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MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION [!]
(1913)

THE period of counter-revolution in Russia brought not only “thunder
and lightning” in its train, but also 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 national-
ity: common questions 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 upon himself! The “national question”
first and foremost!

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

The “constitutional regime” which was established at that time
also acted in‘the same direction of stirring up 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 so forth, all unquestionably helped to streng-
then “national sentiments.” The Duma, with its election campaigns
and political groups, gave fresh opportunities for greater activity
on the part of the nations and provided a new and wide arena for
their mobilisation.

And the rising tide of militant nationalism above, the series of

[*] The figures in brackets refer to the Explanatory Notes.—Ed.
3



4 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

repressive measures taken by the “powers that be” in vengeance on
the border regions for their “love of freedom,” evoked an answering
tide of nationalism below, which at times took the form of crude
chauvinism. The spread of Zionism [2] ‘among the Jews, the in-
crease of chauvinism in Poland and.of Pan-Islamism [3] among
the Tatars, the spread of nationalism among the Armenians, Geor-
gians and Ukrainians, the general tendency of the ordinary man to
anti-Semitism-—all these are generally known facts.

The wave of nationalism swept onward with increasing force,
threatening to engulf the working-class masses. And the more the
movement for emancipation declined, the more plentifully national-
ism pushed forth its blossoms.

These crucial times laid a high mission upon the Social-Demo-
cratic Party—to resist nationalism and to protect the masses from
the general “epidemic.” For the Social-Democrats, and they alone,
could do this, by bringing against nationalism the tried weapon
of internationalism, the unity and indivisibility of the class strug-
gle. And the more precipitately the wave of nationalism advanced,
the louder had to be the call of the Social-Democratic Party for
fraternity and unity among the proletarians of all the nationalities
of Russia. And in this connection particular firmness was demanded
of the Social-Democrats of the border regions, who came into direct
contact with the nationalist movement.

But not all the Social-Democrats proved equal to the task—and
this applies particularly to the Social-Democrats of the border
regions. The Bund [*], which had previously laid stress on the
common aims, now began to give prominence to its pwn specific,
purely nationalist purposes: it went to the length of declaring the
“observance of the Sabbath” and the “recognition of Yiddish” a
fighting issue in its election campaign.! The Bund was followed
by the Caucasus; one section of the Caucasian Social-Democrats,
who, like all the Caucasian Social-Democrats, had formerly rejected
“national cultural autonomy,” are now making it an immediate
demand.> We shall not dwell on the conference of the Liquida-

1See “Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund [5].”
2 See “Announcement of the August Conference.”
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tors [¢], which in a diplomatic way gave its sanction to nationalist
vacillations.!

But from all this it follows that the views of the Russian Social-
Democratic Party on the national question 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 indefatigably against the nationalist obfuscation,
no matter from what quarter it proceeds.

I. A NaTion

What is a nation?

A nation is primarily a community, a definite community of
people. i

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

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

On the other hand, it is unquestionable that the great empires
of Cyrus and Alexander could not be called nations, although they
came to be constituted historically and were formed out of different
tribes and races. They were not nations, but casual and loosely-
connected conglomerations of groups, which fell apart or joined
together depending upon the victories or defeats of this or that
conqueror.

Thus, a nation is not a casual or ephemeral conglomeration, but
a stable community of people.

But not every stable community constitutes a nation. Austria and
Russia are also stable communities, but nobody calls them nations.
What distinguishes a national community from a political com-
munity? One of the distinguishing features is that a national com-

t Ibid,
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munity is inconceivable without a common language, while a state
need not necessarily 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 several dif-
ferent languages within their borders. We are referring, of course,
to the colloquial language of the people and not to the official
government language.

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

This, of course, does not mean that different nations always and
everywhere necessarily speak different languages, or that all who
speak one language necessarily constitute one nation. A common
language for every nation, but 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
may not 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 the Danes, the
English and the Irish.

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

Firstly, because they do not live together, but inhabit different
territories. A nation is formed only as a result of lengthy and
systematic intercourse, as a result of the fact that people live
together from generation to generation. But people cannot live
together for lengthy periods unless they have a common territory.
Englishmen 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
here, in the new territory, in the course of time came to form the
new American nation. Difference of territory led to the formation
of different nations.

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

But this is not all. Community of territory in itself does not
create a nation. This requires, in addition, an internal economic
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bond which welds the various parts of a 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 Re-
form ! 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 by inciting the
Persians and Turks against each other. The ephemeral and acci-
dental amalgamation of the principalities which some successful
king sometimes managed to bring about affected at best a superficial
administrative sphere and rapidly disintegrated owing to the cap-
rices of the princes and the indifference of the peasants. Nor could
it be otherwise in economically disunited Georgia. Georgia came on
to the scene as a nation only in the latter half of the nineteenth
century, when the fall of serfdom and the growth of the economic
life of the country, the development of means of communication
and the rise of capitalism, instituted a division of labour between
the various districts of Georgia, completely shattered the economic
self-sufficiency of the principalities and bound them together into
a single whole.

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

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

But even this is not all. Apart from the foregoing, one must take
into consideration the specific spiritual 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,

11e., the abolition of serfdom in 1861.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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which speak one language, nevertheless constitute three distinct
nations, it 13 in no small measure due to the peculiar psychological
make-up which they developed from generation to generation as a
result of dissimilar conditions of existence.

Of course, by itself the psychological make-up, or, as it is other-
wise called, the “national character,” is something indefinable to
the observer, but inasmuch as it manifests itself in a distinctive
culture common to the nation it is definable and cannot be ig-
nored.

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

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

We have now exhausted the characteristic features of a nation.

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

It goes without saying that a nation, like every other histerical
phenomenon, is subject to the law of change, has its history, its
beginning and end. ‘

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

It is possible to conceive people possessing a common “national
character,” but they cannot be said to constitute a single nation if
they are economically disunited, inhabit different territories, speak
different languages, and so forth. Such, for instance, are the Rus-
sian, Galician, American, Georgian and Caucasian Highland Jews,
who do not, in our opinion, constitute a single nation.

It is possible to conceive people with a common territory and
economic life who nevertheless would not constitute a single nation
because they have no common language and no common *national
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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 when all these characteristics are present that we have
a nation.

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

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

“A nation, is a union of similarly thinking and similarly speaking persons.
[It is] a cultural community of modern people no longer tied to the soil.” 1

(Our italics.)

Thus, a “union” of similarly thinking people speaking one lan.
guage, no matter how disunited they may be, no matter where they
live,. is a nation.

Bauer goes even further.

“What is a nation?” he asks. “Is it community of language which makes
people a pation? But the English and the Irish . . . speak the same language

without, Bowever, being one people; the Jews have no common language and
yet are a nation.” 2

What, 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 distinguish the people of one
nationality from the people of another nationality—the complex of physical
and spiritual characteristics which distinguish one nation from another.” 2

L R. Springer, Das nationale Problem (The National Problem), Leipzig and
Vienna, 1902, p. 35.

2 Q. Bauer, Die Nationalititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie (The National
Question and Social-Democracy), Vienna. 1924, p. 2.

3 1bid., p. 6.
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Bauer knows, of course, that national character does not fall
from the skies, and he therefore adds:

“The character of people is determined by nothing so much as by their
fate. . . . A nation is nothing but a community of fate [which in its turn is
determined] by the conditions under which people produce their means of
subsistence and distribute the products of their labour.” !

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

“A nation is the aggregate of people bound into a community of character
by a community of fate.” 2

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

But what in that case remains of the nation? What national
community can there be among people who are economically dis-
connected, 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 “community of fate” and national
cohesion can there be, for instance, between the Georgian, Daghes-
tanian, Russian and American Jews, who are completely disunited,
inhabit different territories and speak diflerent languages?

The Jews enumerated undoubtedly lead the same economic and
political life as the Georgians, Daghestanians, Russians and Ameri-
cans respectively, and in the same cultural atmospher® as the
latter; this cannot but 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 national charac-
ter. All this is beyond question. But how can it be seriously main-
tained that petrified religious rites and fading psychological relics
affect the “fate” of these Jews more powerfully than the living
social, economic and cultural environment that surrounds them?
And it is only on this assumption that it is generally possible to
speak of the Jews as a single nation.

11bid., p. 24.

t Ibid., p. 135. - .
3bid., p. 2. s
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What, then, distinguishes Bauer’s nation from the mystical and
self-contained “national spirit” of the spiritualists?

Bauer, by divorcing the “distinctive feature” of nations (national
character) from the “conditions” of their life, sets up an impassable
barrier between them. But what is national character if not a
reflection of the conditions of life, a coagulation of impressions
derived from environment? How can one limit the matter to national
character alone, isolating and divorcing it from the soil that gave
rise to it?

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

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

1t is therefore clear that there is in fact no single distinguishing
characteristic of a nation. There is only a sum total of character-
istics, of which, when nations are compared, one characteristic
(national character), or another (language), or a third (territory,
economic conditions), stands out in sharper relief. A -nation
constitutes the combination of all these characteristics taken
together.

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

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

By the way, Bauer apparently himself feels the weakness of his
position. While in the beginning of his book he definitely declares
the Jews to be a nation,! he corrects himself at the end of the book
and states that “in general capitalist society makes it impossible
for them [the Jews] to continue as a nation,” 2 by causing them to
assimilate with other nations. The reason, it appears, is that “the
Jews have no closed territory of settlement,”? while the Czechs,
for instance, have such a territory and, according to Bauer, will
survive as a nation. In short, the reason lies in the absence of ter-
ritory. ‘

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

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

Bauer wanted to prove that “language is the most important
instrument of human intercourse,” 3 but at the same time he in-
advertently proved something he did not mean to prove, namely,

1]bid., p. 2.

2 Ibid., p. 373.
3Ibid., p. 379.
* Ibid., p. 126.
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the groundlessness of his own theory of nations, which denies the
significance of community of language.

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

I1. Tae NarioNaL MOVEMENT

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

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

Matters proceeded somewhat differently in Eastern Europe. While
in the West the nations developed intg states, in the East multi-
national states were formed, each 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 amalgamate the Austrian nationalities inio a state.
In Hungary, the most adapted for state organisation were the
Magyars—the kernel of the Hungarian nationalities—and it was
they who united Hungary. In Russia, the role of welder of national-
ities was assumed by the Great-Russians, who were headed by an
aristocratic military bureaucracy, which had been historically
formed and was powerful and well-organised.

Such was the case in the East.

This peculiar method of formation  of states could take place
only where feudalism had not yet been eliminated, where capital-
ism 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.
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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 ousted national-
ities, was arousing them and stirring them into action. The develop-
ment of the press and the theatre, the activity of the Reichsrat
(Austria) and of the Duma (Russia) were helping to strengthen
“national sentiments.” The intelligentsia that had arisen was being
imbued with “the national idea” and was acling in the same
direction. . . ‘
- But the ousted nations, aroused to independent life, could no
longer shape themselves into independent national states; they
encountered the 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 na-
tions in Austria; the Croats, etc., in Hungary; the Letts, Lithuan-
ians, 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 into the path of struggle.

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

The bourgeoisie plays the leading role.

The chief problem for the young bourgeoisie is the problem of
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the market. Its aim is to sell its goods and to emerge victorious
from competition with the bourgeoisie of another nationality. Hence
its desire to secure its “own,” its “home” market. The market is
the first school in which the bourgeoisie learns its nationalism.
But matters are usually not confined to the market. The semi-
feudal, semi-bourgeois bureaucracy of the dominant nation inter-
venes in the struggle with its own methods of “arresting and pre-
venting.” ! The bourgeoisie of the dominant nation, whether large
or small, is able to deal more “rapidly” and “decisively” with its
competitors. “Forces” are united and a series of restrictive measures
is put into operation against the “alien” bourgeoisie, measures
passing into acts of repression. The struggle passes from the eco-
nomic sphere to the political sphere. Limitation of freedom of
movement, repression of language, limitation of franchise, restric-
tion of schools, religious limitations, and so on are piled on to
the head of the “competitor.” Of course, such measures are de-
signed not only in the interest of the bourgeois classes of the
dominant nation, but also in pursuit of the specifically caste aims,
so to speak, of the ruling bureaucracy. But from the point of
view of the results achieved this is quite immaterial: the bourgeois
classes and the bureaucracy in this matter go hand in hand—
whether it be in Austria-Hungary or in Russia.
- The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation, repressed on every
hand, is naturally stirred into movement. It appeals to its “native
folk” and begins to cry out about the “fatherland,” claiming that
its own cause is the cause of the nation as a whole. It recruits itself
an army from among its “countrymen” in the 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 also and provokes their discontent.

Thus the national movement begins.
The strength of the national movement is determined by the

degree to which the wide sirata of the natiod, the proletariat and
peasantry, participate in it.

1 A rather free translation of the satirical description of the functions of
the police by the Russian writer Gleb Uspensky.—Zd. Eng. ed.
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Whether the proletariat rallies to the banner of bourgeois na-
tionalism depends on the degree of development of class contra-
dictions, on the class-consciousness and degree of organisation of
the proletariat. A class-conscious proletariat has its own tried
banner, and it does not need to march under the banner of the
bourgeoisie.

As far as the peasants are concerned, their participation in the
national movement depends primarily on the character of the
repression. If the repression affects 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 anti-

Russian nationalism in Georgia, it is primarily because there are

no Russian landlords there or a Russian big bourgeoisie to supply
the fuel for such nationalism among the masses. In Georgia there
is anti-Armenian nationalism; but this is because there is an
Armenian big bourgeoisie there which, beating the small and still
unconsolidated Georgian bourgeoisie, drives the latter to anti-
Armenian nationalism.

Depending on these factors, the national movement either as-
sumes a mass character and steadily grows (as in Ireland and
Galicia), or it is converted into a series of petty collisions, de-
generating into squabbles and “fights” over 51gnboards (as in some
of the towns of Bohemia).

The nature of the national movement, of course, will not every-
where 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 is concerned with “language”; in one
place the demand is for civil equality and religious freedom, in
another for the nation’s “own” officials or its own Assembly. The
diversity of demands not infrequently reveals the diverse features
which characterise a nation in general (language, territory, etc.)
It is worthy of note that we never meet with a demand connected
with Bauer’s all-embracing “pational character.” And this is
natural: “national character” in itself is something elusive, and, as

’
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was correctly remarked by J. Strasser, “what can be done with it
in pohtlcs"” !

Such, in general, are the forms and features of the national
movement.

From what has been said it will be clear that the national strug
gle under the conditions of rising capitalism is a struggle of the
bourgeois classes among themselves. Sometimes the bourgeoisie
succeeds in drawing the proletariat into the natlonal movement, and
then the national struggle externally assumes a “nation-wide” char-
acter. But this is so only externally. In ifs essence it is always
a bourgeois struggle, one that is chiefly favourable to and suitable
for the bourgeoisie.

But it does not follow from this that the proletarlat should not
put up a fight against the policy of national oppression.

Limitation of freedom of movement, disfranchisement, suppres-
sion of language, restriction of schools, and other forms of repres-
sion affect the workers no less, if not more, than the bourgeoisie.
Such a state of affairs can only serve to retard the free develop:
ment of the intellectual forces of the proletariat of subject nations.
There can be no possibility 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 national repression is dangerous to the cause
of the proletariat also on another account. It diverts the attention
of large strata of the population from social ‘questions, questions
of the class struggle, to national questions, questions “commoen” fo
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. And this creates a favourable
soil for lying propaganda regarding “harmony of interests,” for
glossing over the class interests of the proletariat and for the in-
tellectual enslavement of the workers. This creates a serious ob-
stacle to the work of uniting the workers of all nationalities. If a
considerable proportion of the Polish workers are still in intellect-
ual bondage to the bourgeois nationalists, if they still stand aloof

1]. Strasser, Der Arbeiter und die Nation (The Worker and the Nation),
Reichenberg, 1912, p. 33.

2 Stalin
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from the international labour movement, it is chiefly because the
age-long anti-Polish policy of the “powers that be” creates t.he soil
for, and hinders the emancipation of the workers from, this bon-
dage. .

But the policy of repression does not stop here. It not infre-
quently passes from a “system” of oppression to a “system” ol
inciting nations against each other, to a “system” of massacres and
pogroms. Of course, the latter is not everywhere and always pos-
sible, but where it is possible—in the absence of elementary civil
rights—it frequently assumes horrifying proportions and threatens
to drown the cause of unity of the workers in blood and tears. The
Caucasus and South Russia furnish numerous examples. “Divide
and rule”—such is the purpose of the policy of inciting nations
against each other. And where such a policy succeeds it is'a tre-
mendous evil for the proletariat and a serious obstacle to the work
of uniting the workers of all the nationalities in the state.

But the workers are interested in the complete amalgamation of
all their comrades into a single international army, in their speedy
and final emancipation from intellectual subjection to the bour-
geoisie, and in the full and free development of the intellectual
forces of their brothers, whatever the nation to which they belong.

The workers therefore combat and will continue to combat the
policy of national oppression in all its forms, subtle or crude, as
also the policy of inciting nations against each other in all its
forms. _ :

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

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

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

The right of self-determination means that a nation can arrange
its life according to its own will. It has the right to arrange its life
on the basis of autonomy. It has the right to enter into federal
relations with other nations. It has the right to complete secession.
Nations are sovereign and all nations are equal.

This, of course, does not mean that Social-Democrats will sup-
port évery demand of a nation. A nation has the right even to
return to the old order of things; but this does not mean that
Social-Democrats will subscribe to such a decision if taken by any
institution of the said nation. The obligations of Social-Democrats,
who defend the- interests of the proletariat, and the rights of a
nation, which consists of various classes, are two different things.

In fighting for the right of nations to self-determination, the
aim of the Social-Democrats is to put an end to the policy of na-
tional oppression, to render it impossible, and thereby to remove
the grounds of hostility between nations, to take the edge off that
hostility and reduce it to a minimum.

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

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

This is why the so-called “evolutionary national” policy advo-
cated by Bauer cannot become the policy of the proletariat. Bauer’s
attempt to identify his “evolutionary national” policy with the .
policy of the “modern working class” ! is an attempt to adapt the
class struggle of the workers to the struggle of the nations.

The fate of the national movement, which is essentially a bour-
geois movement, is naturally connected with the fate of the bour-
geoisie. The final collapse of the national 'movement is possible
only with the collapse of the bourgeoisie. Only under the reign of
socialism can peace be fully established. But even within the frame-

10p. cit., p. 161.

13
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work of capitalism it is possible to reduce the national struggle
to a minimum, to sever its roots, to render it as innocuous as
possible for the proletariat. This is borne out by the examples of
Switzerland and America. It requires that the country should be
democratised and the nations allowed opportunity for free develop-
ment.

II1. THE PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

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

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

A nation has the right to arrange its life on autonomous lines.
It even has the right to secede. But this does not mean that it
should do so under all circumstances, that autonomy, or separation,
will everywhere and always be advantageous for a nation, i.e., for
the majority of its population, i.e., for the toiling strata. The Trans.
caucasian Tatars as a nation may assemble, let us say, in their Diet
and, succumbing to the influence of their beys and mullahs, decide
to restore the old order of_things and to secede from the state.
According to the meaning of the clause on self-determination they
are fully entitled to do so. But will this be in the interest of the
toiling strata of the Tatar nation? Can Social-Democrats remain
indifferent when the beys and mullahs take the lead of the masses
in the solution of the national problem? Should not Social-Demo-
crats interfere in the matter and influence the will of the nation
in a definite way? Should they not come forward with a definite
plan for the solution of the problem which would be most ad-
vantageous to the Tatar masses?

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

All these are problems the solution to which will depend on the
concrete historical conditions in which the given nation finds
itself,

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

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

At the end of the nineteenth century the Polish Marxists were al-
ready declaring against the separation of Poland; and they were
also right, for during the fifty years that had elapsed profound
changes had taken place, bringing Russia and Poland closer eco-
nomically and culturally. Moreover, during this period the ques-
tion of separation had been converted from a practical matter into
a matter for academic dispute, which excited nobody except. per-
haps the intellectuals abroad. This, of course, by no means pre-
cludes the possibility that certain internal and external conditions
may arise in which the question of the separation of Poland may
again become actual.

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

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

In view of this we must declare our decided opposition to a
certain very widespread, but very summary manner of “solving”
the national problem, which owes its inception to the Bund. We
have in mind the easy method of referring to the Austrian and
South-Slavic! Social-Democratic parties, which supposedly have
already solved the national problem and whose solution the Rus-

1 The South-Slavic Social-Democratic Party operates in the Southern part
of Austria, :
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sian 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
concrete historical conditions in Russia as a whole and in the life
of each of the nations inhabiting Russia in particular.

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

“When at the Fourth Congress of the Bund [7] the principles of the ques-
tion [i.e, the national question.—J.S.] were discussed, the proposal made by
one of the members of the congress to settle the question in the spirit of

the resolution of the South-Slavic Social-Democratic Party met with general
approval.,” t

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 conditions of life of the Jews in Russia. They
first borrowed the solution of the South-Slavic Social-Democratic
Party, then they “approved” it, and finally they “unanimously
adopted”,it! This is the way the Bund presents and “solves” the
national problem in Russia. . . .

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

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

Springer declares:

“Whether a state of nationalities is possible, and whether, in particular, the
Austrian nationelities are obliged to establish a single political entity, is a
preliminary question which we shall not answer here but shall assume to be

.settled. For anyone who will not concede this possibility and necessity, our
investigation will, of course, be purposeless.

V. Kossovsky, Problems of Nationality, 1907, pp. 16-17.
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“Qur theme is as follows: inasmuch as these nations are o}l:}zged to szglﬂ
on a joint existence, what legal forms are relatively best for this purpose:”

(Springer’s italics.)

Thus, the point of departure is the political integrity of Austria. .

Bauer says the same thing:

“We therefore first assume that the Austrian nations will remaip in th;
same political union in which they exist tqgether at the Ppresent time, an
inquire how the nations within this union will arrange their relations among

themselves and to the state.” ?

Here again the first thing is the integrity of Austria. .

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

that occasion:

“Nothing can be said against the right of self-determination. If any n.atl.olx:
is striving for independence, we must not oppose 1t. If Poland floes fnot Wl'ih
to enter into ‘lawful wedlock® with Russia, it is not for us to interfere wi

her.”

All that is true. But it follows that the basic starting. poi_nts o.f
the Austrian and Russian Social-Democrats, far from being 1der.1t1-
cal, are diametrically opposite. After this, can there. be any question
of borrowing the national programme of the Austrians?

Furthermore, the Austrians hope to achieve the “freedon} of na-
tionalities” by means of petty reforms, by slow steps. While they
propose national autonomy as a practica.l measure, they df’ not
count on a radical change, on a democratic movement for hbe.:ra-
tion, which they do not even contemplate. The Russx-al.l 1:/’Iar3usts,
on the other hand, associate the “freedom of nationalities v.nth a
probable radical change and a democratic movement fo:: libera-
tion, having no grounds for counting on reforms. And this essen-
r -

1 Op. cit., pp. 10-11.

2 Op. cit., p. 382,

.
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tially alters matters in regard to the probable fate of the nations
of Russia.

