of the Left wing of the American
\.Vhigs, and later the organ of the Republican Party. Karl Marx contributed to th·~
paper from August 1851 to March 1862. Many articles for it were written by
Engels at Marx's request.
P· 27
f,, 19 ·See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Correspondence Moscow, 1965,
pp. 229-30.
p. 27
19 Labour Popular Socialist Party separaled from the Right wing of the SocialistRevolutionary Party in 1906. Its members were in favour of a bloc with the
Cadets. Lenin called them "Social-Cadets", "petty-bourgeois opportunists", "S. R.
Mensheviks", vacillating between the Cadets and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and
stressed that this party "differs very little from the Cadets, for it deletes from its
programme both republicanism and the demand for all the land." The party was
headed by A. V. Peshekhonov, N. F. Annensky,. V. A. Myakotin and others. After,
the October Socialist Revolution they participated in counter-revolutionary conspiracies and armed actions against Soviet power.
p. 30
20. Russkoye Bogats,tvo (Russian Wealth)-a monthly journal published from 1876
to 1918 in St. Petersburg. In the early nineties the journal was the organ o.f the
liberal Narodniks. In 1906 the journal became the organ of the semi-Cadet
Labour Popular Socialist Party.
P· 30
21 The Dreyfus ca51!-a frame-up trial instituted in 1894 by reactionary-royalist
circles of the French militarists against Dreyfus, a Jewish officer of the General
Staff, who was falsely accused of espionage and high treason. A court martial
sentenced him to life imprisonment. The public movement in F1•ance lo revise
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the case took the form of a fierce sti'uggle between the republicans and royalists
and eventually led to the release of Dreyfus in 1906.
Lenin said that the Dreyfus case was "one of the many thousands of
fraudulent tricks of the reactionary military caste".
p. 33
This incident look place in Zabern (Alsace) in November 1913, and was caused
by the brutality of a Prussian officer against Alsatians. This aroused a burst
of indignation among the local, mainly French, population against the oppression
of Prussian militarists. On the Zabern incident, see Lenin's article "Zabcrn". p. 33
See Marx's letter to Engels of November 30, 1867.
. p. 33
For the critique of Renner's and Bauer's reactionary concept of so-called culluralnational autonomy see Lenin's work, "Critical Remarks on Lhe National Question" (pp. 1-40 of this book).
p. 33
Marx, "Konfidenlielle Mitteilung" and Engels, "Flilchtlingslileratur"
Polish
Proclamation.
p. 35
See Marx's leller Lo Engels of November 2, 1867.
p. 35
Augean stables-in Greek mythology, large stables of King Augeas, which were
kept uncleaned for many years. They were cleaned by Hercules and this was considered one of his feats. The expression used figuratively denotes extreme neglect,
disorder and filth.
p. 36
Die Glocke (Bell)-a magazine published in Munich, and then in Berlin from
1915 to 1925 by a German Social-Democrat and social-chauvinist Parvus
(Gelfand).
p. 36
See Engels's "Democratic Pan-Slavism." Lenin used the book Aus dem /iteraischen
Nach/ass van Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels and Ferdinand Lassalle (hrsg. von Franz
Mehring, Stuttgart, 1902, Bd. III, S. 246-64) which did not give the author's
name.
p. 36
Fabians-members of the Fabian Society, a British reformist organisation, founded
in 1884 ; it got its name from the Roman commander of .the third century B. C.
Fabius Maximus, surnamed Cunctator ("Delayer") for his procrastination tactics
when he postponed pitched battle against Hannibal. The Fabians denied the
need for the class struggle of the proletariat and a socialist 1•evolution ·and asserted
that the transition from capitalism to socialism was possible only through petty
reforms and a gradual transformation of society. Lenin said that it was "an
extremely opportunist trend" (Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 13, p. 358). In 1900
the Fabian Society was affiliated to the Labour Party. Fabian socialism is one
of the sources of Labour Party ideology.
During the First World War (1914-18) the Fabians look a social-chauvinist
stand.
p. 37
This reference is to the Sixth (Prague) All-Russian Conference of the R. S. D. L. P.
held from January 5 to 17 (18-30), 1912 in Prague.
p. 38
Nash·e Dye/a (Our Cause)-a Menshevik monthly, the chief organ of the liquidators and social-chauvinists in Russia; it was put out in 1915 in Petrograd instead
of Naslw Zarya (Our Dawn) which was closed down in October 1914.
p. 38
This reference is to the International Socialist Conference in Zimmerwald held
from September 5 to 8, 1915.