“Of course,” says Bauer, “there is little probability that national autono-
my will be the result of a great decision, of a bold action. Austria will
develop towards national autonomy step by step ... by a slow process of
development and in the course of a severe struggle, as a result of which
legislation and administration will be in a chronic state of paralysis, The
new constitution will not be created by a great legislative act, but by a mul-
titude of individual enactments for individual provinces and individual com-
munities,” 1

Springer says the same thing. He writes:

“I am very well aware that institutions of this kind [i.e., organs of national
autonomy.—J.S.] are not created in.a single year or a single decade. The
reorganisation of the Prussian administration alone demanded considerable
time. . . . The Prussians required two decades for the final establishment
of their basic administrative institutions. Let nobody think that I entertain
any illusions as to the time required and the difficulties to be overcome in
Austria,” 2

All this is very definite. But can the Russian Marxists avoid as-
sociating the national question with “bold actions”? Can they cal-
culate on partial reforms, on “a multitude of individual enactments”

as a means for achieving the “freedom of nationalities”? But if they °

cannot and must not do so, is it not clear from this that the methods
of struggle of the Austrians and the Russians and their prospects
must be entirely different? How in such a state of affairs can they
confine themselves to the one-sided, milk-and-water national autono-
my of the Austrians? One or the other: either those who are in
favour of borrowing do not count on “bold actions,” or they do
count on such actions but “know not what they do.”

Finally, the immediate tasks facing Russia and Austria are en-
tirely different and dictate different methods of solving the national
problem. Parliamentarism prevails in Austria: under present con-
ditions, no development in Austria is possible without a parliament.
But parliamentary life and legislation in Austria are frequently
brought to a complete standstill by severe conflicts between the
national parties. This also explains the chronic political crisis from
which Austria has for a long time been suffering. Hence, in Austria

1 Ibid., p. 404.
2 Op. cit., p. 29,
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the national problem is the very hub of political life; it is the vital
problem. It is therefore not surprising that the Austrian Social-
Democratic politicians should first of all try in one way or another
to find a solution for these national conflicts—of course on the
basis of the existing parliamentary system, by parliamentary
methods. . . . . -

Not so with Russia. In the first place, in Russia “there is no
parliament, thank God.” [?] In the second place—and this is the
main thing—the hub of the political life of Russia is not the national
but the agrarian problem. Consequently, the fate of the Russian
problem, and accordingly the “liberation” of nations too, is bound
up in Russia with the solution of the agrarian problem, i.e., with
the destruction of the relics of serfdom, i.e., with the democratisation
of the country. This explains why in Russia the national problem
is not an independent and decisive problem, but a part of the general
and more important problem of the emancipation of the country.

“The barrenness of the Austrian parliament,” writes Springer, “is due
precisely to the fact that every reform gives rise to contradictions within the
national parties which may affect their unity. The leaders of the parties, there-
fore, 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.” 1

Bauer says the same thing: ’

“National peace is firstly indispensable for the state. The state cannot
permit legislation to be brought to a standstill by a stupid question of language
or by every quarrel between excited people on the linguistic frontier, or by
every new school.” 2 '

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

And so we have different presentations of the problem, different
prospects and methods of struggle, different immediate tasks. Is it
not clear that, such being the state of affairs, only pedants whe

1 Ibid., p. 29.
2 Op. cit., p. 384.
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“solve” the national problem without reference to space and time
can think of taking an example from Austria or of borrowing
programmes? 3 . .

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

IV. NATIONAL AUTONOMY

We spoke above of the formal aspect of the Austrian r.mtional
programme and of the methodological considerations which pre-
vent the Russian Marxists from simply borrowing the example of
the Austrian Social-Democrats and frem making their programme
their own.

Let us now examine the programme itself.

What is the national programme of the Austrian Social-Demo-
crats? ‘
It is expressed in two words: national autonomy.

That means, first, that autonomy is granted, let us say, not to
Bohemia or Poland, which are inhabited mainly by Czechs and
Poles. but 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, gnd S0 on,
scattered over the various parts of Austria, taken  personally, as
individuals, are to be organised into integral nations, and as such
to form part of the Austrian state. In this way Austria will represent
not a union of autonomous regions, but a union of autonomous
nationalities, constituted irrespective of territory.

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 jurisdiction only over “cultural,” not “political” questions.
Specifically political questions will be left to the Pan-Austrian
parliament (the Reichsrat): : '

That is why this autonomy is called cultural, national cultural
autonomy.
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And here is the text of the programme adopted by the Austrian
Social-Democratic Party at the Briinn Congress in 1899.! o
¢ Having referred to the fact that “national dissension in Austria
is hindering political progress,” that “the final solution of the na-
tional problem . . . is above all a cultural demand,” and that this
final solution “is possible only in a genuinely democratic society,
constructed on the basis of universal, direct and equal suffrage,”
the programme goes on to say:

“The preservation and development of the national peculiarities® of the
peoples of Austria is possible only on the basis of equal rights and by avoid-
ing 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, that .
is, if the following principles are recognised:

“l. Austria must be transformed into a democratic state federation of
nationalities. '

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

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

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

The programme ends with an appeal for solidarity on the part
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 is a formulation of the
idea of national autonomy. It is therefore not without cause that

- 1 This programme was also supported by the vote ot the South-Slavic Social-
Democratic Party. Cf. Verhandlungen des Gesamtparteitages der Sozialdemo-
kratie in Oesterreich abgehalten zu Briinn. (Proceedings of the Briinn Social-
Demoocratic Party Congress), Vienna, 1899, pp. xiv and 104.

?In M. Panin’s Russian translation, “national individualities” is given in
place of “national peculiarities.” Panin translated this passage incorrectly.
The word “individuality” is not contained in the German text, which speaks
o}f. nationalen Eigenart, i.e., peculiarities, which is far from being the same
thing.

3 Verhandlungen des Gesamtparteitages zu Briinn, 1899,
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Springer, the first agitator on behalf of national autonomy, greets
it with enthusiasm;! Bauer also supports this programme, calling
it a “theoretical victory” ? for national autonomy; only, in the
interest of greater clarity, he proposes to replace Point 4 by a more
definite formulation, which would declare the necessity of “con-
stituting the national minority within each self-governing region
into a juridical public corporation” for the management of edu-
cational and other cultural affairs.?

Such is the national programme of the Austrian Social-Democra-
tic Party. o

Let us examine its scientific foundations. :

Let us see how the Austrian Social-Democratic Party justifies the
national autonomy it advocates.

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

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

According to Springer:

“Nationality is not essentially connected with territory”; it is “an autono-
mous union of nersons.” 4

)

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 foreign national organisms. It is
capitalism which drives them into other regions and cities in search
of a livelihood. But when they enter foreign national territories and
there form minorities, these groups are made to suffer by the local
national majorities in the way of limitations on their language,
schools, etc. Hence national collisions. Hence the “unsuitability” of
territorial autonomy. The only solution to such a situation, accord-
ing to Springer and Bauer, is to organise the minorities of the given
nationality dispersed over various parts of the state into a single,

1 0p. cit., p. 246.
2 Op. cit., p. 527.
3 Ibid., p. 533.

4 0p. cit., p. 15.
8 Op. cit., p. 274,
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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 end to national discord.
“Hence the necessity,” says Springer, “of organising the nationalities, of

investing them with rights and responsibilities.l. . . Of course, a law is easily
drafted, but will it be effective as a law? . . . If one wants to make a law for

nations, one must first create the nations. . . . Unless nationalities are consti-

tuted it is impossible to create national rights and eliminate national dis-
sension,” ® :

Bauer expresses himself in the same spirit when he proposes,
as “a demand of the working class,” that “the minorities should be
constituted into juridical public corporations based on the personal
principle.” 8

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 in-
dividual domiciled in a given region will be obliged to declare to what
nationality of that region he belongs.” ¢

“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 cadasters must be drawn up.” %

Further Bauer says:

“All the Germans in nationally homogeneous districts and all the Germans
entered in ‘the national cadasters in the dual districts will constitute the
German nation and elect a National Council.” 8 :

The same applies to the Czechs, Poles, and so on.

“The National Council,” according to Springer, “is the cultural parliament
of the nation, empowered to establish the principles and approve the methods
of, that is, to assume guardianship over, national education, national literature,
art and science, the formation of academies, museums, galleries, theatres,
ete.” 7

Such are the organisation of a nation and its central institution.
According to Bauer, the Austrian Social-Democratic Party is

10p. cit., p. 61.
2 [bid., pp. 72-73.
3 Op. cit., p. 530.
4 Op. cit., p. 192.
5Op. cit., p. 354.
6 Ibid., p. 360.

7 Op. cit., p. 200.
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striving by the creation of these ‘inter-class institutions ‘“to make
national culture . . . the possession of the whole people and there-
by fuse all the members of the nation into a national cultural com-
munity.” * (Our italics.)

One might think that all this concerns Austria alone. But Bauer
does not agree. He emphatically declares that national autonomy is
essential for all states which, like Austria, consist of several na-
tionalities,

According to Bauer, |

“The working class of all nations in a multi-national state puts forward its

demand for national autonomy in opposition to the national government policy
of the propertied classes.” 2

Then; imperceptibly substituting national autonomy for the self-
determination of nations, he continues:
““Thus, national autonomy, the self-determination of nations, will necessanly

become the constitutional programme of the proletariat of all nations in a
multi-national state,” 3

_ But he goes still further. He profoundly believes that the inter-
class “national unions” “constituted” by him and Springer will
serve as a sort of prototype of the future socialist society. For he
knows that “the socialist system of society . . . will divide human-
ity into nationally delimited communities” ;¢ that under socialism
there will take place “a grouping of humanity into autonomous
national communities” ;* that “thus, socialist society will undoubted-
ly present a checkered picture of national unions of persons and
territorial corporations,” ® and that accordingly “the socialist prin-
ciple of nationality is a supreme synthesis of the national principle
and national autonomy.” ®

Enough, it would seem.
These are the atguments in favour of national autonomy as given
in the works of Bauer and Springer. |

1 Op. cit., p. 531.
2 Jbid., p. 323.
3 Ibid., p. 319.
4 Ibid., p. 533.
5 Ibid., p. 521.
8 Ibid., p. 522.
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The first thing that strikes the eye is the entirely inexplicable
and absolutely unjustifiable substitution of national autonomy for
self-determination of nations. One or the other: either Bauer failed
to understand the meaning of self-determination, or he did under-
stand it. but for some reason or other deliberately narrowed its
meaning. For there is no doubt a) that national autonomy pre-
supposes. the integrity of the multi-national state, whereas self-
determination transcends this integrity and b) that self-determina-
tion endows a nation with sovereign rights, whereas national autono-
my endows it only with “cultural” rights. That, in the first place.

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

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

Further. National autonomy is contrary to the whole course of
development of nations. It calls for the organisation of nations;
but can they be artificially welded if in actual reality, by virtue
of economic development, whole groups are torn from them and
dispersed over various regions? There is 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 process whereby whole groups separ-
ate off from nations in search of a livelihood, subsequently settling
finally in other regions of the state; in the course of which these
settlers lose their old contacts, acquire new contacts in their new
domicile, from generation to generation acquire new hablts and new
tastes, and possibly a new language. . . . :

One asks: Is it possible to unite into a single national union
groups that have grown so distinct? Where are the magic hoops to

V Verhandlungen des Gesamtparteitages zu Brinn, 1899, p. 85
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tanite what cannot be united? Is it conceivable that, for instance, the
Germans of the Baltic Provinces and the Germans of Transcaucasia
can be “welded into a single nation”? But if it is not conceivable
and not possible, wherein does national autonomy differ from the
utopia of the old nationalists, who endeavoured to turn back the
wheel of history?

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

But let us assume for a moment that the slogan “Organise the
nation” is practicable. One might understand bourgeois nationalist
parliamentarians endeavouring to “organise” a nation for the pur-
pose 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 in a period of ex-
treme aggravation of the class struggle organise inter-class national
unions? Hitherto the Social-Democratic Party of Austria, like every
other Social-Democratic Party, had one aim, namely, to organise
the proletariat. This aim has apparently become “antiquated.”
Springer and Bauer are now setting a “new” aim, a more thrilling
aim, namely, to “create,” to “organise” a nation.

10, Bauer, op. cit., p. 531.
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- Besides, logic has its obligations: he who adopts national autono-
my must also adopt this “new” aim; but to adopt the latter means
to abandon the class position and to adopt the path of nationalism.

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

And it is by no means fortuitous that the national programme of
the Austrian Social-Democrats enjoins a concern for the “preserva-
tion and development of the national peculiarities of the peoples.”
Just think: to “preserve” such “national peculiarities” of the Trans-
caucasian Tatars as self-flagellation at the festiyal of Shakhsei-
Vakhsei; or to “develop” such “national peculiarities” of the
Georgians as the vendetta!'

A demand of this character is quite in place in an outright bour-
geois nationalist programme; and if it appears in the programme of
the Austrian Social-Democrats it is because national autonomy tol-
erates rather than precludes such demands.

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

Bauer’s prophecy regarding the division of “humanity into na-
tionally delimited communities” ! is refuted by the whole course of
development of present-day humanity. National partitions are being
demolished and are falling, rather than becoming firmer.

As early as the forties Marx declared that “national differences -
and antagonisms between peoples are daily more and more van-
ishing” and that “the supremacy of the proletariat will cause them
to vanish still faster.” [**] The subsequent development of man-
kind, accompanied as it was by the colossal growth of capitalist
production, the shuffling of nationalities and the amalgamation of
people within ever larger territories, emphatically corroborates
Marx’s thought. ' :

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

1 1bid., p. 533. -
3 Stalin
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We shall not dwell on the “socialist principle of nationality”
glorified by Bauer, which, in our opinion, replaces the socialist
principle of the class struggle by the bourgeois principle of “na-
tionality.” If national autonomy is based on such a dubious prin-
ciple, it must be confessed that it can only cause harm to the
working-class movement. - S

" True, such nationalism is not so transparent, for it is skilfully:

masked by socialist phrases, but it is all the more harmful to the
proletariat for that reason. We can always cope with open national-
ism, for it can easily be discerned. It is much more difficult to com-
bat a nationalism which is masked and unrecognisable beneath its
mask. Protected by the armour of socialism, it is less vulnerable
and more tenacious. Implanted among the workers, it poisons the
atmosphere and spreads noxious ideas of mutual mistrust and aloof-
ness among the workers of the different nationalities.

But this does not exhaust the harm caused by national autonomy.
Tt tends not only to creat aloofness, but also to break up a united

working-class movement. The idea of national autonomy creates the

psychological conditions that make for the division of a united

workers’ party into separate parties built on national lines. The’

break-up of the party is followed by the break-up of the trade
unions, and complete isolation is the result. In this way a united
c¢lass movement is broken up into separate national rivulets.

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

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

It will be seen from this that national autonomy is no solution
for the national problem. Nay more, it only serves to aggravate
and confuse the problem by creating a soil which favours the
destruction of the unity of the working-class movement, fosters
national aloofness among the workers and intensifies friction be-
tween them.

‘Such is the harvest of national autonomy.

V. THE Bunp, ITs NATIONALISM AND ITS SEPARATISM

We said above that Bauer, while he is prepared to grant na-
tional autonomy to the Czechs, Poles, and so on, is opposed to
granting similar autonomy to the Jews. In answer to the question
“Should the working class demand autonomy for the Jewish peo-
ple?” Bauer says that “the Jewish workers should not demand
national autonomy.” ! According to Bauer, the reason is that “cap-
italist society makes it impossible for them [the Jews.—/.S.] to
continue as a nation.” %

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

This view of the fate of the Jews as a nation is not a new one.
It was expressed by Marx as early as the forties * [!*] in reference
chiefly to the German Jews. It was repeated by Kautsky in 1903 * in".
reference to the Russian Jews. It is now being repeated by Bauer in
reference to the Austrian Jews, with the difference, however, that he
denies not the present but the future of the Jewish nation.

Bauer explains the impossibility of preserving the existence of
the Jews as a nation by the fact that “the Jews have no closed
territory of settlement.” 2 This explanation, in the main a correct

1 0p. cit., p 379.
2 Ibid., p. 373.
3 “Zur Judenfrage.”

4 “Das Kischinjewer Blutbad ” (“The Kishenev Pogrom’), 1906.
3*
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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 associated with the soil, which would naturally rivet the
nation, serving not only as its framework but also as a “national”
market. Of the five or six million Russian' Jews only three to
four per cent are connected with agriculture in any way. The re-
maining 96 per cent are employed in trade, industry, in town in-
stitutions, and in general live in towns; 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 Jews as a rule serve “foreign” nations as
manufacturers and traders and as members of the free professions,
naturally adapting themselves to the “foreign nations™ in respect
" to language and so forth. All this, taken together with' the in-
creasing reshuffling of nationalities characteristic of developed
forms of capitalism, leads to the assimilation of the Jews. The
abolition of the Pale would only serve to hasten this process.

The question of national autonomy for the Russian Jews con-
sequently assumes a somewhat curious character: autonotny is being
proposed for a nation whose future is denied and whose existence
has still to be proved!

"Nevertheless, this was the curious and shaky position adopted by
the Bund when at its Sixth Congress (1905) [**] it adopted &
“national programme” based on national autonomy.

Two circumstances impelled the Bund to take this step.

The first circumstance is the existence of the Bund as an organ-
isation of Jewish, and only Jewish, Social-Democratic. workers.
Even before 1897 the Social-Democratic groups active among the
Jewish workers set themselves the task of creating “a special Jewish
working-class organisation.” ! They founded such an organisation
in 1897 by uniting to form the Bund. This was at a time when
Russian Social-Democracy as a whole virtually did not yet exist. The’
Bund steadily grew and spread, and stood out more and more vivid-
ly against the background of the sunless days of Russian Social-

L Cf. Forms of the National Movement, etc., edited by Kastelyansky, p. 772
(in Russian.—Ed. Eng. ed.).
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Democracy. . . . Then came the early years of the twentieth
century. A mass working-class movement came into being. The
Polish Social-Democratic Party grew, drawing the Jewish workers
into the mass struggle. The Russian Social-Democratic Party grew
and attracted the “Bund” workers. Lacking a territorial basis, the
national framework, of the Bund began to be restrictive. The Bund
was faced with the problem of either merging with the general
inter-national wave, or of defending its independent existence as
an extra-territorial organisation. The Bund chose the latter course.

Thus grew up the “theory” that the Bund is “the sole representa-
tive of the Jewish proletariat.” ’

But to justify this strange “theory” in any “simple” way became
impossible. A background of “principle,” a justification.on “prin-
ciple,” was needed. National autonomy proved to be this basis. The
Bund seized upon it, borrowing it from the Austrian Social-Demo-
crats. If the Austrians had not had such a programme the Bund
would have invented it in order to provide a justification for its
independent existence on “principle.”

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

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

We have already said that this position is undermining the exist-
ence of the Jews as a nation and is driving them towards assimila-
tion. 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, of a guarantee
against assimilation. ‘

Preaching as it does the vitality of the Jewish “nationality,” the
Bund could not avoid being in favour of a “guarantee.” And, having
taken up this position, it could not but accept national autonomy.
For if the Bund could seize upon any autonomy at all, it could only
be national autonomy, i.e., national cultural autonomy: there could
be no question of territorial political autonomy for the Jews, since
the Jews have no definite and integral territory.
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It is noteworthy that the Bund from the outset stressed the char-
acter of national autonomy as a guarantee of the rights of national
minorities, as a guarantee of the “free development” of nations. It
is not for nothing that the represéntative of the Bund at the Second
Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Party, Goldblatt, defined
national autonomy as consisting of “institutions which guarantee
them [i.e., nations.—J.S.] complete freedom of cultural develop-
ment.” * A similar proposal was made by supporters of the ideas of
the Bund in the Social-Democratic fraction of the Fourth
Duma. . . . ' ‘ - -

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

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

And so, it is a question of “institutions which guarantee” the
nations “complete freedom of cli]Jtural development.” (Our italics.—
J.S.) ; ' ;

But what are these “institutions which guarantee,” etc.?

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

But can these institutions guarantee the nations “complete free-
dom of cultural development”? Can a Diet on cultural matters
guarantee a nation against nationalist repressions?

The Bund believes it can.

But history proves the contrary.

At one time a Diet existed in Russian Poland. It was a political
Diet and, of course, endeavoured to guarantee freedom of “cultural
development” for the Poles. But, far from succeeding in doing
{ — o

' Minutes of the Second Congress, p. 176.
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80, it itself succumbed in the unequal struggle against the political

conditions generally prevailing in Russia.

A Diet has been in existence for a long time in Finland, and it
also endeavours to protect the Finnish nation from “attempts,” but
how far it succeeds in doing s6 everybedy knows. :

Of course, there are Diets and Diets, and it is not so easy to
cope 'with the democratically 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 gross

.and Asiatic social and political regime existed in Russia now as in

the past, at the time the Polish Diet was abolished, the Finnish
Diet would be much worse off. Moreover, the policy of “attempts”
upon Finland is growing, and it cannot be said that it has met

‘with defeat. . . .

~If this is the case with old, historically evolved institutions—
political Diets—still less will young Diets, young ‘institutions,

‘especially such feeble institutions.as “cultural” Diets,. be able to

guarantee the free development of nations. : .
Obviously, the point lies not in “institutions,” but in the general
regime prevailing in the country. If there is no democracy in the

country there can be no guarantee of “the complete freedom of

cultural development” of nationalities. One may say with certainty
that the more democratic a country is the fewer are the “attempts”

made on the “freedom of nationalities,” and the greater are the :

guarantees against such “attempts.”

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

Germany is already Europe, and she has a greater or lesser
degree of political freedom. It is not surprising that in Germany the
policy of “attempts” never takes the form of pogroms.

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

We will not mention Switzerland, where, thanks to her high-
ly-developed, although bourgeois democracy, nationalities live



§
}

i

40 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL kQUESTION

in freedom, whether they represent minorities or majorities.

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

It may be said that the Bund itself regards the establishment
of democracy in Russia as a preliminary condition for the “crea-
tion .of institutions” and guarantees of freedom. But this is not
the case. From the Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund [*4]
it will be seen that the Bund thinks it can secure “institutions” under
the present system in Russia by “reforming” the Jewish community.

“The community,” one of the leaders of the Bund said at this conference,
“may become the nucleus of future national cultural autonomy. National
-cultural autonomy is & form of self-service on the part of nations, a form
of satisfying national needs. The community form contains a similar content.
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 the reform of the Jewish community and its conversion
by legislative means into a lay institution,” * democratically organ.
ised. (Our italics.—/J.S.)

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

_the Duma.

But we have already seen that “institutions” in themselves can-
not serve as “guarantees” if the regime in the state generally is not
a democratic one.

But what, it may be asked, will be the position under a future
democratic system? Will not specific “cultural institutions which
guarantee, etc.” be required even under democracy? What is the
position in this respect in democratic Switzerland, for example? Are
there specific cultural institutions in Switzerland on the pattern of
Springer’s “National Council”? No, there are not. But do not the
cultural interests of, for instance, the Italians, who constitute a
minority, suffer for that reason? One does not seem to hear that

1 Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, 1911, p. 62.
2 ]Jbid., pp. 83-84.
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they do. And that is quite natural: in Switzerland all specifically
cultural “institutions,” which supposedly “guarantee,” etc., are
rendered superfluous by democracy.

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

But it becomes still more pernicious when it is foisted upon a
“nation” whose present and future are open to doubt. In such cases
the advocates of national autonomy are obliged to retain and pre-
serve all the attributes of a “nation,” not only the useful attributes
but also the harmful ones, just for the sake of “saving the nation”
from assimilation, just for the sake of “preserving”

That the Bund should adopt this dangerous path was inevitable.

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

Social-Democrats strive to secure the right of all mmons to the'
use of their own language. But that does not satisfy the Bund: it
demands that “the right of the Jewish language” (Our italics.—/.S.)
be fought for with “particular insistence.” ! And the Bund itsel,
in the elections to the Fourth Duma, declared that it would give
“preference to those of them [i.e., candidates to the electoral cu-
riae ] who undertake to defend the rights of the Jewish language.” 3

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

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

! Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, p. 85.
t Curia—electoral college to the Duma.—Ed. Eng ed.
3 Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, 1912, p. 42.
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Social-Democrats are striving to secure the establishment of one
compulsory weekly rest day. But that does not satisfy the Bund:
demands that “by legislative . means . . . the Jewish proletauat
should be granted the right of observing the Sabbath and be relieved
of the obligation of observing another day.”*

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

Quite comprehensible, therefore, are the ¢ “fiery speeches” of the
speakers at the Eighth Conference of the Bund who demanded
“Jewish hospitals,” a demand which was based on the argument
that “a patient feels more at home among his own people,” that
“the Jewish worker will not feel at ease among Polish workers and
will feel at ease among Jewish shopkeepers.” 2

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

" Comrade Plekhanov was right a thousand times over when he said
that the Bund “is adapting socialism to nationalism.” [**] Of course,
V. Kossoysky and Bundists like him may accuse Plekhanov of being

a “demagogue” [¢]—paper will put up with anything that is writ-
ten on it—but those who know the activities of the Bund will easily
realise that these doughty fellows are simply afraid to tell the truth
of themselves and are hiding behind scurrilous accusations of “de-
magogy.”

But since it holds such a position on . the national quesnon, the
Bund was naturally obliged to demand the isolation of the Jewish
workers also in the matter of organisation, to demand national

! Report of the Eighth Conjerence of the Bund, p. 83.
2 Ibid., p. 68.
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curige within the Social- Democratlc Party. Such is the logic of
national autonomy!

‘And, in fact, the Bund passed from the theory of “sole repre-
sentation” to the theory of “national demarcation” of workers. The
Bund demands that the Russian Social-Democratic Party should
“in its organisational structure introduce demarcation according
to nationalities.” * From “demarcation” it made a “step forward”
to ‘the theory of “isolation.” It is not without good cause that
speeches were made at the Eighth Conference of the Bund declarmg
that “national existence lies in isolation.” 2

. Otganisational federalism harbours the elements of disintegra-
tion -and separatism. The Bund is heading for separatism.

.And, indeed, there is nothing else it can head for. Its very ex-
1stence 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 Russian Social-Democratic parties are inter-national, territorial
collective bodies. But the result is that every extension of these
collective bodies means a “loss” for the Bund and a restriction :
of its field of action. There are two alternatives: either the entire
Russian Social-Democratic Party must be reconstructed on ' the
principle of national federalism—which will enable the Bund to
“secure” the Jewish proletariat for itself; or the inter-national ter-
ritorial principle of these collective bodies remains in force—in
which case the Bund must be reconstructed along inter-national
lines, as is the ¢ase with the Polish and Lettlsh Social- Democratlc:
parties.

. This explains why the Bund has always demanded that “the Rus-
sian Social-Democratic Party be reformed along federal lines. ”3,

In 1906, bending before the wave of feeling in favour of unity
among the rank and file, the Bund chose a middle path and jojned
the Russian Social-Democratic Party. But how did it join? Whereas
the Polish and Lettish Social-Democratic parties joined for the
purpose of peaceable joint action, the Bund joined with the purpose

L An Announcement on the Seventh Congress of the Bund [”] p- 7

2 Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, p. 72..

3 National Autonomy and -the Reform of the Russian Social- Dcmocratz(‘
Party on Federal Lines, 1902, published by the Bund.
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of waging war for a federation. That is exactly what the leader of
the Bundists, Medem, said at the time:

“We are joining not for the sake of an idyll, but in order to fight. ‘There
are no idylls, and only Manilovs! can hope for them in the near future. The
Bund must join the Party armed cap-i-pie.” 2

It would be wrong to regard this as an expression of evil intent
on Medem’s part. It is not a matter of evil intent, but of the peculiar
position of the Bund, which compels it to fight the Russian Social-
Democratic Party as a party built on inter-national lines. And in
fighting it the Bund naturally violated the interests of unity. Finally,
matters reached such a pitch that the Bund formally broke with the
Russian Social-Democratic Party by violating the statutes, and in
the elections to the Fourth Duma joined forces with the Polish
nationalists against the Polish Social-Democrats. [*]

'The Bund apparently considered that a break would provide the
most favourable conditions for its activities.

And so the “principle” of organisational “demarcation” led to
separatism and to complete rupturé.

In the controversy with the old Iskra [*] on the question of
federalism, the Bund once wrote:

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

the Social:Democratic Party of Austria, which assumed a federal character
by virtue of the decision of the Party Congress of 1897.” 3

This was written in 1902. :

But we are now in the year 1913. We now have both Russian
“practice” and the “experience of the Social-Democratic Party of
Austria.”

What do they tell us? k :

Let fis begin with “the extremely edifying experience of the Social-
‘Democratic Party of Austria.” Up to 1896 there was a united

1 Manilov—a character in Gogol's Dead Souls represented as a sentimental
dreamer—Ed. Eng. ed. )

2 Nashe Slovo [181, No. 3, p. 24, Vienna, 1906.

8 National Autonomy, etc., 1902, p. 17, published by the Bund.
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Social-Democratic Party in Austria. In that year the Czechs at the
International Congress in London first demanded separate repre-
sentation, and got it. In 1897, at the Vienna (Wimberg) Party Con-
gress, the united party was formally liquidated and in its place
a federal league of six national “Social-Democratic groups” was
set up. Subsequently these groups were converted into independent
parties. The parties gradually severed contact. The parties were
followed by the parliamentary fraction, which also broke up—
national “clubs” were formed. Next came the trade unions, which
also split along national lines. Even the co-operatives were affected,
the Czech separatists calling upon the workers to split them up.!
We will not dwell on the fact that separatist agitation is under-
mining the sense of solidarity of the workers and frequently drives
them to strike-breaking.

Thus “the extremely edifying experience of the Social-Democratic
Party of Austria” speaks against the Bund and for the old Iskra.
Federalism in the Austrian party has led to the most monstrous
form of separatism and to the destruction of the unity of the
working-class movement. |

We have seen above that “practice in Russia™ also bears this
out. Like the Czech separatists, the Bundist separatists have broken
with the general Russian Social-Democratic Party. As to the trade
unions, the Bundist trade unions, they were always organised on
national lines, that is to say, they were always cut off from the
workers of other nationalities. '

Complete isolation and complete rupture—that is what is revealed
by the “Russian experience” of federalism. '

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

t Cf. the words quoted from a brochure by Vanek [21] in Dokumente des
Separatismus, p. 29.
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“ .. We regard the Polish workers, who are squeezing us out, as pogrom-
ists, as scabs; we do not support their strikes, we break them, Secendly, we
reply to being squeezed by squeezing in our turn: we reply to Jewish workers
not being allowed into the factories by not allowing Polish workers near the
benches. . . . If we do not take this matter into our own hands the workers
will follow others.” ! (Our italics.—J.S.) v )

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

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

others. .. .’

The disorganisation of the working-class movement, the demoral-
isation of the ranks of Social-Democracy—that is whither the
federalism of the Bund is leading,

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

VI. THE CAUCASIANS AND THE CONFERENCE OF LIQUIDATORS
- We spoke above of the waverings of one section of the Caucasian
Social-Democrats who were unable to withstand the nationalist
“epidemic.” These waverings were revealed in the fact that, strange
as it may seem, the Social-Democrats mentioned followed in the
footsteps of the Bund and declared in favour-of national cultural
autonomy. ' o
Regional autonomy for the Caucasus as a whole and national

cultural autonomy for the nations forming the Caucasus—that is.

the way these Social-Democrats, who, incidentally, are linked with
the Russian Liquidators, formulate their demand.

Listen to their acknowledged leader, the not unknown N. [*].

“Everybody knows that the Caucasus differs profoundly from the central
gubernias, both as regards the racial composition of its population and as
regards its territory -and agricultural development. The exploitation and

material development of such a region require local workers acquainted with

local peculiarities and accustomed to the local climate and-culture. All laws
designed to further the exploitation of the local territory should be issued
locally and should be put into effect by local forces. Consequently, the com-

t Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, p. 19.
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petence of the central organ of Caucasian self-government should extend
to legislation on local questions. . . . Hence, the functions of the Caucasian
centre should consist in the legislation of laws designed to further the economic
ez(plojtlationx of the local territory and the material prosperity of the re.
gion,” 1 . :
. In a word, regional autonomy for the Caucasus.

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

When Martov submitted this point for discussion at the Second
Congress, 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 si;ch
large units as Finland, Poland, Lithuania and the Caucasus.”

But from this it follows that -regional self-government is to be
interpreted as regional autonomy. :

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

“So far we have spoken only of the material development of local life. But

the economic development of a region is facilitated not 'only by economic
activities but also by spiritual, cultural activities. ... A culturally strong

_nation is strong also in the economic sphere. . . . But the cultural develop-

ment of nations is possible only in the national languages. . . . Consequently,
all questions connected with the native language are questions of national
culture. Such are the questions of education, legal procedure, the church,
literature, art, science, the theatre, etc. If the. material development of a
region unites nations, national culture disunites them and places each in &
separate sphere. Activities of the former kind are associated with a definite
territory. . . . This is not the case with matters of national culture. They are
associated not with a definite territory but with the existence of a definite
nation, The fate of the Georgian language interests a Georgian, no matter
where he lives. It would be a sign of profound ignorance to say that Georgian

leg the Georgian newspaper Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life) [®], 1912,
0. .
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ulture concerns only the Georgians who live in Georgia. Take, for instance,
the Armenian church. Armenians of various localities and states take part
in the administration of its affairs. Territory plays no part here. Or, for in-
stance, the creation of a Georgian museum interests not only the Georgians
of Tiflis, but also the Georgians of Baku, Kutais, St. Petersburg, etc. Hence,
the administration and control of all affairs of national culture must be
left to the nations concerned. We are in favour of national cultural autonomy
for the Caucasian nationalities.” !

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

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

And for the following reason. o
" National cultural autonomy presumes more or less developed
nationalities, with a developed culture and literature. Failing these
conditions, autonomy loses all sense and reduces itself to an absurd-
ity. But in the Caucasus there are a number of peoples each possess-
ing a primitive culture, a specific language, but without its own
literature; peoples, moreover, which are in a state of transition,
partly becoming assimilated and partly continuing to develop. How
is national cultural autonomy to be applied to them? What is to be
done with such peoples? How are they to be “organised” into separ-
ate national cultural unions, such as are undoubtedly implied by
national cultural autonomy?

What is to be done with the Mingrelians, the Abkhasians, the

Adjarians, the Svanetians, the Lesghians, and so on, who speak
different languages but do not possess a literature of their own?
To what nations are they to he attached? Can they be “organised™
into national unions? Around what “cultural affairs” are they to
be “organised”? o ,

What is to be done with the Ossets, of whom the Transcaucasian
Ossets are becoming assimilated (but are as yet by no means wholly

assimilated) by the Georgians and the Ciscaucasian Ossets are partly

' 3 Chveni Tskhovreba, 1912, No. 12.
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being assimilated by the Russians and partly continuing to develop
and are creating their own literature? How are they to be “organ-
ised” 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 Kobuleti, the Ingushes, the Inghilois?

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

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

But let us grant the impossible and assume that our N.’s national
cultural autonomy has been put into effect. Whither would it lead;
what would be its results? Take, for instance, the Transcaucasian
Tatars, with their minimum of literacy, their schools controlled by
the omnipotent mullahs and their culture permeated by the reli-
gious spirit. . . . It is not difficult to understand that to organise
them into a national cultural union would be to place them under
the control of the mullahs, to deliver them to the mercies of the
reactionary mullahs, to create a new stronghold of spiritual enslave-
ment 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 find nothing better to “pro-
claim” than the confinement of the Transcaucasian Tatars within a
national cultural union which would enslave the masses to vicious
reactionaries?

No, this is no solution of the national problem.

The national problem in the Caucasus can be solved only by
drawing the backward nations and peoples into the common stream
of a higher culture. It is the only progressive solution and the only
solution acceptable to Social-Democrats. Regional autonomy in the
Caucasus is acceptable because it draws the backward nations into
the common cultural development; it helps them to cast off the
shell of isolation peculiar to small nationalities; it impels them

Stalin
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forward and facilitates access to the benefits of a higher culture;
whereas national cultural autonomy acts in a diametrically opposite
direction, because it shuts up the nations within their old shells,
chains them to the lower rungs of cultural development and pre-
vents them from rising to the higher rungs 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 national
cultural autonomy and regional autonomy as proposed by N. is
also unsuitable. This unnatural combination does mot improve
matters but makes them worse, because in addition to retarding the
development of the backward nations it transforms regional auton-
omy into a cause of cenflict between the nations organised in the
national unions.

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

So much for the national cultural autonomy of N. and his col-
leagues in the Caucasus.

Whether the Caucasian Liquidators will take “a step forward”
and follow in the footsteps of the Bund on the question of organisa-
tion also, the future alone will show. So far, in the history of Social-
Democracy federalism in organisation always preceded national
autonomy in programme. The Austrian Social-Democrats introduced
organisational federalism in 1897, and it was only two years later
(in 1899) that they adopted national autonomy. The Bundists spoke
coherently of national autonomy for the first time in 1901, whereas
organisational federalism had been practised by them since 1897.

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

But, easy though it may be to adopt national autonomy, which
is as yet not understood by the workers, it will be difficult to
demolish an edifice which it has taken many years to build and
which has been raised and cherished by the workers of all the

pationalities of the Caucasus. This Herostratian undertaking has
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onl‘y to l.)e begun and the eyes of the workers will be opened to the
nationalist character of national cultural autonomy.

* * *

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

“Hayihg heard tht.v statement of the' Caucasian delegation . . . as to the
necessity of dem?qdlng national cultural autonomy, the conference, without
expressing an opinion as to the substance of the demand, declares that such
an interpretation of the clause in the programme which recognises the right

of every nationality to self-determination is not con ; ;
trary to the precise m
of the latter.” Ty p eaning

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

And what does this original conference “declare”?

That the “demand” for national cultural autonomy “is not con-
trary to 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 refers to the rights of na-
tions [**]. According to this clause, nations shall have the right not -
only of autonomy but also of secession. It is a question of political
self-determination. Whom did the Liquidators want to fool when
they endeavoured to misinterpret this right of nations to political
self-determination, which has long been recognised by the whole
intefnational Social-Democratic movement?

Or perhaps the Liquidators will try to wriggle out of the situa-
tion and to defend themselves by the sophistry that national cultural
autonomy “is not contrary” to the rights of nations? That is to
say, if all the nations in a given state agree to arrange their affairs
on the basis of national cultural autonomy, they, the given sum of
nations, are fully entitled to do so and nobody may forcibly impose
a differegt form of political life on them. This is both new and
brilliant. Should it not be added that, speaking generally, a nation
has the right to abolish its own constitution, replace it by a system
of arbitrary rule and revert to the old order on the grounds that the
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nation, and the nation alone, has the right to determine its own fate?
We repeat: in this sense, neither national cultural autonomy nor any
other kind of nationalist reaction “is contrary” to the rights oj
nations. ‘ ‘

Is this what the esteemed conference wanted to say?

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

And that is quite understandable. If it were a nation that ad-
dressed itself to the conference of Liquidators, the conference might
have directly declared that the nation has a right to national cul-
tural autonomy. But it was not a nation that addressed itself to the
conference, but a “delegation” of Caucasian Social-Democrats—bad
Social-Democrats, it is true, but Social-Democrats nevertheless. And
they inquired not about the rights of nations, but whether national
cultural autonomy contradicts the principles of Social-Democracy,
whether it was not “contrary” to “the precise meaning” of the pro-
gramme of the Social-Democratic Party?

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

Evidently, there are demands which, while they are not contrary
to the rights of nations, may yet be contrary to “the precise mean-
ing” of the programme.

For example. The programme of the Social-Democrats contains
a clause on freedom of religion. According to this clause any group
 of persons have the right to profess any religion they please: Catho-
licism, the religion of the Orthodox Church, and so forth. The
Social-Democrats will combat all forms of religious oppression, be
it persecution of members of the Orthodox Church, Catholics or
Protestants. Does this mean that Catholicism, Protestantism, etc.,
“are not contrary to the precise meaning” of the programme? No, it
does not. Social-Democrats will always protest against persecution

" of Catholics and Protestants, they will always defend the right of
nations to profess any religion they please; but at the same time,
on the basis of a correct understanding of the interests of the pro-
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letariat, they will carry on agitation against Catholicism, Protestant-:
ism and the religion of the Orthodox Church in order to secure the
triumph of the socialist world conception.

And they will do so just because there is no doubt that Protestant-
jsm, Catholicism, the religion of the Orthodox Church, etc., are
“contrary to the precise meaning” of the programme, i.e., to the
correctly understood interests of the proletariat.

The same must be said of self-determination. Nations have the
right to arrange their affairs as they please; they have the right
to preserve any of their national institutions, whether beneficial or
pernicious—nobody can (nobody has the right to!) forcibly inter-
fere in the life of a nation. But that does not mean that Social-
Democrats will not combat and agitate against the pernicious in-
stitutions of nations and against the inexpedient demands of nations.
On the contrary, it is the duty of Social-Democrats to conduct such
agitation and to endeavour to influence the will of nations so that
the nations may arrange their affairs in the way that will best suit
the interests of the proletariat. For this reason Social-Democrats,
while fighting for the right of nations to self-determination, will at
the same time agitate, for instance, against the secession of the
Tatars, or against national cultural autonomy for the Caucasian
nations; for both, while not contrary to the rights of these nations,
are contrary “fo the precise meaning” of the programme, i.e., to the
interests of the Caucasian proletariat. '

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

famous conference of the Liquidators. They are simply incommen-
surable.
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But from this it follows that the esteemed conference unpardon-
ably muddled two entirely different things. The result obtained was
not a solution of the national problem but an absurdity, according
to which the rights of nations and the principles of Social-Democra-
cy “are not contrary” to each other, and, consequently, every de-
"mand of a nation may be made compatible with the interests of the
proletariat; consequently, no demand of a nation which is striving
for self-determination will be “contrary to the precise meaning” of
the programme!

Logic is shown no mercy. . . .

It was this absurdity that gave rise to the now famous resolution
of the conference of the Liquidators which declares that the demand
for national cultural autonomy “is not contrary to the precise mean-
ing” of the programme.

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

By sanctioning national cultural autonomy it also violated its
duty to Russian Social-Democracy. It most definitely violated “the
precise meaning” of the programme, for it is well known that the
Second Congress, which adopted the programme, definitely repudi-
ated national cultural autonomy. This is what was said ‘at the con-
gress in this connection:

“Goldblatt (Bundist): . . . I deem it necessary that special institutions be
set up to protect the freedom of cultural development of nationalities, and I
therefore propose that the following words be added to Par. 8: ‘and the crea-
tion of institutions which will guarantee them complete freedom of cultural
development.’ [This, as we know, is the Bund’s definition of national cultural
autonomy.—/J.S.]

“Martynov pointed out that general institutions must be so constituted as
to protect particular interests also. It is impossible to create a special institu-
tion to guarantee the freedom of cultural development of the nationalities.

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

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

“Goldblaw’s amendment was rejected by the majority, only three votes being
siven in support.”
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Thus it is clear that the conference of the Liquidators went “con-
trary to 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 national
cultural autonomy. Thus, V. Kossovsky writes as follows:

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

But the efforts of the Liquidators are vain. The Stockholm Con-
gress 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: ‘That the question of the national
programme be left open in view of the fact that it is not being examined by
the congress.’ (For—50, against—32.)

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

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

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

The conference of the Liquidators, however, most definitely un-
dertakes to give an opinion on the matter, declares national cultural
autonomy to be acceptable and endorses it in the name of the
Party programme.

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.

! Nasha Zarya, 1912, No. 9-10, p. 120.
2 Nashe Slovo, 1906, No. 8, p. 53.



56 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

All it could do was to squirm before the Bund and the Caucasian

national-liquidators.
VII. THE NatioNaL ProBrEM IN Russia

It remains for us to give a positive solution of the national prob-
lem.

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

Russia is in a transitional period, when “normal,” “constitutional”
life has not yet been established and when the political crisis has
not yet been settled. Days of storm and “complications” are ahead.
And this gives rise to the movement, the present and the future
movement, the aim of which is to achieve complete democracy.

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

Thus complete democracy in the country is the basis and con-
dition for the solution of the national problem.

When seeking a solution of the problem we must take account
not only of the situation at home but also of the situation abroad.
Russia is situated between Europe and Asia, between Austria and
China. The growth of democracy in Asia is inevitable.

The growth of imperialism in Europe is not fortuitous. In Europe,
capital finds itself too restricted, and it is striving towards foreign
countries in search of new markets, cheap labour and new fields of
investment. But this leads to external complications and to war.
Nobody will dare to say that the Balkan War [?*] is the end and
not the beginning of the complications. It is quite possible that a
combination of internal and external factors may arise in which
one or another nationality in Russia may find it necessary to raise
and settle the question of its independence. And, of course, it is not
for Marxists to create obstacles in such cases.

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

Thus the right of self-determination is an essential element in

the solution of the national problem.
Further. What must be our attitude towards nations which for one
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reason or another will prefer to remain within the general frame-
work ? '

We have seen that national cultural autonomy is unsuitable.

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

Secondly, it stimulates nationalism, because it tends to the view
which advocates the “demarcation” of people according to national
curige, the “organisation” of nations, the “preservation” and culti-
vation of “national peculiarities”—a thing that is entirely incom-
patible with Social-Democracy.

It is not fortuitous that the Moravian separatlsts in the Reichsrat,
having severed themselves from the German Social-Democratic
deputies, united with the Moravian bourgeois deputies to form a
single, so to speak, Moravian “ring.” Nor is it fortuitous that the
Russian separatists of the Bund have got themselves involved in
nationalism by acclaiming the “Sabbath” and “Yiddish.” There are
no Bundist deputies yet in the Duma, but in the Bund district there
is a clerical-reactionary Jewish community, in the “controlling
institutions” of which the Bund is arranging a “get-together” of
the Jewish workers and the bourgeois.! Such is the logic of national
cultural autonomy.

Thus, national autonomy does not solve the problem.

What is the way out?

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

The advantage of regional autonomy consists firstly in the fact
that it does not deal with a fiction deprived of territory, but with a
definite population inhabiting a definite territory.

Secondly, it does not divide people according to nation, it does
not strengthen national partitions; on the contrary, it only serves

1 Cf. Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, the concluding part of
the resolution on the community.
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to break down these partitions and unites the population in sucl.1 a
manner as to open the way for division of a different kind, division
according to class.

Finally, it provides the opportunity of utilising the nattlral wealth
of the region and of developing its productive forces in the best
possible way without awaiting the decisions of a common centre—
functions which are not proper to national cultural autonomy.

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

Of course, not one of the regions constitutes a compact, homo-
geneous nation, for each is interspersed by national minorities. Such
are the Jews in Poland, the Latvians in Lithuania, the Russians in
the Caucasus, the Poles in the Ukraine, and so on. It may be feared,
therefore, that the minorities will be oppressed by the national
majorities. But there will be grounds for this fear only if the old
order continues to prevail in the country. Give the country complete
democracy and all grounds for this fear will vanish.

It is proposed to bind the dispersed minorities into a single na-
tional union. But what minorities want is not an artificial union
but real rights in the localities they inhabit. What can such a
union give them without complete democracy? On the other hand,
what need is there for a-national union when there is complete
democracy ?

What is it that particularly agitates a national minority?

A minority is discontented not hecause 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 because it does not possess its own schools. Give it its own
schools and all 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, liberty of move.
ment, etc. Give it these liberties and it will cease to be discontented.

Thus nationel equality in all forms (language, schools, etc.) is
an essential element in the solution of the national problem. A state

law based on complete democracy in the country is required, pro-
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hibiting all national privileges without exception and all kinds of
disabilities and restrictions on the rights of national minorities.