The Conference witnessed a struggle between the revolutionary internationalists. headed by Lenin and the Kautskyile majority. From Left-wing internationalists Lenin formed the Zimmerwald Left group in which the Bolsheviks alone took
the only correct and fully consistent internationalist stand against the war.
The Conference adopted a Manifesto which recognised that the war was an
imperialist one. It condemned the behaviom of socialists who voted for the war
credits and worked within bourgeois governments ; it called upon ·the European
workers to unfurl a struggle against war, for peace without '1.nnexations and
indemnities.
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The Conference adopted a resolution of sympathy with the victims of the war
and elected the International Socialist Commission (I. S. K.).
P· 39
See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. II, Moscow, 1967, PP· 2-3.
P· 40
See note No. 25.
P· 43
Engels, "What Has the Working Class To Do with Poland?"
P· 43
Reference is to the Declaration of the Polish Social-Democrats at the Jnternniional
Socialist Conference in Zimmenvald (1915) expressing protest against the oppressive policy of the tsarist autocracy, and the German and Anslrian gove~·nments
who "deprived the Polish people of the chance to decide their .own dest~n~ a1~~!
regard the Polish regions as a stake in the subsequent compensation negohahon.s ·
"This", the Declaration said, "especially rudely reveals the essence of the pohc}'.
of the capitalist governments who send the masses to the slaughter and go out oi
·their way to determine the destiny of the peoples for several generations lo come."
The Polish Social-Democrats expressed their certainty that oTily parlicipalion in
the coming struggle of the revolutionary international proletariat for socialism, "in
the struggle which will smash the shackles of national oppression and destroy all
'forms of foreign domination, will assure the Polish people the possibility of the
all-round development as an equal member in the union of the peoples"·
P· 47
Lichtstrahlen (Rays of Light)-a monthly, organ of the German Left SocialDemocrats (Internationalist Socialists of Germany), edited by J. Borchardt. It
appeared in Berlin irregularly from 1913 to 1921.
P· 48
Reference is to Rosa Luxembm·g's article "The National Question and Autonomy'',
published in Pl'zeglad Socjaldemolcratyczny Nos. 6, 7, 8-9, 10, 12 and 14-15, fo1·
1908-09.
p. 48
Nashe Slouo (Our Word)-a Menshevik newspaper, issued in Paris from January
1915 to September 1916 in place of the newspaper Golas (Voice). Trotsky was
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one of the editors.
P· 51
Vol'Wiil'ts (Forward)-a daily, the central organ of the German Social-Democratic
Party, publishtd under the name of Vorwiirts-Bel'liner Volksblatt in Berlin from
1891 on the decision of the Halle Congress as the continuation of Bez·/ine"
Vollcsblatt (Berlin People's Newspaper), which had been published from 1884.
Engels used the columns of the paper to fight all manifestation of opportunism.
After the death of Engels, in the late nineties, Vol'wiirts fell into the hands of the
Party's Right wing and regularly published articles by the opportunists. During
the First World War Vonuiirts took up a social-chauvinist stand, and after the
Great October Socialist Revolution carried out anti-Soviet propaganda. It appeared
5
in Berlin till 1933.
.
P· '2
Nash Golas (Our Voice)-a Menshevik paper of a social-chauvinist bent published
in Samara from 1915 to 1916.
P· 5-1
Notes to "Preliminary Draft Theses on the National and the Colonial Questions"
were received by Lenin from G. V. Chicherin, N. N. Krestinsky, J. V. Stalin, M. G.
Rafes, Y. A. Preobrazhensky, N. D. Lapinsky, and I. Nedelkov (N. Shablin), representative of the Bulgarian Communists, as well as from a number of leader>
in Bashkiria, Kirghizia, and Turkestan .. Along with correct ideas, the notes contained certain grave errors. Thus, Chicherin gave a wrong interpretation to
Lenin's theses on the necessity of support for national liberation movements and
on agreements with the national bourgeoisie, without due regard for Le~in's di.stinction between the bourgeoisie and the peasantry. With regard to lh1s Lemn
wrote : "I lay gteater stress on the alliance with the peasantry (which does not
quite mean the bourgeoisie)" (Central Party Archives of the Institute of MarxisrnLeninism of the C. C. C. P. S. U.). Referring to the relations between the futlll'e
socialist· Europe and the economically underdeveloped and dependent c0tmtries,
Preobrai:hensky wrote: " ... if it proves impossible ·to reach economic agreeme.nt with the leading national groups, the latter will inevitably be suppressed by
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force and economically important regions will be compelled to join a union of
European Republics." Lenin decisively objected to this remark : " ... it goes too
far. It cannot be proved, and it is wrong to say that s11ppression hy force is
"inevitable". That is radically wrong" (see Voprosy lsiorii KPSS [Problems of the