That, and that alone, is the real, not a paper guarantee of the
rights of a minority.

One may or may not deny the existence of a logical connection
between organisational federalism and national cultural autonomy.
But one cannot deny the fact that the latter creates an atmosphere
favouring unlimited federalism, which tends towards complete rup-
ture, towards separatism. When the Czechs in Austria and the Bund-
ists in Russia began with autonomy, passed to federation and ended
in separatism, there can be no doubt that an important part in
this was played by the nationalist atmosphere that is naturally
generated by national autonomy. It is not fortuitous that national
autonomy and organisational federalism go hand in hand. It is quite
understandable. Both demand division according to nationality.
Both presume organisation on national lines. The similarity is be-
yond question. The only difference is that in one case the popula-
tion generally are divided, while in the other it is the Social-
Democratic workers who are divided.

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

The only cure for this is organisation on internationalist lines.

The aim must be to unite the workers of all nationalities in Russia |
into united and integral collective bodies in the various localities .

and to unite these collective bodies into a single party.

It goes without saying that a party structure of this kind does not

preclude, but on the contrary presumes, wide autonomy for the
regions within the single party whole.

The experience of the Caucasus proves the expediency of an or-
ganisation of this type. If the Caucasians have succeeded in over-
coming the national friction between the Armenian and Tatar

f
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workers, if they have succeeded in guaranteeing the population
against massacres and shootings, if in Baku, fthat kaleidoscope of
national groups, national collisions are now no longer possible, and
if it has been possible to draw the workers into the single current
of a powerful movement—the international structure of Caucasian
Social-Democracy was not the least factor in bringing this
about.

Type of organisation influences not only practical work. It stamps
an indelible impress on the whole mental life of the workers. The
worker lives the life of his organisation, which stimulates his intel-
lectual growth and educates him. And thus, moving within his
crganisation and continually meeting comrades belonging to other
nationalities and with them fighting a common struggle under the
leadership of a common collective body, he becomes deeply imbued
with the idea that workers are primarily members of one class
family, members of the one army of socialism. And this cannot
but have a tremendous educational value for large sections of the
working class. '

And the international type of organisation therefore serves as a
school of fraternal sentiments and is a tremendous agitational fac-
tor on behalf of internationalism.

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

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

Thus we are confronted by two fundamentally different types of
organisation: the type based on international unity and the type
based on the organisational “demarcation” of the workers accord-
ing to nationality.

Attempts to reconcile these two types have hitherto been vain.

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

The same is true in Russia. The “reconciliation” with the federal-
ism of the Bund which took place at the Stockholm Congress ended
in a complete fiasco. The Bund violated the Stockholm compromise.
Ever since the Stockholm Congress the Bund has been an obstacle
to the union of the workers in the various localities into a single
organisation which would include the workers of all nationalities.
And the Bund has obstinately persisted in its separatist tacticsinspite
of the fact that during both 1907 and 1908 the Russian Social-Demo-
cratic Party repeatedly demanded that unity should be established
from below among the workers of all nationalities [*¢]. The Bund,
which began with organisational national autonomy, in reality
passed to federalism, only to end in complete rupture and separa-
tism. And by breaking with the Russian Social-Democratic Party it
caused disharmony and disorganisation within the ranks of the
latter. Let us recall the Jagiello affair, for instance [19].

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

One thing or the other: either the federalism of the Bund, in
which case the Russian Social-Democratic Party must re-form itseli
on a basis of “demarcation” of the workers along national lines; or
an international type of organisation, in which case the Bund must
re-form itself on a basis of territorial autonomy after the pattern
of the Caucasian, Lettish and Polish Social-Democratic parties, and
thus make possible the direct union of the Jewish workers wiil the
workers of the other nationalities of Russia.

There is no middle course: principles triumph, they do not be-:
come “reconciled.”

Thus the principle of international solidarity of the workers is
an essential element in the solution of the national problem.

Vienna, January 1913

Prosveshcheniye, Nos, 3-5
March-May 1913

1

1 ]. Strasser, Der Arbeiter und die Nation, 1912.



REPORT ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION

Delivered at the Seventh (April) All-Russian Conference of the
R.S.D.L.P., April 29, 1917 [*"]

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. What is national oppression? National oppression is
that system of exploitation and plunder of subject peoples, those
measures of forcible restriction. of ‘the political rights of subject
peoples, which are resorted to by imperialist circles. These, taken
together, present the policy generally known as a policy of national
oppression.

The first question is, on what classes does any particular govern-
ment depend in carrying out its policy of national oppression? In
order to obtain an answer to this question it must first be under-
stood why different forms of national oppression exist in different
states, why in one state national oppression 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 on the national rights of the
subject peoples; whereas in Russia it not infrequently assumes the
form of pogroms and massacres. In certain states, 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 freely.

How are we to explain the difference in attitude towards nation-
alities existing in different states?

The difference depends on the degree of democracy in these states.
When in former years the old landed aristocracy controlled the

1 Old Style.-—Ed. Eng. ed.
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state power in Russia, national oppression could assume, and actu-
ally did assume, the monstrous form of massacres and pogroms. In
Great Britain, where there is a definite degree of democracy and
political freedom, national oppression bears a less brutal character.
Switzerland, for her part, approximates to a democratic society, and
in that country the small nations have more or less complete free.
dom. In a word, the more democratic a country, the less the national
oppression, and vice versa. And since 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 the forms it assumes.
However, national oppression is supported not only by the agrar-
ian aristocracy. There is, in addition, another force—the imperialist
groups, who transfer the methods of enslaving peoples acquired by
them in the colonies to their own country itself and thus become
the natural allies of the landed aristocracy. They are followed by
the petty bourgeoisie, a section of the intelligentsia, a section of
the upper strata of the workers, who also enjoy the fruits of the
plunder. There is thus a whole choir of social forces which support
national oppression, headed by the landed and financial aristocracy.

“In order to create a real democratic system, it is first necessary to

clear the soil and remove this choir from the political stage.
[Reads the resolution.] ?

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 oppressed nations forming part of Russia must be allowed
the right to decide for themselves whether they wish to remain part
of the Russian state or to separate and form an independent state.
We are at present witnessing a definite conflict between the Finnish
people and the Provisional Government. The representatives of the
Finnish people, the representatives of Social-Democracy, are de-
manding that the Provisional Government should return to the
people the rights they enjoyed before they were annexed to Russia.
The Provisional Government refuses because it will not recognise

1See Appendix, pp. 269-70.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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the sovereignty of the Finnish people. On whose side must we range
ourselves? Obviously, on the side of the Finnish people, for it is
intolerable that we should endorse 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 are thereby raising the struggle against national oppression to
the level of a struggle against imperialism, our common foe. Un-
less we do so, we may find ourselves in the position of people who
bring grist to the mill of the imperialists. If we, the Social-Demo-
crats, 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
confused with the question that a nation must necessarily secede at
any given moment. This latter question must be settled by the party
of the proletariat in each particular case independently, according
to circumstances. When we recognise the right of oppressed peoples
to secede, the right to determine their political destiny, we do not
thereby settle the question of whether particular nations should
secede from the Russian state at the given moment. I may recognise
the right of a nation to secede, but that does not mean that I com-
pel it to secede. A people has a right to secede, but it may or may
not exercise that right, according to circumstances. Thus we are at
liberty to agitate for or against secession, according to the interests
of the proletariat, of the proletarian revolution. Hence, the question
of secession must be determined in each particular case independent-
ly, in accordance with existing circumstances, and for this reason
the question -of the recognition of the right to secession must not
be confused with the expediency of secession in any given circum.-
stances. For instance, I personally would be opposed to the secession
of Transcaucasia, bearing in mind the general level of development
in Transcaucasia and in Russia, the conditions of the struggle of the
proletariat, and so forth. But if, nevertheless, the peoples of Trans-
caucasia were to demand secession, they would, of course, secede,
and would not encounter opposition on our part.

[Continues to read the resolution.]
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Further, what is to be done with those peoples which may desire
to remain within the Russian state? Any mistrust of Russia which
existed among the peoples was fostered chiefly by the policy of
tsarism. But now that tsarism no longer exists, its policy of op-
pression mo longer exists, this 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 autono-
my 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 geograph-
jcal boundaries of these autonomous regions shall be determined
by the population itself with due regard for the exigencies of
economic life, social life, etc.

In contradistinction to regional autonomy there exists another
plan, one which has long been recommended by the Bund, and par-
ticularly by Springer and Bauer, who advocate the principle of
national cultural autonomy. I consider this plan unacceptable for
the Social-Democratic Party. Its 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 are to enter the union of nations of the
whole of Russia. This plan is in the highest degree inconvenient
and inexpedient. The fact is that the development of capitalism has
dispersed whole groups of people, severed them from their nations
and scattered them 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 or-
ganise 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-
Democratic Party. It was rejected at the conference of our Party
held in 1912 [28], and generally enjoys no popularity in Social-
Democratic circles with the exception of the Bund. This plan is
also known as cultural autonomy, because it singles out from among

5 Stalin



66 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

the numerous and varied questions which interest a nation the pure-
ly cultural group of questions and places them under the charge
of national unions. The basis for this selection is the proposition
that what unites a nation into a single whole is its culture. It is
assumed that within a nation there are, 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.

There finally remains the question of the national minorities.
Their rights must be specifically protected. The Party therefore
demands complete equality of rights in educational, religious and
other matters and the removal of all restrictions on national min-
orities. :

There is Par. 9, which proclaims the equality of nations. The
conditions required for its realisation can arise only when the
whole of society has been fully democratised.

We have still to settle the question of how to organise the prole-
tariat of the various nations into a single, common party. One plan
is that the workers should be organised according to nationality—
so many nations, so many parties. This plan was rejected by the
Social-Democratic Party. Experience has shown that the organisa-
tion of the proletariat of a given state according to nationality only
leads to the destruction of the idea of class solidarity. All the pro-
letarian members of all the nations in a given state must be
organised in a single, indivisible proletarian collective body.

Thus, our views on the national question reduce themselves to
the following propositions: a) the recognition of the right of peoples
to secession; b) regional autonomy for peoples which remain
within the given state; c) specific laws guaranteeing freedom of
development for national minorities; d) a single, indivisible pro-

| letarian collective body, a single party, for the proletarians of all
. the nationalities in the given state.

REPLY TO THE DISCUSSION

The two resolutions are on the whole similar. Comrade Pyatakov
has copied all the points of our resolution except one—“the recog-
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nition of the right of secession.” One thing or the other: either we
deny the nations the right of secession, in which case it must be
stated explicitly, or we do not deny that right. There is at present
a movement in Finland for securing national freedom, and there is
also the fight waged against it by the Provisional Government. The
question arises, whom are we to support? Either we support the
policy of the Provisional Government, the forcible retention of
Finland and the reduction of her rights to a minimum—-in which
case we are annexationists, for we are bringing grist to the mill of
the Provisional Government—or we favour independence for Fin-
land. We must express ourselves definitely one way or the other; to
limit ourselves to a statement of rights is impossible. There is a
movement for independence in Ireland. On whose side are we, com-
rades? We are either for Ireland or for the British Empire. And I |
ask—and the facts of the situation also ask—are we on the side of
the peoples which are resisting oppression, or on the side of the class-
es which are oppressing them? We say that the Social-Democratic
Party, which is steering a course towards the socialist revolution,
must support the revolutionary movement of the peoples, which is
directed against imperialism. Either we consider that we must create
a rear for the vanguard of the socialist revolution in the shape of
the peoples which are rising up against national oppression—and
in that case we shall build a bridge between the West and the East
and shall indeed be steering a course towards the world socialist
revolution; or we do not do this—and in that case we shall find
ourselves isolated and we shall be abandoning the tactics of utilis-
ing every revolutionary movement among the oppressed nationali-
ties for the purpose of destroying imperialism. We must support
every movement directed against imperialism. Otherwise, what will
the Finnish workers say to us? Comrades Pyatakov and Dzerzhin-
sky say that every national movement is a reactionary movement.
That is not true, comrades. Is not the Irish movement against British
imperialism a democratic movement which is siriking a blow at |
imperialism? And are we not to support the movement? . . . ‘

5*



THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND THE NATIONAL
QUESTION [*]
(1918)

- THE national question is not something self-contained and fixed
for all time. Being only part of the general question of the trans.
formation of the existing order, the national question is wholly
determined by the conditions of the social environment, the char-
acter of the power in 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 ques-
tion and the national movement in the border regions of Russia are

-rapidly and patently changing their character in accordance with
the course and issue of the revolution.

I. THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION AND 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 Russia, 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” was the slogan of the movement. In
a trice, “all-national” institutions sprang up all over the border re-
gions of Russia. The movement was headed by the national, bour-
geois-democratic intelligentsia. “National Councils” in Latvia, the
Esthonian Region, Lithuania, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaidjan, the
Caucasus, Kirghizstan and the Middle Volga Region; the “Rada”
in the Ukraine [*] and in White Russia [%!]; the “Sfatul Tarii” in
Bessarabia [%2]; the “Kurultai” in the Crimea [**] and in Bash.
kiria [*]; the “Autonomous Government” in Turkestan [**]—such
were the “national” institutions around which the national bour-
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geoisie rallied its forces. It was a question of emancipation from
tsarism, the “basic cause” of national oppression, and the formation
of national bourgeois states. The right of nations to self-determina-
tion was interpreted to mean 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 further development of the revolution did not and
could not come into the calculations of the above-mentioned bour-
geois institutions. And the fact was overlooked that tsarism was
being replaced by a naked and barefaced imperialism, that this
imperialism was a stronger and more dangerous foe of the national-
ities, and the basis of new national oppression.

The abolition of tsarism and the accession to power of the bour-
geoisie did not, however, lead to the abolition of national oppres-
sion. The old and crude form of national oppression was replaced
by a new, refined, but all the more dangerous, form of oppression.
The government of Lvov-Milyukov-Kerensky, far from abandoning
the policy of national oppression, organised a new campaign against
Finland (dispersal of the 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 nationalities. It was
driven to this not only because of the intrinsic nature of imperial-
ism, but also because of the existence of the old imperialist states
of Western 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 imperialist states for the subjugation of
small nationalities as a condition for the existence of these states.
The abolition of tsarism and the appearance on the scene of the
Milyukov-Kerensky government in no way improved this unsightly
picture. Since the “all-national” institutions in the border regions
displayed a tendency to political independence, it was natural that
they should encounter the insuperable hostility of the imperialist
government of Russia. Since, on the other hand, while establishing
the power of the national bourgeoisie, they remained deaf to the
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vital interests of their “own” workers and peasants, they evoked
grumbling and discontent among the laiter. What were known as
“national regiments” only added fuel to the flames: they were
impotent against the danger from above, and only intensified and
aggravated the danger from below. The “all-national” institutions
were left defenceless against blows from without and explosion
from within. The incipient bourgeois national states began to fade
before they could blossom. :

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 that
the emancipation of the toiling masset of the oppressed nationali-
ties and the abolition of national oppression were inconceivable
without a break with imperialism, without the overthrow by each
of its “own” national bourgeoisie and the assumption of power
by the toiling masses themselves.

This was strikingly borne out after the October Revolution.

II. THE OcToBER REVOLUTION AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION

The February Revolution harboured irreconcilable internal con-
tradictions. The revolution was accomplished by the efforts of the
workers and peasants (soldiers), whereas, as a result of the revolu-
tion, the power passed not to the workers and peasants, but to the
bourgeoisie. In making the revolution the workers and peasants
wanted to put an end to the war and to secure peace, whereas the
bourgeoisie upon coming to power strove to use 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 enter-
prises 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.
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It was a bourgeois revolution, accomplished by the instrumental-
ity of the workers and peasants for the benefit of the exploiters.

Meanwhile, the country continued to groan under the burden of
the imperialist war, economic disintegration and the collapse of the
food supply. The front was falling to pieces and melting away.
Factories and mills were coming to a standstill. Famine was spread-
ing 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 solving the basic problems of the revolution.

A new, socialist revolution was necessary to lead the couniry
out of the impasse of imperialist war and economic ruin. .

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
October Revolution at one blow solved the contradictions of the
February Revolution. The abolition of the omnipotence of the
landlords and kulaks and the transfer of the use of the land to the
toiling agricultural masses; the expropriation 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 of the policy
of foreign territorial annexations; finally, 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 govern-
ment in the course of the revolution.

This was a truly socialist 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 very first days of the seizure of power, the revolutionary
wave spread from the North all 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 governments” would



72 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

not hear of a socialist revolution. Bourgeois by nature, they had
not the slightest intention of destroying the old bourgeois world;
on the contrary, they considered it their duty to preserve and con-
solidate it by every means in their power. Essentially imperialist,
they had not the slightest intention of breaking with imperialism;
on the contrary, they were never averse to seizing and subjugating
bits and morsels of “foreign” nationalities whenever opportunity
offered. No wonder that “national governments” in the border
regions declared war on the socialist government in the centre.
And, once they had declared war, they naturally became centres
of reaction attracting all that was counter-revolutionary in Russia.
It is no secret that all the counter-revolutionaries ejected from
Russia streamed to these centres, and there, around these centres,
formed themselves into the Whiteguard “national” regiments.
But, in addition to the “national” governments, there are national
workers and peasants in the border regions. Organised even before
the October Revolution in their own revolutionary Soviets of Depu-
ties on the model of the Soviets of Deputies in the central parts of

Russia, they had never severed their connections with their brothers.

in the North. They too were striving to defeat the bourgeoisie;
they too were fighting for the triumph of socialism. No wonder
that their conflict with their “own” national governments grew

daily more acute. The October Revolution only served to strengthenr
the alliance between the workers and peasants of the border regions’

and the workers and peasants of Russia, and inspired them with
faith in the triumph of socialism. And the war of the “national
governments” against the Soviet power brought their conflict 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
national-bourgeois “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 ever granted its peoples such complete national
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freedom as does Soviet government in Russia. The fight of the
border “governments” was, and is, a fight of bourgeois counier-
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 na-
tional bourgeoisie.

But the fight of the “national” and regional “governments”
proved to 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 the first engagements. The revolt of the Finnish
workers and agricultural labourers and the flight of the hourgeois
“Senate”; 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 and the flight of the “Autonomous
Government”; the agrarian revolution in the Caucasus and the
utter impotence of the “National Councils” of Georgia, Armenia
and Azerbaidjan—all these are facts of common knowledge which
demonstrated the complete isolation of the border “governments”
from their “own” masses. Utterly defeated, the “national govern-
ments” were “obliged” to appeal for aid against their “own”
workers and peasants to the imperialists of Western Europe, the
age-long oppressors and exploiters of the small nations of the
world. :

Thus began the period of foreign interference and the occupa-
tion of the border regions—a period which once more reveaied
the counter-revolutionary nature of the “national” and regional
“governments.”

Now at last it has become obvious to all that the national bour-
geoisie is striving not for the liberation of “its own people™ from
national oppression, but for the liberty of squeezing profits out of
them, for the liberty of preserving its own privileges and capital.

Now at last it has become obvious that the emancipation of the
oppressed nationalities is inconceivable without a rupture with
imperialism, without the overthrow of the bourgeoisie of the op-
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pressed nationalities and without the transfer of power to the toil-
ing masses of these nationalities.

Thus the old bourgeois conception of the principle of self-deter-
mination, with its slogan “All power to the national bourgeoisie,”
was exposed and cast aside by the very course of the revolution.
The socialist conception of self-determination, with its slogan “All
power to the toiling 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,
bourgeois movement for national emancipation, inaugurated the
era of a new, socialist movement of the workers and peasants of
the oppressed nationalities, directed against all oppression, which
also means national oppression, against the rule of the bourgeoisie,
their “own™ and foreign, and against imperialism in general.

III. THE INTERNATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
OcroBER REVOLUTION

Having triumphed in the centre of Russia and spread to a num-
ber of the border regions, the October Revolution could not stop
short at the territorial frontiers of Russia. In the atmosphere of
the imperialist World War and the general discontent of the lower

classes, it could not but 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 proclamation of national
freedom and the recognition of the independence of Finland; the
proclamation of Russia a “Federation of Soviet National Repub-
lics” and the militant battle-cry for a determined struggle against
imperialism issued to the world by the Soviet government—all
this could not but greatly affect the enslaved East and the bleeding
West.

And, indeed, 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 oppressed peoples of the East and to draw them into
the fight against world imperialism. The formation of workers’
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and peasants’ Soviets in Persia, China and India, modelled on the
Soviets in Russia, is sufficient proof of this.

The October Revolution was the first revolution in the history
of the world to provide the workers and peasants of the West with
a living redeeming example and to impel them into the true path
of emancipation from the yoke of war and imperialism, The revolt
of the workers and soldiers in Austria-Hungary and in Germany,
the formation of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, the
revolutionary struggle of the non-sovereign nations of Austria-
Hungary against 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-

nationalist superstrata; the important thing is that the struggle,
against imperialism has begun, that it is continuing and that it is

inevitably bound to arrive at its logical goal.

Foreign interference and the policy of occupation on the part
of the “external” imperialists only serve to accentuate the revolu-
tionary crisis, by drawing new nations into the struggle and ex-
tending the area of the revolutionary engagements with imperialism.

In this way the October Revolution is establishing a tie between
the nations of the backward East and of the advanced West and is
drawing them into a common struggle against imperialism.

In this way the national question, from the particular question
of combating national oppression, is growing into the general ques-
tion of emancipating the nations, colonies and semi-colonies from
imperialism.

The mortal sin of the Second International and its leader,
Kautsky, consists incidentally in the fact that they have always
wandered into the bourgeois conception of national self-determina-
tion, that they have never understood the revolutionary meaning
of the latter, that they were unable or unwilling to put the national

question on the revolutionary footing of an open fight against:
imperialism and that they were unable or unwilling to link the!

national question with the question of the emancipation of the;

colonies. i
The obtuseness of the Austrian Social-Democrats of the type of
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Bauer and Renner consists in the fact that they have never under-
stood the indissoluble bond that exists between the national ques-
tion and the question of power, that they tried to separate the
national question from politics and to confine it to cultural and
educational questions, forgetting the existence of such “trifles” as
imperialism and the enslavement of the colonies by imperialism.

It is asserted that the principles of self-determination and “na-
tional defence” have been abrogated by the very course of events
under the conditions of a rising socialist revolution. But as a maiter
of fact it is not self-determination and “national defence” that have
been abrogated, but the bourgeois interpretation of these principles.
One has only to glance at the occupied regions, which are languish-
ing under the yoke of imperialism and yearning for liberation;
one has only to glance at Russia, which is fighting a revolutionary
war for the defence of the socialist fatherland from the pirates of
imperialism; one has only to reflect on the events now taking
place in Austria-Hungary; one has only to glance at the enslaved
colonies and semi-colonies which have already organised their own
Soviets (India, Persia, China)—one has only to glance at all this
to realise the full revolutionary significance of the principle of
self-determination in its socialist interpretation.
~ The great international significance of the October Revolution
chiefly consists in the fact that:

1) It has widened the scope of the national question and con-
verted it from the particular question of combating national op-
pression into the general question of emancipating the oppressed
nations, colonies and semi-colonies from imperialism;

2) Tt has opened up vast possibilities and revealed the proper
way of achieving emancipation, and thereby greatly helped the
cause of emancipation of the opressed nations of the West and
the East, having drawn them into the common channel of the
victorious struggle against imperialism;

3) It has thereby erected a bridge between the socialist West
and the enslaved East, having created a new line of revolutions
against world imperialism, extending from the proletarians of the
West, through the Russian revolution, to the oppressed nations of
the East.
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This in fact explains the indescribable enthusiasm which is now
being displayed for the Russian proletariat by the toiling and
exploited masses of the East and West.