C. P. S. U. History] 1958, No. 2, p. 16).
P. 55
44 As a result of the revolution which commenced in Finland on January 27 1918
the bourgeois government of Svinhufvud was overthrown and the workin~ clas~
assumed power. On January 29, the revolutionary government of Finland, the
Council of People's Representatives was formed by Edvard Gylling, Yrjo Sirola,
Otto Kuusinen, A. Taimi and others. The following were among the most important measures taken by the workers' government : the law on the Lransfer to
landless peasants, without indemnification, of the land they actually tilled ; taxexemplion for the poorest sections of the population ; the expropriation of enterprises whose owners had fled the country ; the establishment of stale control over
private banks (their functions being assumed by the State Dank).
On March 1, 1918, a treaty between the Finish Socialist \Vorkers' RPpublic
and the R. S. F. S. R. was signed in Petrograd. Based on the principle of complete equality and respect for the sovereignty of the two sides, this was the firsl
treaty in world history to be signed between two -socialist countries.
The proletarian revolution, however, was victorious only in the south of
Finland. The Svinhufvud government concentrated all counter-revolutionary
forces in the north of the country, and appealed to the German Kaiser's government for help. As a result of German armed intervention, the Finnish revolution
was put down in May 1918, after a desperate civil war. 'White terror reigned in
the country ; thousands of revolutionary workers and peasants were executed or
tortured to death in the prisons.
p. 5 7
45 As a result of mass action by the Leltish proletariat and peasantry against the
German invaders and the counter-revolutionary government of Ulmanis, a provisional Soviet government was established in Latvia on December 17, 1918, which
issued a Manifesto on the assumplion of state power by the Soviets. Soviet Russia gave fraternal help to the Lettish people in their struggle to establish Soviet
rule and strengthen the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic.
Under the leadership of the Latvian Communist Party and the Latvian Soviet
Government, a Red Army was formed, the landed estates were confiscated, the
banks and big commercial and industrial enterprises were nationalised,. social
insurance and an eight-hour working day were introduced, and a system of public catering for ·working people was organised.
In March 1919, German troops and the whileguards, armed and equipped by
the U. S. and the Entente imperialists, attacked Soviet Latvia. In May they captured Riga, the capital of Soviet Latvia. After fierce fighting the entire territory
of Latvia had been overrun by the interventionists by beginning of 1920. The
counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie established a regime of bloody terror, thousands
of revolutionary workers and peasants being killed or thrown into prison. p. 57
46 The commission on the national and the colonial qnestions, formed by the Second
Congress of the Communist International, included representatives of the Communist parties of Russia, Bulgaria, France, Holland, Germany, Hungary, the
U. S. A., India, Persia, China, Korea and Britain. The work of the commission
was guided by Lenin, whose theses on the national and the colonial questions were
disci1ssed at the fourth imd fifth sessions of the Congress, and were adopted on
July 28.
p. 60
The Basie Manifesto was adopted by the Extraordinary International Socialist
Congress held in Basie on Nobember 24-25, 1912. It gave a warning against the
imminent world imperialist war, whose predatory aims it unmasked, and called
upon the workers of all countries to wage a determined fight for peace and "to

29

:,25

SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN

pit against the might of capitalist imperialism the international solidarity of the
proletariat". The Manifesto denounced the expansionist policy of the imperialist
countries and urged socialists to fight against all oppression of small nations and
manifestations of chauvinism.
p. 63
47 "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), 1913, Nos. 3-5, under the title "The N alional Question and Social-Democracy" .and signed K. Stalin. In 1914 it was published by
the Priboy Publishing House in St. Petersburg as a separate pamphlet entitled
The National Question and Marxism.
In 1920 the article was republished by the Peopl<''s Commissariat of Nationalities in a Colleclion of Articles by Stalin on the national question. It was supplied with a preface by the author explaining the circumstances in which each
of the articles in the volume was written.