And this largely explains the brutal fury with which the im-
perialist robbers of the world have hurled themselves against Soviet
Russia.

Pravda, Nos. 241 and 250
November 6 and 19, 1918

N



THE POLICY OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT ON THE
NATIONAL QUESTION IN RUSSIA [%]

(1920)

THREE years of revolution and civil war in Russia have shown
that unless Central Russia and her border regions mutually 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 foodstuffs. The border regions of Russia in their turn
are inevitably doomed to imperialist bondage without the political,
military and organisational support of more developed Central
Russia. If the proposition is true that the more developed prole-
tariat of the West cannot finish the world bourgeoisie without the
support of the peasant East, which is less*developed but which
abounds in raw materials and fuel, the proposition is equally
true that more developed Central Russia cannot complete the revolu-
tion without the support of the border regions of Russia, which
are 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 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 alli-
ance 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
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order to create an intimate and unshakable alliance between them.

What must these relations be, what forms must they assume?

In other words, what must be the policy of the Soviet govern-
ment towards 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
contrary to the very definition of the establishment of an alliance
between the centre and the border regions, but primarily because
it is fundamentally opposed to the interests of the mass of the
peoples both of the centre and of the border regions. Apart from
the fact that the separation 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 bon-
dage to international imperialism. One has only to glance st
Georgia, Armenia, Poland, Finland, etc., which have seceded from
Russia but which have retained only the semblance of independ-
ence, while in reality they have been converted into unconditional
vassals of the Entente; one has only, finally, to recall the recent
case of the Ukraine and Azerbaidjan, the former of which was
plundered by German capital and the latter by the Entente, in
order to realise the counter-revolutionary nature of the demand
for the secession of the border regions under present international
conditions. When a life-and-death struggle is being waged, and is
spreading, 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 jm-
perialism is inevitable, '.

There is no third solution. So-called independence of a so-called
independent Georgia, Armenia, Poland, Finland, etec., 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
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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 to record
the fact and sanction the secession. But the question here is not
of the indubitable rights of nations, but of the interests of the
masses of the people 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 of the people render the demand for the secession
of the border regions at the present stage of the revolution a pro-
foundly 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 Russia. The experience of Austria-Hungary (the
birthplace of national cultural autonomy) during the last ten years
has revealed the ephemeral and lifeless character of national cultur-
al 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 spilt milk pail of their cunningly contrived national programme,
are 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:

“The demand for national cultural autonomy, which was put forward under

the capitalist system, loses all meaning in the conditions of a socialist revolu-
tion.” (See The Twelfth Conference of the Bund, 1920, p. 21.)

There remains regional autonomy for border regions marked
by specific social 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 proclaimed by the Soviet government from its
very inception and now being practised in the border regions in
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the form of administrative communities 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 Ger-
mans, 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 type of
autonomy to the supreme form of autonomy—contractual relations
(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 varying
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 back-
ward 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 atlempting
to solve (being afraid to do so!). The administrative re-arrange-
ment of Russia on the basis of Soviet autonomy has not yet been
completed; the Northern Caucasians, the Kalmucks, the Chere-
misses, the Vots, the Buryats, and others, are awaiting a settlement
of the question. But no matter what aspect the administrative map
of the future Russia may assume, and no matter what short-
comings there may have been in this field—and shortcomings there
certainly were—it must be acknowledged that by undertaking its
administrative reconstruction on the basis of regional autonomy
Russia has made an extremely important stride towards rallying
the border regions around the proletarian centre and bringing the
government in closer contact with the broad masses of the peoples
of the border regions.

But the proclamation of one form of Soviet autonomy or another,
the enactment of corresponding decrees and ordinances, and even

6 Stalin
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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 regions, 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. Tsar-
ism deliberately cultivated patriarchal-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 to force the natives into
the worst areas and to intensify national enmity. Tsarism restricted,
and at times simply suppressed, the native schools, theatres and
educational institutions in order to keep the masses in intellectual
darkness. Tsarism frustrated the initiative of the best members of
the native population. Finally, tsarism suppressed all activity on
the part of the populace 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 under-
standing and fraternal confidence created. But in order to remove
this mistrust we must first help the populace of the border regions
to emancipate themselves from the survivals of the feudal-
patriarchal yoke; we must abolish—abolish in actual fact and not
in word—all the privileges of the colonisers; we must enable the
masses to taste of the material benefits of the revolution. In brief,
we must prove to the masses that Central, proletarian Russia is
defending their interests, and their interests alone; and this must
be proved not only by resorting to repressive measures against the
colonisers and the bourgeois nationalists, measures that are fre-
quently incomprehensible to the masses, but primarily by a con-
sistent and well-conceived economic policy.

Everybody is acquainted with the liberals’ demand for universal
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compulsory education. Communists in the border regions cannot

bhe more Right than the liberals; they must put universal education

into effect if they want to end the ignorance of the people and if

they want to create closer spiritual ties between the centre of

Russia and the border regicns. But in order to do so we must

develop local national schools, national theatres and national

educational institutions and must raise the cultural level of the

peoples of the border regions. For it need hardly be shown that :
ignorance and unenlightenment are the most dangerous enemies

of Soviet government. We do not know what success is attending

our work in this field generally, but we are informed that in one

of the most important border regions the local People’s Commis- '
sariat of Education is expending on the native schools only ten ;
per cent of its available credits. If this is true, it must be confessed |
that in this field we have unfortunately not progressed much on |
the “old regime.”

The Soviet government is not a government divorced from the
people; on the contrary, it is the only government of its kind, a
government which originated among the masses of Russian people
and which is near and dear to the people. This in fact explains
the unparalleled strength and resilience displayed by the Soviet
government at critical moments. The Soviet government must be-
come no less near and dear to the populace of the border regions
of Russia. But to do so the Soviet government must first be com-
prehensible to them. It is therefore necessary that all Soviet organs
in the border regions—the courts, the administration, the economic
bodies, the direct organs of government (as also the organs of the
Party) —should as far as possible be recruited from among local
people acquainted with the customs, life, habits, and language of
the native population; that the best people from among the native
masses should be got to participate in these institutions; that the
local toiling masses should be drawn into every sphere of ad-
ministration of the country, including military formations, in order
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
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be established between the masses and the government, and only
in this way can the Soviet government become comprehensible
and dear to the toiling masses of the border regions.

Certain comrades regard the autonomous republics in Russia
and Soviet autonomy generally as a temporary, if necessary, evil
which must for certain reasons be tolerated, but which must be
resisted so that it may one day be abolished. It need hardly be
shown that such a view is essentially false and that at any rate
it is entirely foreign to the policy of the Soviet government on
the national question. Soviet autonomy is not an abstraction or
artificial thing; still less is it an empty and declarative promise.
Soviet autonomy is the most real and concrete way of uniting the
border regions to Central Russia. Nobody will deny that the
Ukraine, Azerbaidjan, Turkestan, the Kirghiz Republic, the Bashkir
Republic, the Tatar Republic, and other border regions, since they
are striving for the cultural and material prosperity of their masses,
must have their native schools, courts, administration and govern-
‘ment bodies recruited principally from among the native people.
Furthermore, the real Sovietisation of these regions, their con-
version into Soviet countries closely bound to Central Russia and
forming with it one state whole, is inconceivable without the wide-
spread 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 popula-
_tion. But to conduct the schools, courts, the administration and
! organs of government in the native language means precisely put-
ting Soviet autpnomy into practice; for Soviet autonomy is but
the sum of these various institutions enveloped in-a Ukrainian,
Turkestanian or Kirghiz form.

How, after this, can one seriously say that Soviet autonomy is
ephemeral, that it must be resisted, and so forth?

One thing or the other:

Either the Ukrainian, Azerbaidjanian, Kirghiz, Uzbek, Bashkir
and the other languages are a reality, and it is therefore absolutely
essential to develop in these regions native schools, courts, ad-
ministrative bodies and organs of government recruited from

THE NATIONAL QUESTION IN RUSSIA 85

among native people—in which case Soviet autonomy in these
regions must be put into effect in its entirety, without any reserva-
tions whatsoever;

Or the Ukrainian, Azerbaidjanian, etc., languages are a pure
fiction, and therefore schools and other institutions in the native
language are unnecessary—in which case Soviet autonomy must
be discarded as useless lumber. ,

The search for a third way is due either to ignorance of the ‘
subject or to deplorable superficiality.

" One of the most serious obstacles to the realisation of Soviet
autonomy is the acute shortage of intellectual forces of local origin
in the border regions, the shortage of instructors in every branch
of Soviet and Party work without exception. This shortage cannot
but hamper hoth 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 intellec-
tuals, who perhaps would like to serve the masses of the people
but are unable to do so, perhaps because, not being Communists,
they believe themselves to be surrounded by an atmosphere of mis-
trust 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-administrative and similar posts,
with the purpose of their gradual Sovietisation, may be successfully
applied. For it will hardly be maintained that these intellectual
groups are less reliable than, let us say, the counter-revolutionary
military experts who their counter-revolution notwithstanding were
appointed to work at important posts and were subsequently
Sovietised.

But the employment of national groups of intellectuals will still
be far from sufficient to satisfy the demand for instructors. We
must simultaneously develop in the border regions a wide net-
work of lecture courses and schools on every branch of administra-
tion 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
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is the precipitance, at times assuming the form of gross tactlessness,
displayed by certain comrades in the matter of Sovietising the
border regions. When such comrades, in regions which are a whole
historical period 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 cavalry raids, of
“communism™ of this kind. We should like to remind our comrades
of the point in our programme which says:

“The Communist Party of Russia 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 democ-
racy, or from bourgeois democracy to Soviet or proletarian democracy, etc.”

And further:

“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.” (See Programme of the Russian Communist Party.) .

That means that if, for instance, the direct method of appro-
priating superfluous 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 re-
placed by an indirect method of achieving the same end. Or further
if, for instance, the Daghestanian masses, who are profoundly im-
bued with religious prejudices, follow the Communists “on the basis
of the Shariah,” ! it is obvious that the direct method of combaiing
religious prejudices in this country must be replaced by indirect
and more cautious methods. And so on, and so forth.

In brief, cavalry raids with the object of “immediately commun-
ising” the backward masses of the people must be discarded for a
cautious and well-conceived policy of gradually drawing these
massesinto the general stream of Soviet development.

Such in general are the practical conditions necessary for real-
ising 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.

1 The Mohammedan code—Ed. Eng. ed.
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Soviet Russia is performing an experiment without parallel any-
where 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 revolution show 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 various localities does not run counter to the demands of
Soviet autonomy already proclaimed in its varied forms a.md degree's
of application, and if every practical measure we take in the vari-
ous localities contributes to bringing the masses of the Ifeople in
the border regions to partake of a higher, proletarian spiritual and
material culture in forms which correspond to the social habits and
national features of these masses.

And this will be a guarantee of the consolidation of the rev?lu-
tionary alliance between Central Russia and the border regions
of+ Russia against which all the machinations of the Entente will

suffer shipwreck.

Pravda, No. 226
October 10, 1920



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)

1. Tuk CAPITALIST SYSTEM AND NATIONAL OPPRESSION

1. Modern nations are a product of a definite epoch—the epoch
of rising capitalism. The process of the abolition of feudalism and
the development of capitalism was also the 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. Where 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 inde-
pendent bourgeois national states. Such was the case with Great
Britain (without Ireland), France and Italy. In Eastern Europe,
on the other hand, the formation of centralised states, accelerated
by the exigencies of self-defence (against the invasions of the
“Turks, Mongols and others), took place prior to the break-up 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, but formed into several mixed, multi-national bourgeois
states, consisting usually of one powerful, dominant nation and
several weak, subject nations. Such are Austria, Hungary and Rus-
sia.

3. National states, such as France and Italy, depending at first
mainly on their own national forces, were generally speaking un-
acquainted with national oppression. In contradistinction, the
multi-national states, based as they are on the domination of one
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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 qf the subject nations are such that
unless they are solved the stable existence of multi-national states
becomes impossible. The tragedy of the multi-national bourgeois
state is that 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
inequality usually ends in a new failure and a further intensifica-
tion of national hostilities.

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 na-
tional states and the conversion of the latter into multi-national
(colonial) states with the national oppression and national con-
flicts natural to multi-national states (Great Britain, France, Ger-
many, 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 way the national problem was enlarged and finally,
in the very course of events, became merged with the general
problem of the colonies; while national oppression was trans-
formed from an internal question into an inter-state question, into
a question of conflict (and war) between the “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 conflicts within the victorious colonial states (Great
Britain, France, Italy), to the complete disintegration of the de-
feated former multi-national states (Austria, Hungary, Russia in
1917) and, finally—as the most “radical” solution of the national
problem of which the bourgeoisie is capable—to the formation of
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new bourgeois national states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia,
Finland, Georgia, Armenia, etc.). But the formation of new inde-
- pendent national states did not result, and could not result, in the
peaceful co-existence of nationaljties, and did not eliminate, and
could not eliminate, either national inequality or national.oppres-
sion; for the new; national states, based as they are on private
property and class inequality, cannot exist a) without oppressing
their own national minorities (Poland, which oppresses the White-
; Russians, Jews, Lithuanians and Ukrainians; Georgia, which op-
: presses the Ossets, Abkhasians and Armenians; Yugoslavia, which
* oppresses the Croats and Bosnians, and others) ; b) without extend-
ing their territories at the expense of their neighbours, which leads
.to conflict and war (Poland against Lithuania, the Ukraine and
"Russia; Yugoslavia against Bulgaria; Georgia against Armenia and
, Turkey, and so on) ; and ¢) without becoming subject financially,
economically 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 brutal-
ity 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 the struggle of these powers among themselves
for the monopoly of exploiting the national states; and on the other
hand we have the struggle of the national states, dependent and
“independent,” against the intolerable oppression of the “Great”
Powers; the struggle of the national states among themselves for
the extension of their national territory; the struggle of the national
states, each in particular, against its own oppressed national min-
orities; and, finally, the growth of the movement for emancipation
on the part of the colonies against the “Great” Powers and 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.
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II. TuEe SovieT SYSTEM AND NaTioNAL FREEDOM

1. Whereas private property and capital inevitably disunite peo-
ple, inflame national enmity and intensify national oppression,
collective property and labour just as inevitably bring people closer
and undermine national oppression. The existence of capitalism
without national oppression is just as inconceivable as the existence
of socialism without the emancipation of oppressed nations, with-
out national freedom. Chauvinism and national conflict are inevit-
able, unavoidable, as long as the peasantry (and the petty bour-
geoisie 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 proletariat, that is to say, when the dictatorship of
the proletariat has been secured. 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 institu-
tion of national equality and the guarantee 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
declaration of the right of nations to political secession have
brought about a complete change in the relations between the toiling
masses of the nationalities of Russia; they have undermined the
old national enmity, deprived national oppression of its founda-
tion, won for the Russian workers the confidence of their brothers
of other nationalities, not only in Russia, but also in Europe 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 end 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 Hun-
gary, Bavaria, Finland and Latvia. On the other hand, it may safely
be said that the Russian workers could not have defeated Kolchak
and Denikin and the Azerbaidjan and Armenian Republics could
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not have been put on their feet without the elimination of national
enmity and national oppression at home, and without the confi-
dence and enthusiasm displayed towards them by the toiling masses
of the nationalities of the West 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 republics, 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 been 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 taken by these republics in the
direction of suppressing the bourgeoisie and consolidating the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, is a great piece of 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 endeavours
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-revolutionary generals after an-
other, carefully blockading her and generally endeavouring to iso-
late her economically, furnishes eloquent testimony to the fact that
under present international conditions, under the conditions of a
capitalist encirclement, not a single Soviet republic taken alone can
regard itself as secure against economic exhaustion and military
destruction on the part of world imperialism.

4. Hence, in isolation, the existence of the various Soviet repub-
lics is uncertain and unstable, because of the menace to their exist-
ence offered by the capitalist states. The joint interests of the Soviet
republics in the matter of defence, in the first place, the restoration
of the productive forces shattered during the war, in the second
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place, and the fact that the Soviet republics which are rich in food
must come to the aid of the Soviet republics which are poor in
food, in the third place, all imperatively dictate the political union
of the various Soviet republics as the only means of escaping im-
perialist bondage and national oppression. Having liberated them-

- gselves from their “own” and “foreign” bourgeoisies, 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 political union which
makes it possible a) to guarantee the integrity and economic devel-
opment 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 to apply one form of feder-
ation 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 federa-
tion. The experience of Russia in applying various forms of federa-
tion, passing from federation based on Soviet autonomy (the Kir-
ghiz Republic, 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 (Turkestan, White Russia), has fully
proved the value and flexibility of federation as a general form of
political union for 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 countries constituting the federation. If the R.S.F.S.R.
is the only country in the world in which the experiment in. the
peaceable co-existence and fraternal collaboration of a large num-
ber of nations and peoples has succeeded, it is because it contains
neither ruling nor subject peoples, neither mother countries nor
colonies, neither imperialism nor national oppression. In the
RS.FS.R. federation rests on mutual confidence and a voluntary
desire for union on the part of the toiling masses of the various
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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.

III. ImMEDIATE TAsks oF THE RussiaN COMMUNIST PARTY

1. The R.S.F.S.R. and its allied Soviet republics are representa-
tive of a population of about 140,000,000 people. Of these the non-
Great-Russian peoples amount to about 65,000,000 (Ukrainians,
White-Russians, Kirghiz, Uzbeks, Turkmens, Tadjiks, Azerbaidjan-
ians, Volga Tatars, Crimean Tatars, Bekharans, Khivans, Bashkirs,
Armenians, Chechens,- Kabardians, Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes,
Karachais, Balkarians,! Kalmucks, Karelians, Avarians, Darghis,
Kazikumukhians, Kurins, Kumyks,? Maris, Chuvashes, Vots, Volga
Germans, Buryats, Yakutians, etc.). The policy of tsarism, the poli-
cy of the landlords and the bourgeoisie, towards these peoples was
to destroy every germ of statehood among them, to cripple their
culture, restrict the use of their native 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 that the landlords and bourgeoisie have been overthrown
and a Soviet government has been proclaimed by the masses of
the people in these countries also, the task of the Party is to 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
consistent with the national character of these peoples; b) to organ-
ise 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 psychol-
ogy of the local population, and c) to develop a press, schools,

1 The Chechens, Kabardians, Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes, Karachais, and
Balkarians form the Gortsi group of peoples.

2 The Avarians, Darghis, Kazikumukhians, Kurins, and Kumyks form the
Daghestanian group of peoples.
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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, White Russia, a small part of Azerbaidjan,
and Armenia, 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 greater
part of Azerbaidjan, Daghestan, the Gortsi, Tatars, Bashkirs, Kir-
ghiz, and others), who have not passed through a capitalist devel-
opment, who do not, or practically do not, possess an industrial
proletariat of their own, who in the majority of cases preserve the
pastoral and patriarchal tribal form of life (Kirghizia, Bashkiria,
the Northern Caucasus), or who have not yet progressed beyond
a primitive semi-patriarchal, semi-feudal form of life (Azerbaidjan,
the Crimea, etc.), but who have'already been drawn into the com-
mon current of Soviet development.

The duty of the Party towards the toiling masses of these peoples
(in addition to the duties set forth in Par. 1) is to assist them in
eliminating the survivals of pariarchal-feudal relations and in join-
ing in the work of building up a Soviet economic system on the
basis of Soviets of toiling peasants, by creating among these peoples
strong Communist organisations capable of utilising the experience
gained by the Russian workers and peasants in Soviet and economic
development and at the same time capable of adapting their con-
structive work to the peculiarities of the concrete economic condi-
tions, 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. ‘

3. If from these 30,000,000, consisting principally of Turkic peo-
ples, we exclude Azerbaidjan, the greater part of Turkestan, the
Volga and the Crimean Tatar Republics, Bokhara, Khiva, Daghes-
tan, a part of the Gortsi (Kabardians, Circassians, Balkarians) and
several other peoples which have already become settled and per-
manently attached- to a definite territory, there remain about
10,000,000 Kirghiz, Bashkirs, Chechens, Ossets and Ingushes, whose
lands until recently had been subject to colonisation by Russian
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settlers, the latier having already seized the best of their aral.nle
land, systematically forcing them into the sterile desert. .T.he 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 the Russian peasants and the Cossacks, and to make the .

latter a reliable basis for Great-Power ambitions. This p({licy led
to the gradual extermination of the natives (Kirghiz, Bashkirs) who
had been forced into the sterile wilderness.

The duty of the Party in relation to the toilir{g 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 the struggle for emancipat.ion from tl}e
kulaks in general and from the predatory Great-Russian kulaks in
particular, to help them in every way to throw off the y.oke of the
kulak colonisers and thus to provide them with land suitable and
essential for human subsistence. -

4. In addition to the nations and peoples already mentioned,
possessing a definite class structure and occupying definite terri-
tory, there exist within the R.S.F.S.R. various casual national
groups, national minorities, interspersed among compacl majori-
ties 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 (Jew-
ish pogroms). A

Now that national privileges have been abolished and the equal-
ity 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 groups 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 re-.
gions, who have grown up under the conditions of a “sovereign”
nation, and who have never known national oppression, not in-
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frequently minimise the importance of national peculiarities in
Party work, or else ignore them altogether, and fail in their work
to reckon with the peculiarities of class structure, 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 cir-
cumstance leads to a deviation from communism towards the
dominant-power 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 entirely 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
in 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 them. This circumstance in its turn leads
to a deviation from communism towards bourgeois-democratic na-
tionalism, which at times assumes the form of Pan-Islamism and
Pan-Turkism (in the East). :

The congress, emphatically condemning both these deviations as
harmful and dangerous to the cause of communism, deems it nec-
essary to point out the particular danger and the particular harm
of the first deviation, the deviation towards the Great-Power spirit,
the colonising spirit. The congress calls attention to the fact that
unless colonising and nationalist survivals within the ranks of the
Party are eliminated it will be impossible in the border regions to
create strong, genuinely Communist organisations closely bound up
with the masses and uniting within their ranks the proletarian
elements of the native and Russian populations 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 the
Communists.

6. In connection with the successes achieved on the military
fronts, and particularly since the liquidation of Wrangel, in some
of the backward border regions which do not possess, or practically
do not possess, an industrial proletariat, there is an increased urge

7 Stalin
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on the part of petty-bourgeois nationalist e}emenfs. to join the
Party for careerist purposes. These elements, realising th?t the
Party is the virtual ruling power, usaally adopt the vcole.unng of
communism and not infrequently strive to join the Party. in whole
groups, bringing with them a spirit of ill-concealed chauwmsm. and
corruption; and the Party -organisations in the bort!et regions,
which are generally weak, are not always able to m.rlthstund the
temptation of “enlarging” the Party by the -admission of new
members. -

The congress calls for a vigorous struggle against all pseudo-
Commumist elements who have wormed themselves into the party of
the proletariat, and wéms the Party against the temptation of. “en-
larging” itself by the admission of intellectual, petty-bourgeois na-
tionalist elements. The congress considers that'reinforcements to

the ranks of the Party in the border regions must 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.

Pravda, No. 29
February 10, 1921

REPORT ON THE IMMEDIATE. TASKS OF THE PARTY
IN CONNECTION WITH THE NATIONAL PROBLEM

‘ Delivered as the Tenth Congress of the Russian .
R Commaunist Party, March 10, 1921

BEFORE proceeding directly to the concrete immediate tasks of the
Party in connection with the national problem, we must first lay
down certain premises without which the solution of the national
problem is impossible. These premises relate to the appearance of
nations, the origin of national oppression, the forms assumed by
national oppression in the course of historical development, and,
finally, the forms of solution of the national problem in the various
periods of development.