In reference to the present article, "Marxism and the National Question,"
Stalin said in the preface :
"The article reflects the period when a controversy on lhe 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, a y0ar and
a half before the outbreak of the imperiali.~t 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 nntimrnl progrmnmes : the Austrian
programme, supported by the Bund and the Mensheviks, and the Russian programme, the programme of the Bolsheviks. The reader will find n 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
demonstrated which side was right. Now, when Springer and Bauer nre standing
over the spilt milk pail of their national programme, there can hardly be room
for doubt that history has condemned the 'Austrian school.' Even the Bund has
been obliged to admit that the 'demand for national cullural autonomy [i.e., th,~
Austrian national programme-!. S.] which was put forward under the capitalist
system, loses all meaning in the conditions of a socialist revolution.' (The
Twelfth Conference of the Bund, 1920). The Bum! does not even suspect that it
thereby admitted (inadvertently admilled) the fundamental unsubstanlialily of the
theoretical basis of the Austrian national programme and the fundamental
unsubstantiality of the Austrian theory of nations."
It was in reference to this article of Stalin's, "Marxism and the National
Question," that Lenin wrote to Gorky in February 1913: "We have a wonderful
Georgian here who has sat down to write a big article for Prosveslicheniye and
has collected all the Austrian and othC'r material." And when the article appeared,
Lenin wrote a warm appreciation of it in his article, "The National Programme of
the R. S. D. L. P.," published in the Sotsial-Demolaat, December 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 programme
of the Social-Democrats have already been dealt with in theoretical Marxist literature recently (prime place must here be given to Stalin's article)."
p. 65
48 Zionism-a reactionary nationalist political movement which recruited its followers from the Jewish petty and middle bourgeoisie, intellectuals, b1isiness
employees, artisans and the more backward sections of the Jewish workers. Its
aim was to organise a Jewish bourgeois state in Palestine and it endeavoured to
isolate the Jewish working-class masses from the general struggle of the
proletariat.
p. 65
49 The Briinn Parleitag, or Congress, of the Austrian Social-Democralic Party was
held September 24-29, 1899. The discussion al the congress mainly centred around
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the national question. The congress rejected the resolution of the South-Slavic
Social-Democrats, which advoeated extra-territorial national-cultural autonomy, and
adopted a resolution proposed by the Joint Executive Committee (the Central
Committee) advocating a union of nationally-delimited regions, which, of course,
was a compromise between the Austro-German Social-Democrats, who advocated
a centralised state, and the South-Slavic, Czech and other Social-Democrats, who
held a nationalist position. On the question of Party organisation the Brunn Congress went even further than the v\Timberg Congress towards forming separate
national Social-Democratic groups and reformed Lhe central administratiori of the
Party into a federal body made up of lhe executive committees of the national
Social-Democratic organisations (German, Czech, Polish, Rulhenian [Ukrainian].,
Italian and South-Slavic).
p. 78
"Here there is no parliament, thank God," were the words uttered by V. Kokovtsov,
the tsarist :\1inisler of Finance (later Prime Minister), in the State Duma on April
'.H, 1908.
p. 79

51

These words are taken from Chapter II ("Proletarians and Communists") of The
Comrmmist Manifesto of Karl Marx and Federick Engels.
p. 8;i

f2

The Vienna (or Wimberg-as it was called after the name of the hotel· in which
it met) Congress of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party was held in June 6-12,
1897. The party which had till then been united, was at this congress dismembered
into six independent national Social-Democratic groups (German, Czech, Polish,
Ruthenian [Ukrninian], Italian and South-Slavic), which were united only hy the
fact that they held joint congresses and had a joint Central Committee.
p. 81)
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The reference is to an article by Karl Marx entitled "Zur Judenfrage" ("The Jewish
Question"), published in 1844 in the Deutsch-Frnnzosische Jahrbiicher (GermanFrench Annual), in which Marx argued against the leader of the German freethinking radicals, Bruno Bauer.
p. 87
The Eighth Conference of the Ifond was held in September 1910 in Lvov, Galicia.