. There are three such. periods. -

The first period is the period which saw the break-up of feudalism
in the West and the triumph of capitalism. The formation of people
intp nations occurred during this period. I am referring to such
countries as Great Britain (without Ireland), France and Italy. In
the West—in Great Britain, France, Italy, and partly in Germany—,
the petiod of the break-up of feudalism and the formation of people
into nations on the whole coincided in time with the period which
saw the appearance of the centralised states, and as a result the
nations in their development became invested in state forms. And
inasmuch as there were no other national groups of any consider-
able size within these states, such a thing as national oppression was
not known. In Eastern Europe, on the contrary, the process of
formation of natiomalities and the elimination of feudal disunity
did not coincide in time with the process of formation of centralised
states. I am referring to Hungary, Austria and Russia. In these
countries capitalist development had not yet begun; it was per-
haps only incipient; but the necessity of taking defensive measures
against the invasions of the Turks, Mongols and other Oriental

7* 9



100 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

peoples demanded that centralised states capable of withstanding
the onslaught of the invaders should be formed without delay. And
since in Eastern Europe the process of formation of centralised
states proceeded more rapidly than the process of formation of
people into nations, mixed states arose, each made up of several
nationalities which had not yet formed themselves into nations but
which were already united in a common state.

Thus, the first period is marked by the appearance of national-
ities in the dawn of capitalism: in Western Europe we observe the
birth of purely national states to which national oppression is
unknown, whereas in the East we observe the birth of multi-
national states with one more developed nation at the head and
the remaining, less developed, nations in a state of political, and
later of economic, subjection to the dominant nation. These multi-
national states of the East were the birthplace of that national
oppression which gave rise to national conflicts, national move-
ments, the national problem and the various methods of solving that
problem. .

The second period in the development of national oppression and
the methods of combating it coincides with the period which saw
the appearance of imperialism; when capitalism, in its search for
markets, raw materials, fuel and cheap labour power, and in the
competition for the export of capital and the possession of the great
rail and sea routes, breaks out of the confines of the national state
and extends its territory at the expense of near and distant neigh-
bours. In this second period, the old national states in the West—
Great Britain, Italy and France—cease to be national states; in
other words, by virtue of the seizure of new territories they become
converted into multi-national, colony-owning states, and thereby
come to be an arena for that national and colonial oppression which
already exists in Eastern Europe. In Eastern Europe this period
is marked by the awakening and envigoration of subject nations
- (Czechs, Poles, Ukrainians), which, as a result of the imperialist
war, have led to the dissolution of the old bourgeois multi-national
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 destruc-
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tion 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 equality of rights and equal opportunities for development,

but which still preserve a certain historical heritage of inequality

owing to their economic, political and cultural backwardness. The

substance of this inequality of nationalities 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 in one year, but which must be eradicated,
and eradicated by economic, political and cultural assistance being
rendered to the backward nationalities.

These are the three periods of development of the national prob-
lem 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 en-
slavement, 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 par-
ticular 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 pational problem, which was formerly of moment
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

H

‘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 colo-

g

<
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. 'nies, from which they recruited the man-power that went to form
armies. Unquestionably, this process, by which the imperialists were
inevitably constrained to appeal to the backward peoples of the
colonies, could not but awaken in these tribes and peoples the
desire for emancipation and for struggle. There is another factor
‘which caused the national problem, to extend, to develop into a
general problem of the colonies and to spread over the whole sur-
face of the globe, first in isolated sparks and then in the flames of
‘the movement for emancipation. This factor was the atlempt of the
‘imperialist groups to dismember Turkey and put an end to her
existence as a state. Turkey, the country which among the Moham-
medan peoples is politically the most developed, could not recon-
cile herself to such a prospect. She raised the standard of war and
rallied the peoples of the East against imperialism. A third factor
was the appearance of Soviet Russia, whose struggle against im-
perialism has met with several successes and has naturally served
to inspire the oppressed peoples of the East, awaken them and rouse
them to the struggle, and thus make it possible 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 hourgeois society,
~ far from solving the national problem, far from bringing peace to
'~ the peoples, has fanned the spark of national struggle into the flames

of a struggle of the oppressed peoples, colonies and semi-colonies
against world imperialism. '

Obviously, the only regime capable of solving the national prob-
lem, that is, of creating conditions which make possible the peaceful
co-existence’ and {raternal 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
property in the means of production and the existence of classes,
the equality of nations cannot be secured; that as long as the

“ power of capital exists, as long as the struggle proceeds for pos-
session of the means of production, there can be no equality of
nationalities, just as there can be no collaboration between the
toiling masses of the nations. History shows that the only way to
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abolish national inequality, the only way to establish a regime of
fraternal collaboration among the toiling masses of the oppressed
and unoppressed peoples, is to abolish capitalism and to establish a
Soviet system. : )

Further, history has shown that when individual peoples succeed
in emancipating themselves both from their own national bour-
geoisie and from the “foreign” bourgeoisie, that is to say, when
they establish a Soviet system, they cannot, as long as imperialism
‘prevails, carry on a separate existence and successfully maintain

themselves without the economic and military support of neigh-

bouring Soviet republics. The example of Hungary'eloguently
proves that, failing a political union of Soviet republics and their
consolidation into a united military and economic force, it is im-
possible to withstand the united forces of world imperialisra 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 of which I desired to speak
here first in order then to prove that it is essential for our Party

‘to take definite steps in order 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

‘agsociated with Russia we no longer have ruling nationalities or
'subject nationalities, mother country or colonies, exploited or ex-
-ploiters, nevertheless the national problem still exists in Russia. The

crux of the national problem in the R.S.F.S.R. lies in the obliga-

tion to put an end to 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 political life of the Ukraine, Azerbaidjan,
Turkestan, and the other border regions; it resisted the development
of political life in the border regions, just as it resisted their cul-
tural development, and endeavoured to assimilate the native popula-
tions foreibly. Furthermore, the old government, the landlords and
the capitalists, have left us as a heritage such browbeaten peoples
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as the Kirghiz, the Chechens and the Ossets, whose lands served
as an object of colonisation by the Cossacks and kulak elements of
Russia. These peoples were doomed to incredible suffering and to
extinction. Moreover, the position of the Great-Russian nation,
which was the dominant nation, has left its traces even on the
Russian Communists, who are unable, or unwilling, to establish
closer contact with the toiling native masses, to comprehend their
needs and to help them emerge from their backward and uncivil-
ised state. I am referring to those not very numerous groups of
Russian Communists who, ignoring in their work the peculiarities
of social life and culture in the border regions, at times tend to-
wards Russian Great-Power 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 refer-

ring 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 Pan-Islamism and Pan-Turkism.
Finally, we must save the Kirghiz and Bashkirs and certain of the
Gortsi tribes from extinction and provide them with necessary land
at the expense of the kulak colonisers.

Having described the immediate tasks of the Party, I should
like to 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 primi.
tive forms 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
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and important 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 do 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 Moham-
medan population have never possessed pigs. This example shows
how unwilling people are to reckon with the peculiarities of customs
which strike the eye of any traveller. ‘

I have just been handed a note in which a reply to Comrade
Chicherin’s articles is requested [*7]. 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 contradie-
tions between 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, etc.), contradictions which
do exist and give rise to war. He has exaggerated the factor of
unanimity of the imperialist rulers and has minimised the force
of the contradictions that exist within this trust. Yet these contra-
dictions 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 subjection to the Great
Powers. Comrade Chicherin has entirely overlooked the fact that,
in spite of the subjection of these national states to the Great
Powers, or, more truly, because of this subjection, there are con-
tradictions between these Great Powers and these stales, such as
were revealed, for example, in the negotiations with Poland, Es.
thonia, etc. The whole purpose of the existence of the People’s
Commissariat of Foreign Affairs is to take account of these con-
tradictions, to use them as a basis and to manoeuvre within these
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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 im-
perialists. Cemrade Chicherin has strangely forgotten that we dis-
carded. this slogan two years ago. Our programme no lomger con-
tains this slogan. Our programme speaks not of national gelf-
determination—an absolutely vague slogan—but of a better minted
-and more clearly defined slogan—the right of nations to political
secession. These are two different things. Strangely enough, Comrade
Chicherin in his articles does not take this fact into account, and as
& result all his objections to a slogan which has become a vague
slogan are sheer misfires. For neither in my: theses nor in the
programme of the Party is there a single word about “self-determin-
.ation.” What 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 federa-
tion voluntarily, the right to secession remains unavailed of because
the peoples that form the R.S.F.S.R. have themselves so willed.
'And inasmuch as we are concerned with colonies which are in the
clutches of Great Britain, France, America and Japan, inasmuch as
we are concerned with such subject countries as Arabia, Mesopo-
tamia, Turkey, Hindustan, i.e., countries which are colonies of the
Entente, the slogan of the right of peoples to secession is a revolu-
tionary slogan, and to abandon it would be playing into the hands
of the Entente. The fourth basis for misconception is that Comrade
Chicherin’s articles contain no practical suggestions. It is easy, of
course, to write articles; but when you entitle them “Against the
Theses of Comrade Stalin,” you must put forward something worthy
of serious attention, some practical counter-proposals at least. Yet
I have not found a single practical proposal in his articles worthy
of attention. : o
1 conclude, comrades. We have arrived at the following conclu-
| sions. Not only has bourgeois society proved incapable of solving
" the national problem, but in its attempts to “solve” it has inflated
, it and turned the national problem into a colonial problem and
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has created 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 #tate there are no longer oppressed nationalities or ruling
nationalities; national oppression is abolished. But in view of the
virtual inequality (cultural, economic and political), inherited from
the old bourgeois system, between the more civilised and the less
civilised 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
nationalities 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 have submitted. [4pplause.] =

REPLY TO THE DISCUSSION

Comrades, in the discussion en the national problem, the most
significant feature of the present congress  is that we have now
passed from declarations on the national problem, via the admin-
istrative redivision of Russia, to a practical presentation of the
‘problem. At the beginninig of the October Revolution we confined
ourselves to-a declaration of the right of peoples to secede. In'1918
and 1920 our work was conducted along the lines of an administra-
tive redivision of Russia according to nationality, with the object
‘'of ‘establishing closer ties between the toiling masses of the back-
ward peoples and the proletariat of Russia. And now, at this con-
gress, we are placing the problem on a purely practical footing
and asking what must be the policy of the Party towards the
toiling masses-and the petty-bourgeois elements within the autono-
mous regions and independent republics associated with Russia. I
was therefore astonished by the statement made by Comrade Zaton-
sky that the theses submitted to you bear an abstract character. I
‘have here in my hands his own theses, which for some reason or
other he did ‘not submit to the attention of the congress, and in
which I have been unable to find a single proposal of a practical
nature—literally not a single one, with the exception, perhaps, of
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the proposal that the name “R.S.F.S.R.” be replaced by the term
“East-European,” and the word “Rossiskoye” by the word “Rus-
sian” or “Great-Russian.”* I have found no other practlcal pro-
posals in these theses.

I now pass to the next question. I must say that I expected much
more from the delegates who spoke. There are twenty-two border
regions in Russia: some of these regions have undergone consider-
able industrial development and industrially differ very little from
Russia; others have not passed through the phase of capitalism
and differ radically from Central Russia; while still others are
completely downtrodden. To cover in the theses the heterogeneous
nature of these border regions in all its concreteness was impos-
sible. One cannot demand that theses which concern the Party as
a whole should bear only a Turkestanian character, or only an
Azerbaidjanian or Ukrainian character. It is necessary to pick out
and embody in the theses the features common to and characteristic
of all the border regions and to abstract oneself from parliculars.
Man has not discovered any other way of drawing up theses. The
non-Great-Russian nationalities must be ranged into several groups;
this was done in the theses. The non-Russian nationalities number
about 65,000,000 people. The feature common to all the non-
Russian nationalities is that they are behind Central Russia in their
development as states. Our duty must be to make every effort to
help these nationalities—their proletarian and toiling elements—
develop their own Soviet state life in their own tongue. This com-
mon feature is dealt with in the theses in the section on practical
proposals. Further, if we proceed to give a more concrete definition
to the peculiar- features of the border regions, we must single out
of the total of 65,000,000 non-Russian people the 30,000,000 or so
members of the Turkic population who have not passed through
capitalism. Comrade Mikoyan is wrong when he says that in certain

1 There are two words in the Russian language which in English are both
rendered by the word “Russian.” The word Russky (-aya, -oye) pertains
specifically to the Great-Russian people, which constitutes only one of the
peoples inhabiting the country known in English as Russia. The word used of
this country as a whole, of all its inhabitants as a whole, is Rossisky -(-aya,
-oye). For instance, R.S.F.S.R. should rightly be deciphered as the Rosszskaya
Socialist Federative Soviet Republic.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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respects Azerbaidjan is superior to the Russian provinces. He is
apparently identifying Baku with Azerbaidjan. Baku did not
spring out of the depths of Azerbaidjan but was built from above,
by the efforts of Nobel, Rothschild, Wischau, and others. As to
Azerbaidjan itself, it is a country with the most backward, patriar-
chal-feudal relations. I therefore rank Azerbaidjan as a whole with
the group of border regions which have not passed through capital-
ism and in relation to which specific methods will have to be
applied in order to bring these border regions into the channel of
Soviet economy. This is dealt with in the theses. There is also a
third group, embracing not more than 8,000,000 or 10,000,000
people, principally pastoral tribes, in which tribal forms of life
are still tenacious and which have not yet taken to agriculture.
These chiefly consist of the Kirghiz, the population of the Northern

part of Turkestan, the Bashkirs, the Chechens, the Ossets and
the Ingushes. As regards this group of nationalities, it is first es-
sential that we provide them with the necessary land. The Kirghiz
did not get the floor here, the discussion was closed. They would
have said more of the torments suffered by mountain Bashkiria,
Kirghizia and by the Gortsi, who are dying out owing to lack of
land. But what Safarov said here in this connection concerns only
a group of 8,000,000 to 10,000,000 of the population. It would
therefore be inept to extend the practical proposals made by Com-
rade Safarov to all the border regions, for these amendments have
no significance whatever for the remaining non-Russian national-
ities—and they amount to about 55,000,000. That is why, while not
objecting to the concrete amendments, additions and improvements
to individual clauses proposed by Safarov in regard to certain
groups of nationalities, I must say that these amendments should
not be made universal. Furthermore, I must make a remark regard-
ing one of Comrade Safarov’s amendments. He has allowed the
phrase “national cultural self-determination” to creep into one of
his amendments. This amendment contains the following:

“Before the October Revolution the colonial and semi-colonial peoples of
the Eastern border regions of Russia were deprived by imperialist policy of

_ all possibility of partaking in the cultural achievements of capitalist civilisa-

tion, by means of their own national cultural self-determination, education in
their own language,” etc. ‘ } Lo |
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I must say that I am unable to accept this amendment, hecause
it smacks of Bundism. National cultural self-determination is a
Bundist formula. We have long ago abandoned the nebulous slo-
gans of self- determmatmn—there is no need to revive them. Further-:
more, this whole phrase is a most unnatural concatenation of
words. .

I have here a note alleging that we Communists are cultlvanng
the White-Russian nationality artificially. This is not true, because
there is a White-Russian nation, which has its own language distinct
from Russian, and it is therefore possible to raise the cultural
level of the White-Russian people only in its native language. Such
talk was heard some five years ago about the Ukraine and the
Ukrainian nation. And only quite recently it was asserted that the
Ukrainian Republic and the Ukrainian nationality are an inven-:
tion of the Germans. But it is obvious that the Ukrainian nation
exists, and it is the duty of Communists to develop its culture. We

must not go counter to history. It is obvious that, although in the:

towns of the Ukraine Russian elements still predominate, in the
course of time these towns will inevitably become Ukrainianised.
About forty years ago Riga was a German town; but since towns
grow by influx from the countryside, and the countryside is the
guardian of nationality, Riga is now a purely Lettish town. About
fifty years ago all the towns of Hungary bore a German character;
now they are Magyarised. The same will be true of White Russia,
in the towns of which non-White-Russians still predominate.

In concluding the reply to the discussion, I propose that the
congress elect a committee, representative of the regions, for the
purpose of giving more concrete form to those practical proposals
in the theses which interest all our border regions. {Applause.]

THE NATIONAL QUESTION PRESENTED
(1921)

THE presentation of the national question given by the Commun-
ists essentially differs from the presentation favoured by the leaders
of the Second and Two-and-a-Half Internationals [*] and by all
and every kind of “Socialist,” “Social-Democratic,” Menshevik,
Socialist-Revolutionary and other party.

It is particularly important to stress four principal factors as
being the most characteristic and distinguishing features of the
new presentation of the national question, features which draw
a line between the old and the new conceptions of the national
question.

The first factor is that the national question, as a part, has be-
come merged with the general question of the emancipation of the
colonies, as the whole. In the era of the Second International it
was usual to confine 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 Inter-
national. The tens and hundreds of millions of the Asiatic and
African peoples suffering from national oppression in its crudest
and most brutal form did not as a rule enter the field of vision of

e “Socialists.” The latter did not venture 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 unbecom-
ing for “decent Socialists” to speak seriously of the emancipation
of the colonies, which were ‘“necessary” for the “preservation” of
*civilisation.” These apologies for Socialists did not even suspect
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that the abolition of national oppression in Europe is inconceiv-
able 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 down
the wall between the white peoples and the coloured peoples, be-
tween the “civilised” and “uncivilised” slaves of imperialism. This
circumstance 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-determination has been replaced by the clear revolutionary
slogan of the right of nations and colonies to political secession
and the formation of independent states, When they spoke of the
right of self-determination, the moving spirits of the Second Inter-
national as a rule never even hinted at the right to political seces-
sion—the right of self-determination was at best interpreted to
mean the right to autonomy in general. The “experts” on the
national question, Springer and Bauer, even went so far as to
convert the right of self-determination into the right of the op-
pressed nations of Europe to cultural autonomy, that is, the right
to have their own cultural institutions with all the political (and
economic) power remaining in the hands of the dominant nation.
In other words, the right of non-sovereign nations to self-determina-
tion was transformed into the privilege of the dominant nations to
wield political power, and the question of political secession was
excluded. The ideological leader of the Second International, Kaut-
sky, 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 peculiarity 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 self-determination
was transformed from an instrument of emancipation of nations and
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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, finally, the growth 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 demanding 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 one
~nation entertain annexatory ambitions towards the toilers of an-
other nation, and therefore creates a basis for mutual confidence
and voluntary amalgamation; and :

2. Ittears the mask from the imperialists, who, while mendacious-
ly prating of self-determination, are endeavouring to keep the non-
sovereign peoples and colonies in subjection and to retain them
within their imperialist state, and thereby intensifies the struggle
of these peoples and colonies for emancipation from imperialism.

" It need hardly be shown that the Russian workers could not have
gained the sympathies of their comrades of other nationalities in
the West and the East if, having assumed power, they had not
proclaimed the right of peoples to political secession, if they had
not demonstrated in practice their readiness to give effect to this
inalienable right of peoples, if they had not renounced their
“rights,” let us say, to Finland (1917), if they had not withdrawn
the troops from Northern Persia (1917), if they had not renounced
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-determin-
ation, has recently been meeting with defeat after defeat in the East
is due among other reasons to its having there encountered a grow-

8 Stalin
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ing movement for 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 Internationals, who are zealously abus-

ing the Baku “Council of Action and Propaganda” [%] for certain

immaterial lapses committed by it; 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 African colonies
during the last two or three years.

The third factor is the disclosure of the connection, the organic
eonnection, between the national and colonial question and the
question of the power of capital, the overthrow of capitalism and
the dictatorship of the proletariat. In the period of the Second
International the national question, narrowed to the extreme in its
scope, was usually treated as an isolated question, unrelated to the
future proletarian revolution. It was tacitly assumed that the na-
tional question would be settled “naturally,” before the proletarian
revolution, by means of a series of reforms within the framework.
of capitalism; that the proletarian revolution could be accomplished-
without a radical solution of the national problem, and that, vice
versa, the national problem could be solved without the overthrow
of the power of capital, without and prior to the victory of the pro-

letarian revolution. This essentially imperialist view runs like a -

crimeon thread through the works of Springer and Bauer on the
national question. But the last decade has exposed the utter falsity
and rottenness of this conception of the national question. The im-
perialist war has shown, and the revolutionary experience of recent
years has again confirmed:

1. That the national and colonial questions are inseparable from
the 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-sover-
eign nations and colonies;

3. That the non-sovereign nations and colonies cannot be eman-
eipated without the overthrow of the power of capital; and

4, That the victory ofithe proletariat cannot be a lasting one
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unless the non-sovereign nations and colonies are emancipated from
the yoke of imperialism. '
I‘f 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 ;s thé
rear, the reserve of 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 rev-
olution may be regarded as assured only if the proletariat is able
to combine its own revolutionary struggle 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 dictator-
ship of the proletariat. This “trifle” was overlooked by the moving
sPirits of theSecond and the Two-and:a.Half Internationals when they
divorced the national and colonial question from the question of -
power in the period of growing proletarian revolution in the West.
The fourth factor is that a new element has been introduced into
the national question—the element of real (and not metely juridi-
cal) equalisation of nations (helping and encouraging the back-
ward nations to raise themselves to the cultural and economic level
of the more advanced nations), as one of the conditions necessary
for securing fraternal co-operation between the toiling masses of
the various nationalities. In the period of the Second International
Fhey usually confined themselves to proclaiming “national equal-
ity”; at best they did not go beyond demanding the realisation of
such equality. But national equality, in itself a very important
political acquisition, runs the risk of remaining merely an empty
phrasF if adequate resources and opportunities for exercising this
very important right do not exist. There can be no question that
the toiling masses of the backward peoples are not in a position to
exercise the right of “national equality” granted them to the degree
that it can be exercised by the toiling masses of advanced national-
ities. The actual inequality of nations (cultural and econotmic)
which is a heritage of the past and which cannot be abolished iI:
one or two years, makes its influence felt. This circumstance is
particularly perceptible in Russia, where a number of nationalities

8%



116 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

have never passed through capitalism, and some have not even
entered the phase of capitalism, and have no proletariat, or prac-
tically no proletariat, of their own; where, in spite of the fact that
complete national equality has already been established, the toiling
masses of these nationalities are not in a position to make adequate
use of the rights they have won in view of their cultural and eco-
nomic backwardness. This inequality will make itself felt still more
“on the morrow” of the victory of the proletariat in the West, when
numerous backward colonies and semi-colonies, marked by the
most varied levels of development, will inevitably appear on the
scene. That is why it is essential that the triumphant proletariat of
the advanced countries should render aid, real and prolonged aid, to
the toiling masses of the backward nationalities in their cultural
and economic development; that it should help them to rise to a
higher stage of development and to catch up with the more ad-
vanced nationalities. Unless such aid is forthcoming it will be im-
possible to bring about the peaceful co-existence and fraternal col-
laboration of the toilers of the various 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 means of measures for securing the real equality of national-
ities, 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;

9. The development of their culture;

3. 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.

Pravda, No. 98
‘May 8, 1921

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND THE NATIONAL POLICY
OF THE RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS

(1921)

THE strength of the October Revolution consists incidentally in
the fact that, unlike the revolutions in the West, it rallied around
the Russian proletariat the millions of the peity bourgeoisie, and
above all its most powerful and most numerous stratum—the peas-
antry. As a result, the Russian bourgeoisie was isolated and left
without an army, while the Russian proletariat was transformed into
the arbiter of the destinies of the country. But for this the Russian
workers could not have retained power.

. Peace, the agrarian revolution and freedom for the nationalities—
these were the three principal factors which served to rally the
peasants of more than twenty nationalities in the vast expanse of
Russia around the red flag of the Russian proletariat.