The conference chiefly devoted its attention to the questions of the Jewish community and the Sabbath rest-day, the resolutions on which were evidence of the
further acccnluation of nationalism in the Bund.
p. 90
".:\dnptinu sociuli:w1 to nationalism "-this phrase was usecl of the Bundists and
the Caucasian Social-Democrats by Plekhanov in an article entitled "Another
Schismatic Conference," printed in Za Partiyu (For the Party-thP organ of· the
Plekhanovist Party Mensheviks and the conciliationist Party Bolsheviks, published
in 1912-14) of October 2, 1912, No. 3. In this article Plekhanov severely condemand both the fact of convocation and the resolutions of the August Conference
of the Liquidators.
p. 91
The Seventh Congress of the Bund was held in Lvov, Galicia, at the end of 1906.
The congress declared in favour of the Bund's joining the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party on the basis of the rules adopted by the latter at its Fourth
(Stockholm) Congress, with the reservation, however, that "while joining the
R. S. D. L. P. and adopting its programme, the Bund holds to its own programme on the national question." After the Seventh Congress the Bund definitely
and finally went over to Menshevism.
p. 92
The Old Iskra-this was the way the IS/crn of the period of 1900-03 (down to
No. 51), when Lenin was a leading n1ember of the editorial board, was later
referred to in order to distinguish it from the new Iskra, the Iskra of the period
when it had adopted the Menshevik position. The old Iskrn vigorously combated the nationalism of the Buncl. A number of articles in the Iskra, thP most
important of them by Lenin, were devoted to criticising the Bund and its views
on the national r1uestion and on the organisational structure of the Party.
p. 9;3
Karel Vnnek-a Czech Social-Democrat mernber of the Amtrian · Reichsrat and
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the Brunn Landtag, a director of the Sick Benefit Society of Brunn and one of
the leaders of the Czech separa tistg.
p. 93
Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life)-daily newspaper published by the Georgian
Mensheviks in Kutais in 1912. Nineteen numbers appeared.
The quotations given here are taken from an article by N. (Noah Jordania)
entitled "The Old and the New," which appeared in Chveni Tsklwureba,
Nos. 11-14.
p. 94
The reference is lo 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. The war was the result of the conflict of interests in the Balkan Peninsula
between the powers of the Entente (France, Great Britain, and Russia) ancl the
Powers of the Triple Alliance (Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy). This war
and the second Balkan War (1913), which broke out among the former allies ove1·
the division of the spoils and which ended in the defeat of Bulgaria, only lightened
the knot of imperialist contradictions in the Balkans and served as a prologue lo
the world imperialist war.
p. 101
The reference is to the resolutions of the Fourth (also known as the Third AllRussian) Conference of the R. S. D. L. P., held November 6-12, 1907 (Old Style),
and the Fifth (known as the December) Conference of the R. S. D. L. P., held
December 21-27, 1908 (0. S.)
p. 10,!
The reference is to the election to the Fourth State Duma as deputy from 'Varsaw
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 who comprised the majority in the workers' electoral
college. The Social-Democratic fraction in the Fourth State Duma, thanks to the
fact that its majority at that time consisted of Liquidators, adopted Jagiello, who
was not a Social-Democrat, into its midst and thereby supported the schi5matic
action of the Bund and accentuated the split among the workers of Poland. p. 104
The Seventh (known as the April) All-Russian Conference of the Bolsheviks, held
in Petrograd April 24-29, 1917 (0. S.), devoted considerable attention to the
national question. Stalin made the report on this subject. Lenin made a big
speech during the debate (sec Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. XX). Both he and
Stalin sharply condemned the opportunist attempts of Pyalakov. Pyatakov's posi ..
tion, which would have condemned the rPvolution lo isolation and defeat, was
rejected by the Conference, which by an overwhelming majority adopted the
resolution submitted by Stalin.
p. 101
The article "The October Revolution and the National Question" was referred
to in the author's preface to Stalin's Collection of Articles on the national question issued by the People's Commissariat of Nationalities in 1920 in the following way:
"The article is a reflection of the period that followed the October Revolution,
when the Soviet government, having overcome counter-revolution in Central Russia, came into conflict with the bourgeois nationalist governments in the border
countries, which were hotbe<ls of counter-revolution, when the Entente, alarmed
at the growing influence of the Soviet government in its (th<.> Entente's) colonies,
began openly to support the bourgeois nationalist governments in order to stifle
Soviet Russia, and when, in the course of the triumphant fight against the bourgeois nationalist governments, we were confronted with the practical problem of
deciding on the concrete forms of regional Soviet autonomy, the organisation of
autonomous Soviet republics in the border regions, the extension of the influence
of the Soviet government to the oppressed countries of the East via the Eastern
regions of Russia, and the creation of a united revolutionary front of the \Vest
and the East against world imperialism. The article notes the inseparahll'
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connection between the national question and the question of power, and treats
the national policy as part of the general problem of the oppressed peoples and
colonies, i.e., that to which the 'Austrian school', the Mensheviks, the reformists,
and the Second International usually objected and which was subsequently confirmed by the whole course of events".
p. 109
The Central Rada in the Ukraine was organised al a congress of Ukrainian pettybourgeois parties and nationalist organisations held in Kiev in April 1917. The
Rada frequently came into sharp collision with the Provisional GoYernment 1 which
resorted to repressive measures in order to crush the national movements. After
the October Revolution the Rada became the stronghold of "bourgeois counterrevolution clothed in a national democratic form" (Stalin). In his report to the
Third Congress of Soviets (January 1918), Stalin thus characterised the pettybourgeois kulak "Socialists" who controlled the Rada (Vinnichenko and others) :
"In words, in the edict, they declared themselves in favour of transferring all
the land to the people, but later they published an interpretation which limited
this transfer, proclaiming that a certain part of the landed estates were inviolable
and not subject to transfer to the people. "In words they proclaimed their loyally
to the Soviets, but in actual fact they waged bitter war on the Soviets, disarmed
Soviet troops, arrested Soviet officials, and rendered the continued existence of
the Soviets impossible.
"In words, they proclaimed their fidelity to the revolution, but in actual fact
they proved themselves to be malicious enemies of the revolution. They said lhey
were neutral in the struggle against the Don, but in actual fact they rendered
direct and open assistance l0 General Kaledin, helping him to shoot down Soviet
soldiers and preventing the transport of food to the North."
In February 1918, the Rada was overthrown by the insurgent Ukrainian
workers and peasants, but was shortly restored by the Austro-German troops
when they invaded the Ukraine. In April 191~~ peace negotiations were to have
taken place (in Kursk) between representatives of the Rada and a delegation of
the Council of People's Commissars headed by Stalin ; however, the coup d'etat
of Hetman Skoropadsky put an encl to the Central Rada once and for all before
the negotiations could be held.
p. 109
The Hada in Byelorussia was a pelly-bourgeois nationalist organisation, formed
at a congress of Byelorussian national organisations held in Minsk in July 1917.
Controlled by chauvinist nationalists, the Rada after the October Revolution joined
the enemies of the Soviet government, dissolved the local Soviets, proclaimed the
"independence" of the Byelorussian People's Republic and sent a letler of thanks
to the German Emperor, \Vilhelm II, for having sent German troops to occupy
Byelorussia. On January 1, 1919, the Provisional Workers' and Peasant's Government of Byelorussia outlawed the Rada and proclaimed Byelorussia a Soviet
republic.
p. 109
The Sfatul Tsiirii (Regional Council), the regional "parliament" organised in
Kishinev (Bessarabia) by agents of the Rumanian general staff, lasted from
November 1917 to November 1918 and consisted of appointed (not elected)
representatives of the Moldavian "National Party," and of several bogus organisations boycotted by a number of districts and organisations. In March 1918, the
Sfatul-Tsarii, although a considerable number even of its own members abstained
from voting, passed an act making Bessarabia an autonomous part of Rumania,
and in November 1918 the Rumanian army of occupation caused a vote to be
passed in the Sfatnl-Tsiirii providing for the complete annexation of Bassarabia
to Rumania without any rights of autonomy whatever. As we know, the annexation of Bassarabia, then and subsequently, has evoked energetic reFistance on the
part of the population to the army of occupation. This resistance al times
assumed the form of open revolts, which were savagely suppresse<l.
p. 109
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The Kurultai in the Crimea was convoked in December 10, 1917, in Bakhchisarai
(it subsequently held its sessions in Simferopol). The majority of. '.ts members
reflected the aspirations and sentiments of the Tatar petty bourgeo1s1e, who fol~
lowed the Tatar nationalist "People's Party." The Kurultai set up a Crimean
Tatar "National Government" (a "Directory") headed by Chelcbiycv and Saidamet
and backed by armed troops (the "Squadron") under the command of Russian
counter-revolutionary officers. In January 1918, when the Kurultai endeavoured
to oppose its armed forces to the Sevastopol Hcvolutionary Military Committee, it
was dispersed together with the "National Government," although it re-emerged
for a brief period during the German occupation of the Crimea.