There is no need to speak here of the first two factors. Enough
has been written about them in the literature on the subject. And
indeed they speak for themselves. As to the third factor—ithe nation-
al policy of the Russian Communists—apparently its importance
has not yet been fully realised. It would therefore not be amiss to
say a few words on this subject.

To begin with, of the 140,000,000 people constituting the popu-
lation of the R.S.F.S.R. (Finland, EstI;loxl:ia, Latvia, Ligluanis aI;lud
Poland are excluded) the Great-Russians do not comprise more
than 75,000,000. The remaining 65,000,000 consist of nationalities
other than Great-Russians.

Furthermore, these nationalities mainly inhabit the border re-
gions, which are most vulnerable from the military point of view;
and these border regions abound in raw materials, fuel and food,-
stuffs.

Finally, these border regions are less developed than Central
Russia (or not developed at all) from the industrial and military
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point of view, owing to which they are not in a position to defend
their independent existence without the military and economic as-
sistance of Central Russia; just as Central Russia is not in a posi-
tion to preserve its military and economic power without the as-
sistance of the border regions in the way of fuel, raw materials
and foodstuffs.

These circumstances, coupled with certain provisions in the
national programme of the Communists, determined the character
of the national policy of the Russian Communists.

The essence of this policy can be expressed in a few words: the
renunciation of all “claims” and “rights” to regions inhabited by
non-Russian nationalities; the recognition (not in word but in
ideed) of the right of these nationalities to exist as independent
'states; the formation of a voluntary military and economic union
of these nationalities with Central Russia; the granting of aid to
the backward nationalities in their cultural and economic develop-
ment, without which what is known as “national equality” becomes
an empty sound; and the basing of all this on the complete eman-
cipation of the peasants and the concentration of the entire political
power in the hands of the toiling elements of the horder national-
ities—such is the national policy of the Russian Communists.

It need hardly be said that when the Russian workers came to
power they would not have been able to win the sympathy and
‘confidence of their comrades of other nationalities, and above all
of the oppressed masses of the non-sovereign nationalities, had
they not in practice proved their readiness to put such a national
policy into effect, had they not renounced their “rights” to Finland,
had they not evacuated their troops from Northern Persia, had they
not put an end to the claims of the Russian imperialists to certain
regions of Mongolia and Ckina and had they not assisted the back-
ward nationalities of the former Russian Empire to develop their
culture and political life in their own language.

This confidence alone could form the basis for that indestructible
union of the peoples of the R.S.F.S.R. against which all “diplo-
matic” machinations and carefully executed “blockades” have
proved impotent. »

More, the Russian workers could not have defeated Kolchak,
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Denikin and Wrangel had they not enjoyed the sympathy and
confidence of the oppressed masses of the border regions of former
Russia. It must not be forgotten that the field of action of these
mutinous generals was confined to the area of the border regions
inhabited mainly by non-Russian nationalities, and the latter could
not but hate Kolchak, Denikin and Wrangel for their imperialist
policy and policy of Russification. The Entente, intervening and
supporting these generals, could rely only on the elements in the
border regions who were the vehicles of Russification. And thereby
it only inflamed the hatred of the population of the border regions
for the mutinous generals and increased the sympathy of this popu-
lation for the Soviet government.

This. circumstance accounted for the intrinsic weakness of the
Kolchak, Denikin and Wrangel rear, and therefore for the weak-
ness of their fronts, that is, in the long run, for their defeat.

But the beneficial results of the national policy of the Russian
Communists are not confined to the territory of the R.S.F.S.R.
and the associated Soviet republics. They are also affecting, in-
directly, it is true, the attitude of the neighbouring countries
towards the R.S.F.S.R. The radical improvement in the attitude of
Turkey, Persia, Afghanistan, India and other Eastern border coun-
tries towards Russia, which was formerly a bogey to these coun-
tries, is a fact which even so valiant a politician as Lord Curzon
does not now venture to dispute. It need hardly be shown that if
the national policy above outlined had not been systematically put
into effect within the R.S.F.S.R. during the four years the Soviet
government has existed, this radical change in the attitude of the
neighbouring countries towards Russia would have been incon-
ceivable.

Such, in the main, are the results of the national policy of the
Communists. And just now, on the fourth anniversary of Soviet
government, when the arduous war is over, when extensive con-
struction work has been started, and when one involuntarily looks
back along the path traversed in order to encompass it at a single
glance, these results become especially clear.

Pravda, No. 251
November 6-7, 1921



THE AMALGAMATION OF THE SOVIET REPUBLICS

Report Delivered at the Tenth All-Russian Congress of Soviess
December 26, 1922

CoMRADES, several days ago, before this congress began, the
Presidium of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee received
a number of decisions taken by Congresses of Soviets of the Trans-
caucasian Republics, the Ukraine and White Russia, on the de-
sirability and necessity of amalgamating these republics into a
single confederate state. The Presidium of the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee has discussed this question and declares such
an amalgamation to be timely. The question of amalgamating the
republics therefore figures in the agenda of this congress.

The campaign for the amalgamation of the Soviet socialist re-
publics began some three or four months ago. The initiative was
taken by the Azerbaidjanian, Armenian and Georgian Republics,
which were later joined by the Ukrainian and White-Russian Re-
publics. The idea of the campaign is that the old contractual rela-
tions—the relations established by the convention between the
R.S.F.S.R. and the other Soviet republics—have outlived them-
selves and are no longer adequate. The idea of the campaign is
that it has become imperative that the old contractual relations
should be replaced by relations based on closer union-—relations
which imply the creation of a single confederate state with cor-
responding confederate executive and legislative organs, with a
Central Executive Committee and a Council of People’s Com-
missars of the Union. In brief, what has hitherto been decided
episodically, within the framework of contractual relations, it is
now, in the course of the campaign, proposed to establish as some-
thing permanent. »

What are the reasons impelling the republics towards amalga-
mation; what are the circumstances determining the necessity for
amalgamation?

120
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There are three groups of circumstances which render the amal-
gamation of the Soviet republics into a single confederate state
inevitable.

The first group of circumstances consists of facts relating to the
internal economic situation. Firstly, there is the meagreness of the
economic resources remaining at the disposal of the republics after
seven years of war, which obliges us to combine these meagre
resources so as to employ them more rationally and to develop the
main branches of production, those which form the backbone of
Soviet power in each republic. Second, there is the historically
determined natural division of labour, the economic division of
labour, between the various regions and republics of our federa-
tion. For instance, the North supplies the South and East with
textiles, the South and East supply the North with cotton, fuel,
and so forth. The division of labour thus established between the
regions cannot be eliminated by a mere stroke of the pen: it has
been created historically by the whole course of economic develop-
ment of the federation. And this division of labour, which renders
the full development of individual regions impossible as long as
the republics lead separate existences, is obliging our republics
to knit themselves into a single economic unit. Thirdly, there is
the fact that the principal means of communication in the federa-
tion, which are the nerve and backbone of any possible union,
constitute a single system. It goes without saying that the means of
communication cannot be left in a divided state in the hands of
and subordinated to the interests of the individual republics; for
that would convert the main nerve of economic life—transport—
into a conglomeration of separate paits utilised without regard
to plan. This circumstance also induces the republics to favour
amalgamation into a single state. Finally, there is the meagreness
of our financial resources. Comrades, it must be bluntly stated that
our financial position now, in the sixth year of existence of the
Soviet government, has far less opportunities for large-scale devel-
opment than, for instance, under the old regime, which had vodka,
as we will not have, that yielded 500,000,000 rubles per annum,
and which was assured of foreign credits to the value of several
hundred million rubles, which we also do not have. All this goes
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to prove that we shall be unable with such meagre opportunities
for financial development to solve the fundamental and urgent
problems confronting the financial systems of our republics unless
we rally our forces and unless we combine the financial strength
of the various republics into a single whole.

Such is the first group of circumstances impelling our republics
towards amalgamation.

The second group of circumstances rendering the amalgamation
of the republics essential consists of facts relating to our interna-
tional position. I am referring to our military position. I am re-
ferring to our relations with foreign capital through the Com-
missariat of Foreign Trade. I am referring, finally, to our diplo-
matic relations with the bourgeois states. It should be remembered,
comrades, that in spite of the fact that our republics have happily
emerged from the condition of civil war, the danger of attack
from without is far from eliminated. This danger demands that
our military front should be absolutely united, that our army
should be an absolutely united army, particularly now that we
have begun to undertake, not moral disarmament, of course, but
a real, material reduction of armaments. Now that we have re-
duced our army to 600,000 men, it is particularly essential to
have a single and unbreakable military front capable of guarantee-
ing the republic against external danger. Furthermore, apart from
the military danger, there is a danger of the economic isolation of
our federation. You know that after Genoa and the Hague [*°], and
after Urquhart [*], although the economic boycott of our republic
failed, nevertheless we do not observe any large inflow of capital
for the needs of our economy. There is a danger that our republics
may become economically isolated. This new form of intervention,
which is no less dangerous than military intervention, can be elim-
inated only by the creation of a united economic front of our Soviet
republics in face of the capitalist encirclement. Finally, there is our
diplomatic situation. You have all been witnesses of how recently,
on the eve of the Lausanne Conference [42], the Entente states made
every effort to isolate our federation. Diplomatically, they did not
succeed. The organised diplomatic boycott of our federation was
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broken. The Entente was forced to reckon with our federation and
to a certain extent to beat a retreat.

There are no grounds for assuming that such and similar cases
of diplomatic isolation of our federation will not be repeated. Hence
the necessity for a united front along diplomatic lines also.

Such is the second group of circumstances impelling the Soviet
socialist republics towards amalgamation.

Both the first and the second groups of circumstances have oper-
ated throughout the period of the existence of the Soviet government
and operate to this day. Unquestionably, both our economic needs,
of which I have just spoken, and our military and diplomatic needs
in the field of foreign policy were felt before. But these circum-
stances assume insistent force only now, when the Civil War is
ended, when the republics have secured the first opportunity of
setting about their economic development and when they have for
the first time fully realised the meagreness of their economic re-
sources and the necessity of uniting both along internal, economic
lines and along external lines. That is why now, in the sixth year
of existence of the Soviet government, the question of the amalga-
mation of the independent Soviet socialist republics has become
urgent.

Finally, there is a third group of facts which also call for amal-
gamation and which are associated with the character of the struc-
ture of the Soviet power and with the class nature of the Soviet
power. The Soviet power is so constructed that, being international
by its intrinsic nature, it systematically fosters the idea of unity
among the masses and impels them towards amalgamation.

While capital, private property and exploitation disunite peoples,
splitting them into hostile camps, an example of which is furnished
by Great Britain, France, and even such small multi-national states
as Poland and Yugoslavia, with their irreconcilable internal nation-
al contradictions, which eat at the very foundations of these states-—
while, I say, there, in the West, where capitalist democracy prevails
and where the states rest on private property, the very basis of the
state fosters national enmity, conflicts and struggle, here, in the
realm of the Soviets, where the power is built not on capital, but on
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labour, where the power is built not on private property, but om
collective property, where the power is built not on the exploita-
tion of man by man, but on hostility to such exploitation, here, on
the contrary, the very nature of the government power fosters a
natural striving on the part of the toiling masses towards unity in
a single socialist family. Is it not a striking fact that whereas there,
in the West, in the world of bourgeois democracy, we are witness-
ing the gradual decline and disintegration of the multi-national
states into their component parts (as in the case of Great Britain,
which will settle matters I know not how with India, Egypt and
Ireland, or as in the case of Poland, which will settle matters I also
know not how with her White-Russians, Ukrainians, Germans and
Jews), here, in our federation, embracing no less than thirty na-
tionalities, we are, on the contrary, witnessing a process of consoli-
dation of political ties between the independent republics, a process-
which is leading to an ever closer union of independent national--
ities into a single independent state. Here you have two types of

political union, of which one type, the capitalist type, leads to the

disintegration of the state into its component parts, while the second
type, the Soviet type, on the contrary, leads to a gradual but stable
amalgamation of formerly independent nationalities into a single:
independent state.

Such is the third group of circumstances impelling the various
republics towards amalgamation.

What form should be given to the amalgamation of the republics?
The basis of amalgamation is set forth in the resolutions received
by the Presidium of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee
from the Soviet republics of the Ukraine, White Russia and Trans-
caucasia. _

The union will be made up of four republics: the R.S.F.S.R. as
an integral federal unit, the Transcaucasian Republic, also as
an integral federal unit, the Ukraine and White Russia. Two in-
dependent Soviet republics, Khorezm and Bokhara, which are not

socialist republics, but people’s Soviet republics, for the time being

remain outside the union for the sole and exclusive reason that
these republics are not socialist. I do not doubt, comrades, and I
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hope that you also do not doubt, that these republics, as they in-
ternally develop towards socialism, will also come to form part of
the confederate state which is now being constituted.

It might seem more expedient that not the R.S.F.S.R., as an in
tegral federal unit, but the individual republics which make up the
R.S.F.S.R. should join the union of republics, for which purpose
the R.S.F.S.R. would presumably first have to be dissolved into its
component parts. I think that this would be an irrational and
inexpedient method and that it is precluded by the very course the
«campaign is taking. Firstly, this method would lead to the result
that parallel with the process making for the amalgamation of the
republics we should be having a process making for the decom-
position of the already existing federal units, a process the effect
.of which would be that the truly revolutionary process of the amal-
gamation of the republics which has already begun would be turned
topsy-turvy. .

Secondly, this false method would result in a state of affairs in
which, in addition to the eight autonomous republics, we should
be obliged to separate out from the R.S.F.5.R. a specifically Russian
Central Executive Committee and Russian Council of People’s Com-
missars, which would lead to considerable organisational pertur-
bations, which is ‘entirely unnecessary and harmful at the present
time, and which is not in the least demanded by either the internal
.or the external situation. That is why I consider that the partici-
‘pants in the amalgamation into the union must be the four repub-
Tics: the R.S.F.S.R., the Transcaucasian Federation, the Ukraine and
White Russia.

The treaty of union must be based on the following principles:
Commissariats of Foreign Trade, Military and Naval Affairs, For-
eign Affairs, Ways of Communication and Post and Telegraph shall

be set up only within the Council of People’s Commissars of the
Union. The People’s Commissariats of Finance, National Economy,
Food, Labour, and Inspection shall continue within each of the con-
tracting republics, but in such a way as to operate’ in accordance
with the instructions of the corresponding central Commissariats
of the Union. This is necessary in order that the forces of the toiling



126 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

masses of the republics may come under the joint aegis of the Union
centre as regards food supply, the Supreme Council of National
Economy, the People’s Commissariat of Finance and the People’s
Commissariat of Labour. Finally, the remaining Commissariats, i.e.,
the Commissariats of Home Affairs, J ustice, Education, Agriculture,
and so on—there are six in all—which are directly connected with
the life, customs, the specific forms of land regulation, the specific
forms of legal procedure and the language and culture of the peo-
ples forming the republics, must remain independent Commissariats
under the control of the Central Executive Committees and Councils
of People’s Commissars of the contracting republics. This is essen-
tial in order to provide a real guarantee for the freedom of national
development of the peoples forming the Soviet republics.

Such, in my opinion, are the principles that must be made the
foundation of the treaty shortly to be signed between our republics.
Accordingly, I have to submit the following draft resolution, which

has been approved by the Presidium of the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee: .

1. The. a.ma]gan:iation of the Russian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic
the Ukra.lman Socn?.list Soviet Republic, the Transcaucasian Socialist Fedem-’
tive Soviet Rfepubhc and the White-Russian Socialist Soviet Republic into a
Union of Soc1a]i‘st Soviet Republics shall be regarded as timely.

2. J}malgamatwn shall be based on the principles of voluntary consent and
equality of status of the republics, and the right freely to leave the Union
of Republics shall be reserved to each of them.

3. A delegation consisting of Comrades Kalinin, Trotsky, Stalin, Rykov,
Kan.:enev, Tsurupa, Molotov, Sokolnikov, Sapronov, Pyatakov, Rudzutak Said:
Gahyev., Mu_khtarov, Khalikov, Yanson, Mansurov and Rakhimbayev ,in col-
Iaborathn with t.he delegations from the Ukraine, the Transcaucasian liepub]ic
and White Russia, shall be instructed to draw up a draft declaration on the
fqrmatmn of a Union of Republies, setting forth the considerations which
dictate an amalgamation of the republics into a single confederate state.

4. The delegation shall be instructed to draw up the conditions of entry
of th.e -R.S.F.S.R. into the Union of Republics and shall he charged, when
examining the treaty of union, to adhere to the following principles: ' -

a) The formation of appropriate Union legislative and executive organs:
Wb) Tl}e amalgam.atiqn.of the Commissariats of Military and Naval Aﬁai’rs,
Te?z;r aoph ?ommu.rymtmn, Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Post and

¢) The subordination of the Commissariats of Finance, F Nati
Econ_omy, Lab?ur, and Workers’ and Peasants’ Il‘nspect;on 0%(:, t;?: uiﬁﬁ
(t)?(t:}t::gU :it’;)l;lu}:)lfmfs{e;(; b;?:s ;mstrucnons of the corresponding Commissariats
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d) The completé guarantee of the interests of the national development
of the peoples belonging to the contracting republics.

5. Prior to its consideration by the First Congress of the Union of Republics,
the draft treaty shall be submitted for the approval of the All-Russian Central
Fxecutive Committee as represented by its Presidium.

6. The delegation shall be empowered, in accordance with the conditions
of amalgamation approved by the All-Russian Central Executive Committee,
to eonclude a treaty between the R.S.F.S.R. and the socialist Soviet republics
of the Ukraine, Transcaucasia and White Russia for the formation of a

Union of Socialist Soviet Republics.
7. The treaty shall be submitted for ratification to the First Congress of the

Union of Republics.

This is the resolution I submit for your consideration.

Comrades, since the time the Soviet republics were formed the
states of the world have split into two camps: the camp of socialism
and the camp of capitalism. In the camp of capitalism we have
imperialist war, national enmity, oppression, colonial slavery and
chauvinism. In the camp of the Soviets, the camp of socialism, on
the contrary, we have mutual confidence, national equality and the
peaceful co-existence and fraternal collaboration of peoples. Capi-
talist democracy has been endeavouring for decades to solve na-
tional contradictions by combining the interests of the free
development of nationalities with the system of exploitation. But so
far it has not succeeded, and it will not succeed. On the contrary,
the skein of national contradictions is becoming more and more
entangled, threatening the end of capitalism. Here alone, in the
world of the Soviets, in the camp of socialism, has it been possible
to tear up the very roots of national oppression and to establish
mutual confidence and fraternal collaboration between peoples. And
only when the Soviets succeeded in this did it become possible to
build up our federation and to defend it against the attack of the
enemies, both internal and external. Five years ago the Soviet gov-
ernment succeeded in laying a foundation for the peaceful co-
existence and fraternal collaboration of peoples. Now, in deciding
here on the desirability and necessity of amalgamation, we are about
to erect on this foundation a new edifice, by founding a new and
mighty confederate power of the toilers. The will of the peoples of
our republics, who recently assembled at their congresses and
unanimously resolved to form a Union of Republics, is incontest-
able proof of the fact that the cause of amalgamation is pursuing



128 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

‘the right lines and that it is based on the great principle of volun-
itary consent and equality of peoples. Let us hope, comrades, that by
forming our confederate republic we shall be creating a reliable
bulwark against international capitalism and that the new con-
federate state will be another decisive step towards the amalgama-
stion of the toilers of the whole world into a single World Socialist
‘Soviet Republic. [Prolonged applause. The “International” is
sung.] ‘

THE AMALGAMATION OF THE SOVIET REPUBLICS

Report Delivered at the First Congress of Soviets of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
December 30, 1922

COMRADES, this day marks a turning point in the history of the Soviet
government. It places a landmark between the old period, now past,
when the Soviet republics, although they acted in common, yet each
followed its own path and was concerned primarily with its own
preservation, and the new period, already begun, when an end is be-
ing put to the isolated existence of each of the Soviet republics, when
the republics are being amalgamated into a single confederate state
in order successfully to cope with economic disruption, and when
the Soviet government is concerned not only with its preservation,
but with developing into an important international power, capable
of influencing the international situation and of modifying it in the
interests of the toilers.

What was the Soviet government five years ago? A ‘small, al-
most unnoticeable entity, which evoked the derision of its enemies
and the pity of many of its friends. It was a period of disruption,
when the Soviet government depended not so much upon its own

- strength as upon the impotence of its adversaries; when the foes

of the Soviet government, split into two coalitions, the Austro-
German coalition and the Anglo-French coalition, were engaged in
mutual warfare and were not in a position to turn their weapons
against the Soviet government. In the history of the Soviet govern-
ment this was a period of wartime disruption. But, under the blows
of Kolchak and Denikin, the Soviet government created the Red
Army and successfully emerged from its state of collapse.

The second period in the history of the Soviet government then
began, the period which marked the fight against economic disrup-
tion. This period is by no means over yet, but it has already borne

9 Stalin 129
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fruit, for we find that during this period the Soviet government
successfully coped with the famine which overtook the country last
year; during this period we witnessed a considerable advance in
agriculture and an important revival of the light industries. Cadres
of industrial leaders have already come to the fore and are the
object of our hope and trust. But in order finally to overcome
economic disruption all this is far from enough. In order to cope
with disruption and to eliminate it, the forces of all the Soviet re-
publics must be pooled; all the financial and economic potential-
ities of the republics must be devoted to the cause of re-establishing
the basic branches of our industry. Hence the necessity for amal-
gamating the Soviet republics into a single confederate state. This
day witnesses the amalgamation of our republics into a single state
for the purpose of pooling all forces for the restoration of our
economy.

The military period of combating the disruption produced by the
war gave us the Red Army, one of the foundations of the life of
the Soviet government. The next period, the period marking the
struggle against economic disruption, is giving us a new framework
of state life—the Union of Soviet Republics, which will undoubtedly
advance the cause of restoring Soviet economy.

What is the Soviet government now? A great toilers’ power, evok-
ing among our enemies not derision but gnashing of teeth.

Such is the restrospect of the development of the Soviet govern-
ment during the five years of its existence.

But, comrades, today is not only a day of retrospect, it is also a
day which marks the triumph of the new Russia over the old Russia,
the Russia which was the gendarme of Europe and the hangman of
Asia. Today is a day of triumph for the new Russia, which has
smashed the chains of national oppression, organised victory over
capital, created a dictatorship of the proletariat, awakened the
peoples of the East, inspired the workers of the West, transformed
the red flag from a Party banner into a state banner, and rallied
around that banner the peoples of the Soviet republics in order to
unite them into a single state, the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, the prototype of the future World Soviet Socialist Republic.

We Communists are often abused and accused of being unable
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to build. Let the history of the Soviet government during these five
years serve as a proof that Communists are also able to build. Let
today’s Congress of Soviets, whose mission it is to ratify the declar-
ation and treaty of the Union of Republics, adopted yesterday at
the conference of plenipotentiary delegations, let this Union Con-
gress demonstrate to all who have not yet lost every whit of under-
standing that Communists are able to build the new just as well
as they are able to destroy the old.

Here, comrades, is the declaration adopted yesterday at the con-
ference of plenipotentiary delegations. I shall read it:

DECLARATION OF THE CONSTITUTION OF A UNION OF
Sovier SociaListT REPUBLICS

Since the formation of the Soviet republics the states of the world have
been split into two camps: the camp of capitalism and the camp of social:
ism,

There, in the camp of capitalism, we have national animosity and in-
equality, colonial slavery and chauvinism, 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 col-
laboration 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 collabora-
tion 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 foundations 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 War, to preserve their 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 economic resources left as a heri-
tage by the war render inadequate the individual efforts of the individual
republics to build up their economy. The restoration of the national economsy
has proved to be impossible while the republics continue to lead separate
existences.