p. 109
69 The Kurnltai in Bashkil"ia was convoked in November 1917 in Orcnburg. It wa'>
controlled by nationalist elenwnts, headed by Zaki Valiclov, rcprcsenling the
interests of the bourgeois and kulak sections of the Bashkir population. The
Kurultai set up a Bashkir government headed by Valiclov, wliich carried on anliSoviet activities and established contact with Generals Dutov and Kolchak. However, the imperialist character of the policy of Kolchak, who, incidentally, issued
a dec1:ec abolishing the autot'10my of Bashkiria, compelled Validov's government in
1919, under the pressure of the masses, to declare adherence to the Soviet government. When the Bashkir Soviet Republic was formed, lhc bourgeois nationalist
elements, headed by Validov, soon raised the standard of revolt against the So.v'.et
government but did not meet with the support of the toiling masses of Bashk1na.
,
p. 109
70 The Autonomous Government in Turkestan, headed by Tanyshvayev, ShagiAkhmetov and Chokayev, was formed in opposition to the Tashkent Council of
People's Commissars and what was called a Pan-Mussulman Congress convened by
bourgeois nationalist organisation in November 1917 in Kokand (hence the term
"Kokancl autonomy"). With the support of Russian Whitegnards, this government
started civil war in Turkestan, but was overthrown in February 1918 by Tashkent
and Samarkand Reel Army divisions.
p. 109
71 "The Policy of the Soviet Government on the National Question in Russia" i~
referred to in the author's preface to the Collection of Articles on the national
question by Stalin issued by the People's Commissariat of Nationalities in 1920 as
follows :
"This article deals with the present period of the still uncompleted aclministralive reconstruction of Russia on the basis of regional autonomy and the organisation in the border regions of administrative communes and autonomous S~vicl
republics as integral parts of the R. S. F. S. R. The central theme of the article
is the question of how to put Soviet autonomy into practice, in other words, how
to bring about a revolutionary alliance between the centre and the border regions
as a guarantee against intervention on the part of imperialism. It rn.ay appear
strange that the article emphatically rejects the demand for the separ~.t10n of the
border regions from Russia on the ground that it is a counter-revohmonary proposal. 'Ve are in favour of the separation of India, Arabia, Egypt, l\forocco, and
the other colonies from the Entente, for here separation implies the liberation of
these oppressed countries from imperiali~m, thus undermining the position of
imperialism ancl strengthening the position of revolution. 'Ve are against the
separation of the border regions from Russia, since separation would here involve
imperialist servitude for the border regions, thus undermining the revolutionary
power of Russia and strengthening the position of imperialism. ~t is precisely f.m·
this reason that the Entente, while resisting the separation of India, Egypt, Arabia,
and the other colonies, is working for the separation of the border regions from
Russia. It is precisely for this reason that Communists, while working for the
separation of the colonies from the Entente, cannot but resist the separation of
the border regions from Russia. Obviously, the queslion of separalion must be
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decided in accordance with the concrete international situation and the interests
of the revolution."
p. 115
72 The reference is to certain articles by G. V. Chicherin, who at that time was
People's Commissar of Foreign Affairs, which appeared in the Pmvda of March
6, 7 and 9, 1921, Nos. 50, 51 and 52, entitled "Against the Theses of Comrade
Stalin."
p. 131
73. The Two-and-a-Ilalf lnlemational-the international Association of Socialisl
Parties formed in Vienna in February 1921 by a number of parties (including the
Russian Mensheviks) which had for the lime being withdrawn from the ·Second
International during the rising tide of revolution. Among its leaders were F.
Adler, 0. Bauer and L. Martov. The aim of the Two-and-a-Half Internalional was
lo counteract the growing inlluence of the Communist International among the
working-class masses, who had turned away from the discredited Second International. In 192:~ the Two-and-n-Half International merged with the Second
Intenrn lional.
p. rn3
74 Das/maks-the Dashnaklsutyun Party, an Armenian petty-bourgeois nationalist
party formed in the beginning of the nineties. Its petty-bourgeois positiot1
gradually evolved into downright nationalism and defence of the inteerests of th"
big bourgeoisie. During the years of reaction and war this party served as a militant vanguard of the big bourgeoisie and as a protector of the interests of tsarism.
ln 191b-20, as leaders of the bourgeois Republic of Armenia set up by lhe Turkish
military command, the Daslmaks made Armenia a stronghold of the AngloFrenth interventionists and the Russian White-guards in their war on the Soviel
government and the Communist Party. Aflcr Armenia turned Soviet the leaders
of !his party wenl abroad, where they conduclecl a savage campaign against
Soviet Armenia.
p. 153
75 Mussavatists-the Mussavat Party, formed in 1912 in Baku, a Turkic bourgeois
"democratic" party, infected by Pan-Islamism and Pan-Turkism. In 1918 it was
the main counter-revolutionary force in Azerbaidjan, organised a revolt against
the Baku Commune, invited the help of the Turks, and later of the British, and
waged a savage fight against the working-class and peasant movement. When
Azerbaidjan became Soviet in 1920, this party lost its influence. At the present
time its followers are to be found only among the emigres abroad who are working for intervention against the Soviet Union.
p. 153
76 The reference is to a statement made by Orcljonikiclze at the Twelfth Party Congress to the effect that the Georgian "deviators" had issued a "monstrous" (as
Stalin called it) bourgeois-nationalist decree ordering the frontiers of Georgia
lo be closed to famine refugees from the Northern Caucasus and the Volga Region
and the establishment of cordons on the frontiers, whereby the Georgian deviators
attempted to create an artificial harrier between Georgia and the other Soviel
republics.
p. 154
The reference is lo a commission headed by F. Dzerzhinsky and a commission
headed by V. Kuibyshev (at the time Secretary of the Central Commitlee) which
had been sent to Georgia in 1923 to investigate a number of questions connected
with the disorganizing activities of a small group of Georgian leaders, the "devialors" (Mdivani, Tsintsadze ancl others) who had frequently violated decisions of
the Central Committee of the Party. Most of them have since been exposed as
enemies of the people.
p. 155
78 The quotalion is taken from Lenin's arlicle "On the Right of Nations to SelfDetermination" (Collected Works, Vol. XVII).
p. 150
79 Both quotations are taken from Lenin's theses "The Socialist Revolution and the
Rlght of Nations to Self-Determination" (Collected Works, Vol. XIX).
p. 161
80 The quotation is from a letter written by Karl Marx to Frederick Engels, dated
April 16, 1856.
p. 162
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For further details regarding the Kuomintang, see the exerpt "China" from
Stalin's speech at the Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and Central Control
Commission on August 1, 1927.
p. 180
Compradores-intermediaries between foreign capital and the local market, comprising a section of the native big trading bourgeoisie in the colonial and dependent countries. The compradore bourgeoisie in China exposed itself as an agent
of foreign imperialism and a sworn enemy of the Chinese Revolution in 1925-27.
p. 198
The Plenum of the CC of the CPSU (B) which took place from 13th to 16th April,
1927, is referred to here. The Plenum discussed a number of ques1ions connected
with the Congress of Soviels of lhe U. S. S. R. and R. S. F. S. R. and dedded the
question of the dales for the convening of the 15th Congress of the CPSU (B). On
13th April, J. V. Stalin spoke on the agenda of the day for the Plenum and in the
discussion on Lhe Report of l\L I. Kalinin "Problems of the Congress of Soviets
of U. S. S. R. and R. S. F.S. R." After discussing the Report of the Polit Bureau
of the CC of the CPSU (B) on the decisions adopted by them in connection with
the international events-the events in China, etc.-the Plenum approved the policy
of the Polit Bureau of the CC on the international question and resolutely rejected
the anti-Party platform of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Opposition.
p. 201
V. I. Lenin in his article and Letters from underground to the Central Committee
and to the Bloshevik organisations put forward in September 1917 the slogan of
"All power to the Soviets" as the immediate task for organi~alion of an armed
uprising (cf. Collected Works, 3rd Russian edition, Vol. XXI pp. 137-148, and
193-99). At the discussion of V. I. Lenin's letter at the session of the Central
Committee of the Party on 15th September, J. V. Stalin gave a resolute rebufI to
the capitulator Kamenev, who demanded the cancellation of these documents, and
proposed the circulation of letters of V. I. Lenin for discussion in the biggest
Party organisations. On 10th October 1917, with the participation of V. I. Lenin,
J. V. Stalin, Y. M. Sverdlov, F. E. Dzherzhensky, M. S. Uritsky, the historic session
of the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party was held at which a decision was
adopted on the armed uprising about which V. I. Lenin had written (Cf. V. I.
Lenin: Collected Works, Vol. XXI, 3rd Russian edition, p. 330).
p. 218