On the other hand, the instability of the international situation and the

gx
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danger of new attacks render inevitable the creation of a united {ront 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 to unite
into one socialist family.

All these circumstances imperatively demand the amalgamation of the
Soviet republics into a single confederate state, capable of creating external
security and ensuring 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 unanimously resolved to form a Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, is a sure pledge that this Union is a voluntary as-
sociation of peoples enjoying equal status, that each republic is guaranteed
the right of freely seceding from the Union, that admission to the Union is
open to all socialist Soviet republics, whether now éxisting or hereafter to
arise, that the new confederate 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 workers of all countries into a World 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 republies, acting in accordance with our mandates, have
resolved to conclude a treaty for the constitution of a Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

Here is the text of the treaty which was adopted by this same
conference:

TREATY
For THE CONSTITUTION OF A UNION OF SOVIET SOcIALIST REPUBLICS

The Russian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic (R.S.F.S.R.), the Ukrain-
ian Socialist Soviet Republic (Ukr. S.S.R.), the White-Russian Socialist
Soviet Republic (W.R.S.S.R.) and the Transcaucasian Socialist Federative
Soviet Republic (T.S.F.S.R.—Georgia, Azerbaidjan and Armenia) have con-
cluded the present treaty of union providing for amalgamation into a single
confederate state—the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—on the following
terms:

1. The competence of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as repre-
sented by its supreme organs, shall extend to the following:

a) representation of the Union in international relations;

b) modification of the external boundaries of the Union;

c) conclusion of treaties providing for the admission of new republics
into the Union;

d) declaration of war and conclusion of peace;

e) floating of state loans abroad;

f) ratification of international treaties;

g) establishment of systems of foreign and domestic trade;

h) determination of the principles and the general plan of the national
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economy of the Union as a whole and conclusion of concessionary agree-
ments;

i) regulation of transport, post and telegraph;

j) determination of the principles of organisation of the armed forces of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;

k) ratification of the joint state budget of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, establishment of monetary, currency and credit systems and the
systems of taxation for the Union as a whole and for the republics and
localities;

1) determination of the general principles of land regulation and land
tenure and also of utilisation of mineral wealth, forests and waters through-
out the territory of the Union;

m) enactment of legislation on resettlement for the Union generally;

n) determination of the principles of court structure and court procedure
and enactment of civil and crimingl legislation for the Union;

o) enactment of fundamental legislation on labour;

p) determination of general principles of public education;

q) adoption of general measures for the protection of public health;

r) establishment of systems of weights and measures;

8) organisation of statistics for the Union generally;

t) enactment of all fundamental legislation relating to citizenship of the
Union and the rights of foreigners;

u) exercise of the right of general amnesty;

v) annulment of decisions of Congresses of Soviets, Central Executive Com-
mittees and Councils of People’s Commissars of the confederate republics
violating the treaty.of union.

2. The supreme governing body in the Union of Soviet Socialist Repubhcs
shall be the Congress of Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and, in the intervals between Congresses, the Central Executive Committee
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

3. The Congress of Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall
consist of representatives from the town Soviets on the basis of one deputy
for every 25,000 voters and of representatives from the gubernia Congresses
of Soviets on the basis of one deputy for every 125,000 inhabitants.

4. Delegates to the Congress of Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics shall be elected at the gubernia Congresses of Soviets.

5. Ordinary Congresses of Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
shall be summoned by the Central Executive Committee of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics once a year; extraordinary Congresses shall be
summoned by the Central Executive Committee of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics at its own discretion or upon the demand of not less than two
of the confederate republics.

6. The Congress of Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall
elect a Central Executive Committee consisting of representatives of the
confederate republics in proportion to the population of each and to a total
number of 371 members. )

7. The ordinary sessions of the Central Executive Committee of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repablics shall be convened three times a year. Extraor-
dinary sessions shall be convened on a decision of the Presidium of the
Central Executive Committee of the Union or upon the demand of the Council
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of People’s Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, or of
the Central Executive Committee of one of the confederate republics.

8. The Congresses of Soviets and the sessions of the Central Executive
Committee of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall be summoned in
the capitals of the confederate republics in accordance with procedure to
be established by the Presidium of the Central Executive Committee of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

9. The Central Executive Committee of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics shall elect a Presidium which shall be the supreme organ of govern-
ment in the intervals between the sessions of the Central Executive Commit-
tee of the Union. ;

10. The Presidium of the Central Executive Committee of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics shall be elected to the number of 19 members,
from among whom the Central Executive Committee of the Union shall elect
four chairmen of the Central Executive Committee of the Union corresponding
to the number of confederate republics. ¢

11. The executive organ of the Central Executive Committee of the Union
shall be the Council of People’s Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (the C.P.C. of the Union), which shall be elected by the Central
Executive Committee of the Union for the period of the mandate of the
latter, and shall consist of:

The Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the Union;

The Vice-Chairmen;

The People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs;

- The People’s Commissar of Military and Naval Affairs;

The People’s Commissar of Foreign Trade;

The People’s Commissar of Ways of Communication;

The People’s Commissar of Post and Telegraph;

The People’s Commissar of Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection;

The Chairman of the Supreme Council of National Economy;

The People’s Commissar of Labour;

The People’s Commissar of Food;

The People’s Commissar of Finance.

12. In order to establish revolutionary law within the territories of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and to unite the efforts of the confederate
republics in combating counter-revolution, a supreme court shall be set up
under the Central Executive Committee of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, which shall exercise the functions of supreme judicial control, and
a joint organ of State Political Administration under the Council of People’s
Commissars of the Union, the Chairman of which shall be a member of the
Council of People’s Commissars of the Union but only in a consultative
capacity. ;

13. The decrees and ordinances of the C.P.C. of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics shall be binding on all the confederate republics and
shall have direct effect throughout the territory of the Union.

14, The decrees and ordinances of the Central Executive Committee and
of the C.P.C. of the Union shall be published in the languages in common
use in the confederate republics (Russian, Ukrainian, White-Russian, Geor-
gian, Armenian and Turkic).

15, The Central Execative Committees of the confederate republics may
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protest the decrees and ordinances of .the C.P.C. of the Union to the Presidium
of the Central Executive Committee of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, without however suspending their operation.

16. Decisions and orders of the Council of People’s Commissars of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics may be annulled only by the Central
Executive Committee of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and its
Presidium; orders of the various People’s Commissars of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics may be annulled by the Central Executive Committee
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, its Presidium, or the C.P.C. of the
Union. '

17. Orders of the People’s Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics may be suspended by the Central Executive Committees or the
Presidiums of the Central Executive Committees of the confederate republics
only in exceptional cases, if the said -orders are in obvious disharmony with
the decisions of the Council of People’s Commissars or the Central Executive
Committee of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Upon suspending an
order the Central Executive Committee or the Presidium of the Central Ex-
ecutive Committee of the confederate republics shall immediately bring the
fact to the attention of the Council of People’s Commissars of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and the People’s Commissar of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics concerned.

18. The Councils of People’s Commissars of the confederate republics shall
consist of:

The Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars;

The Vice-Chairman;

The Chairman of the Supreme Council of National Economy;

The People’s Commissar of Agriculture;

The People’s Commissar of Food;

The People’s Commissar of Finance;

The People’s Commissar of Labour;

The People’s Commissar of Home Affairs;

The People’s Commissar of Justice;

The People’s Commissar of Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection;

The People’s Commissar of Education;

The People’s Commissar of Health;

The People’s Commissar of Social Insurance;

The People’s Commissar of National Affairs;
and also, in a consultative capacity, representatives of the Union People’s
Commissariats of Foreign Affairs, Military and Naval Affairs, Foreign Trade,
Ways of Communication and Post and Telegraph.

19. The Supreme Councils of National Economy and the People’s Com-
missariats of Food, Finance, Labour and Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection
of the confederate republics, while being directly subordinate to the Central
Executive Committees and Councils of People’s Commissars of the confederate
republics, shall be guided in their activities by the instructions of the cor-
respending People’s Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

20. Each of the republics forming part of the Union shall have its own
budget which shall constitute an integral part of the general budget of the
Union and shall be subject to endorsement by the Central Executive Com-
mittee of the Unijon. The budgets of the republics, both revenues and ex-
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penditures, shall be fixed by the Central Executive Committee of the Union.
The items of revenue and the amounts of deductions to be made from reven-
ues for the purpose of constituting the budgets of the confederate republics
shall be determined by the Central Executive Committee of the Union.

21. A common Union citizenship shall be established for all citizens of
the confederate republics.

22. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall have its flag, emblem
and state seal.

23. The capital of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall be the city
of Moscow.

24. The confederate republics shall amend their constitutions in conformity
with the present treaty.

25. The ratification of and the introduction of all amendments and addi-
tions to the treaty of union shall lie within the exclusive competence of the
Congress of Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

26. Each of the confederate republics shall retain the right of unhampered
secession from the Union.

Comrades, upon the instructions of the conference of plenipoten-
tiary delegations of the Soviet republics I have to request you to
endorse the texts I have just read of the declaration and the treaty
for the constitution of a Union of Soviet Republics. Comrades, I
propose that you adopt them with the unanimity customary to Com-
munists and in doing so add a new chapter to the history of
mankind. [Applause.]

THESES ON NATIONAL FACTORS IN.PARTY AND STATE
DEVELOPMENT

Approved for the Twelfth Party Congress by the Central Committee
of the Russian Communist Party

(1923)
I

1. Even as early as the last century the development of capital-
ism 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 terri-
tories into a single connected whole. The further development of
capitalism, the development of the world market, the perfection of
the great rail and sea routes, the export of capital, and so on, still
further accentuated this tendency and bound all kinds of peoples
by the ties of international division of labour and universal inter-
dependence. 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 interests of
the various peoples, it was and is a progressive process, for it is
creating the material conditions for & future world socialist eco-
nomic system.

2. But this tendency developed in specific forms which were
completely at variance with its intrinsic historical significance. The
interdependence of peoples and the economic amalgamation of
territories arose in the course of the development of capitalism not
as a result of the collaboration of peoples enjoying equal status,
but by means of the subjection of certain peoples by others, by
means of the oppression and exploitation of less developed peoples
by more developed peoples. Colonial plunder and annexations,
national oppression and inequality, imperialist violence and arbi-
trary rule, colonial slavery and national subjection, and, finally,
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the struggle among the “civilised” nations for mastery over the
“uncivilised” peoples—such were the forms in which the process of
economic amalgamation 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 the violent forms assumed by this
amalgamation, a struggle for the emancipation of the oppressed
colonies and dependent nationalities 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 conditions for the future world social-
ist economic system.

3. The conflict between these two principal 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 insolvency and the organic instability of the bour-
geois colonial states. Inevitable conflicts within such states and
inevitable wars between such states; disintegration of the old
colonial states and the formation of new ones; a new drive for
colonies and again the disintegration of multi-national states, lead-
ing 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 states as Great Britain
and the old Germany on the other; and, lastly, the “great” im-
perialist war and the growth 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
bourgeois states.

Thus the irreconcilable contradiction between the process of
economic 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.
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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 congress (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 inalien-
able right of nations. In subsequent years it steadfastly endorsed its
national programme in specific decisions 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 cor-
roboration of the correctness of the decisions adopted by the Party
on the national question. These decisions consist of a) the vigorous
repudiation of all and every form of compulsion in relation to the
nationalities; b) the recognition of the equal and sovereign right
of the peoples to determine their own destinies; c¢) the recognition
of the thesis that a durable amalgamation of peoples can be ac-
complished only on a basis of collaboration and voluntary consent;
d) 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. Whereas the tsarist
Russification policy created an abyss between tsarism and the na-
tionalities of old Russia, and whereas the semi-imperialist policy
of the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries led the best ele-
ments 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 the struggle
it waged against tsarism and the imperialist Russian bourgeoisie.
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 overthrow-
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irig the power of the landlords and capitalists, to whom national
oppression was chiefly due, and by putting the proletariat in
power, the October Revolution at one blow smashed the fetters of
national oppression, destroyed the old relations between peoples,
removed the grounds of the old national enmity, cleared the way
for the collaboration of peoples, and won for the Russian prole-
tariat the confidence of its brothers of other nationalities, not only
in Russia, but also in Europe and Asia. It need hardly be shown
that had it not enjoyed this confidence the Russian proletariat
could not have defeated Kolchak and Denikin, Yudenich and

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, un-
avoidable, as long as capital is in power, as long as the pelty
bourgeoisie, and in particular the peasantry, of the former “sov-
ereign” 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-bourgeois strata follow the proletariat, that is,
when the dictatorship of the proletariat is assured. Hence, the tri-
umph 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 confederate 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 amalgama-
tion and laid down the main lines for the amalgamation of peoples
into a single confederate 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 danger, collaboration be-
tween the peoples did not vet assume a fully and strictly defined
form. In the period of civil war and intervention, when the re-
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quirements 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 sup-
plemented by an economic alliance. The amalgamation of the
national republics into the Union of Soviet Republics represents
the concluding stage in the development of the forms of collabora-
tion, which have now assumed the character of a military, economic
and political amalgamation of peoples into a single multi-national

-Soviet state.

Thus in the Soviet state structure the proletariat has found the
key to the national problem, has found the way to organise a dur-
able 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 prac-
tically. In order to give proper effect to the national programme
advanced by the October Revolution, 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 a
single blow and at short notice.

This heritage consists, in the first place, in the survivals of Great-
Power chauvinism, which is a reflection of the former privileged
position of the Great-Russians. These survivals 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 rein-
forcements in the shape of the “new” Smenovekh [%°] Great-Russian
chauvinist spirit, which the New Economic Policy tends to accentu-
ate. In practice they find expression in an arrogant, negligent and
soullessly bureaucratic attitude on the part of Russian Soviet offi
cials towards the needs and requirements of the national republics.
The multi-national Soviet state can be truly durable, and the col-
laboration of the peoples within it truly fraternal, only if these
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survivals are vigorously and irrevocably eradicated from the prac-
tice of our state institutions. 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 Rev-
olution 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 stage 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 in-
equality lie not only in the history of these peoples, but also in
the policy pursued by tsarism and the Russian bourgeoisie, which
aimed at converting the border regions into areas exclusively pro-
ducing raw materials and exploited by the industrially developed
central districts. To remove this inequality in a short 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 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 advancement. Otherwise there
are no grounds for expecting the establishment of a proper and
durable collaboration of peoples within the framework of a single
confederate state. Hence, the second immediate task of our Party is
to strive to eliminate the actual inequality of the nationalities and
to raise the cultural 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
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national oppression and have not yet managed to rid themselves of
old national grudges. These survivals find 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 Russians. However, in some of the republics the population of
which is made up of several nationalities, this defensive national-
ism often turns into aggressive nationalism, into the outright chau-
vinism of the stronger nationality directed against the weaker na-
tionalities of these republics. Georgian chauvinism (in Georgia)
against the Armenians, Ossets, Adjarians and Abkhasians; Azer-
baidjanian chauvinism (in Azerbaidjan) against the Armenians;
Uzbek chauvinism (in Bokhara and Khorezm) against the Turk-
mens and Kirghiz—all these forms of chauvinism, which moreover
are fostered by the conditions of the New Economic Policy and by
competition, are a great 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 confederate state. When
the survivals of nationalism are a peculiar form of defence against
Great-Russian chauvinism, the surest means of overcoming national-
ist survivals is to wage determined war on Great-Russian chauvin-
ism. When, however, these survivals assume the form of local
chauvinism directed against the weak 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 survials.

8. We must regard 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 and in the localities regard the Union
of Republics not as an alliance of equal political units, whose mis-
sion it is to guarantee the free development of the national repub-
lics, 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.” * The congress condemns this conception as anti-prole-
tarian and reactionary, and calls upon the members of the Party

1 le., a single and indivisible Russia-—Ed. Eng. ed.
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to keep vigilant watch lest the amalgamation of the republics and
the fusion of the Commissariats should be utilised by chauvinistical-
ly-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 Great-Power 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 attention to
the needs and requirements of the small and backward national-
ities.

9. Since the Union of Republics is a new form of co-existence of
peoples, a new form of collaboration of peoples within a single
confederate state, within which the survivals outlined above are to
be eliminated in the process of 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 the
- nationalities of the Union, but also the specific needs and require-
ments of each individual nationality. For this reason, there should
be created, in addition to the existing central organs of the Union,
which represent the toiling masses of the entire Union without
distinction of nationality, 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 aiten-
tive 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 heritage mentioned above
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 within the system of supreme organs of the Union a
special organ be instituted representing on an equality basis all the
national republics and national regions without exception;

b) That the Commissariats of the Union be so constructed as
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to assure the satisfaction of the needs and requirements of the
peoples of the Union;

c¢) That the organs of the national republics and regions be re-
cruited chiefly from among the local inhabitants acquainted with
the language, life, manners and customs of the peoples concerned.

I

1. The development of the organisations of our Party in the ma-
jority of the national republics is taking place under conditions
which do not wholly favour their growth and consolidation. The
economic backwardness of these republics, the numerical weakness
of the national proletariat, the shortage or even total lack of old
Party workers belonging to the native population, the lack of suit-
able Marxist literature in the native languages, the weakness of Party
educational work, and, lastly, the persistence of survivals of radical-
nationalist traditions, which have not yet died out, have produced
among the local Communists a definite deviation in the direction of
overrating the specific national features and of underrating the
class interests of the proletariat, a deviation towards nationalism.
This factor becomes especially dangerous in the case of republics
inhabited by several nationalities, where it frequently assumes the
form of a deviation among the Communists of the stronger nation-
ality towards chauvinism directed against the Communists of the
weak nationalities (Georgia, Azerbaidjan, Bokhara, Khorezm). The
deviation towards nationalism is dangerous because, by hindering
the emancipation of the national proletariat from the ideological
influence of the national bourgeoisie, it impedes the knitting of the
proletarians of the various nationalities into a single internationalist
organisation. ‘

2. On the other hand, the presence in both the central institu-
tions of the Party and in the organisations of the Communist Parties
of the 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 always attentive to their requirements, has given rise
in our Party to a deviation which consists in underrating specific
national features and national language in Party work, to an arro-

10 Stalin
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gant and negligent attitude towards these specific features—a devia-
tion towards Great-Russian chauvinism. This deviation is pernicious
not only because, by impeding the formation of Communist cadres
of local inhabitants acquainted with the local language, it creates
the danger that the Party may become 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 deviations as harmful and dangerous
to the cause of communism, and drawing the attention of the mem-
bers 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 development.

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 prin-
ciples written in the native languages;

¢) To reinforce the University of the Peoples of the East and
its branches in the localities;

d) To establish groups of instructors of the Central Committees
of the national Communist Parties recruited from among local
workers;

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.

Pravda, No. 65
March 24, 1923

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 that something has changed fundament-
ally in our views on the national question? No, our fundamental
view of the national question has remained what it was both be-
fore and after the October Revolution. But since the Tenth Congress
the international situation has changed, inasmuch as greater im-
portance 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 taken
into account and the conclusions drawn. In this sense one may say
that the national question is being presented at the Twelfth Con-
gress in a new way. .

As to the international significance of the national question.
You know, comrades, that we, the Soviet federation, by the will
of historical destiny, now represent the vanguard of the world
revolution. You know that we were the first to break through
the general capitalist front, that it has been our destiny to take
precedence of all others. You know that in our advance we went
as far as Warsaw, that we then retreated, entrenching ourselves
in the positions we considered strongest. From that moment we
passed to the New Economic Policy, from that moment we real-
ised that the international revolutionary movement was slowing
down, and from that moment our policy changed from a policy
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of offensive to a policy of defensive. We could not advance after
we had failed at Warsaw (we shall not hide the truth); we
could not advance, for we would have risked being cut off from
our rear, which in our case 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 outside the coun-
try towards a slower rate of advance; for we decided that we
needed a respite, that we must heal our wounds, the wounds
received by the vanguard, the proletariat, that we must establish
contact with the peasant rear, and continue to prosecute our
work among the reserves, which had fallen behind us-—the re-
serves of the West and the reserves of the East, the heavy reserves
which form the main rear-line reserves of world capitalism. It is
of these reserves—the heavy reserves of the East, which at the
same time constitute the rear-line of world imperialism—that we
must speak when discussing the national question.

Two things are possible: either we succeed in stirring up and
revolutionising the far imperialist rear—the colonial and semi-
colonial countries of the East—and thereby hasten the fall of
capitalism, or we muff it, and thereby strengthen imperialism and
weaken the force of our movement. That is how the question
stands.

The fact of the matter is that the whole East regards our Union
of Republics as an experimental station. Either we shall, within
the Union, find a correct solution for the national problem in
practical application and establish truly fraternal relations and
true collaboration between the peoples—in which case the entire
East will see that our federation is the banmer of its liberation,
an advance guard, in whose footsteps it must follow—and that
will be the beginning of the collapse of world imperialism; or
we, the federation as a whole, commit an error, undermine the
confidence of the formerly oppressed peoples in the proletariat of
Russia, and deprive the Union of Republics of that power of
attraction which it possesses in the eyes of the East-—in which
case imperialism will win and we shall lose.
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That is the international significance of the national question.

The national question is also of importance for us from the
point of view of the internal situation; not only because the
former sovereign nation numerically constitutes about 75,000,000
people and the other nations 65,000,000 (no mean figure) and
not only because the formerly oppressed nationalities inhabit
regions most essential from the point of view of economic devel-
opment and most important from the point of view of military
strategy, but first and foremost because during the last 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 ac-
complish, 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 our 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 if we do not resolutely repulse this new force, if we do not
strike at its roots—and 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 chauvin-
ism—it also fosters local varieties of chauvinism, especially in
republics composed of several nationalities. I have in mind Georgia,
Azerbaidjan, Bokhara and—one might partly add—Turkestan, in
all of which there are several nationalities, the foremost elements
of which may soon begin to compete among themselves for suprem-
acy. Of course, these local varieties of chauvinism are not as strong
and therefore not as dangerous as Great-Russian chauvinism. But
they are dangerous mnevertheless, for they threaten to turn some
of our republics into the scene of national wrangling and- thus
weaken the bonds of internationalism in these republics.

- Such are the international and internal reasons for the great,
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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 our 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 alliance between the proletariat and the peasantry
has been more than sufficiently discussed here, but when this ques-
tion was discussed in connection with the reports of Comrades
Kamenev, Kalinin and Sokolnikov, and even of Comrades Rykov
and Trotsky, the 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 repre-
sents the most cultured section of the proletariat among all the
nations of our federation, and the peasantry, mainly the peasantry
of the formerly oppressed nationalities. That is the class essence
of the national question. If the proletariat succeeds in establishing
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 suc-
ceeds in bringing about complete mutual understanding and con-
fidence, in effecting a genuine alliance not only between the Russian
proletariat and the Russian peasantry, but also between the Rus-
sian proletariat and the peasantry of other nationalities, the
problem will be solved. To achieve this it is necessary 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.

‘unti
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Only when the institutions and government bodies in the republics
of these countries speak and function in the native language, only
then, and only to that extent, will the Soviet government, which
1 very recently was a Russian government, become a govern-
ent that is not only Russian but inter-national, a government that
11 be near and dear to the peasants of the formerly oppressed
That is one of the fundamental factors in the national

nationalities. :
1, and in the national problem under Soviet

préblem in genera

con{itions in particular. '
at is the characteristic feature of the solution of the national

problem at the present moment, in 1923? What form has been
assumed in 1923 by the problems requiring solution in the nation-
al sph re? They have assumed the form of establishing collabora-
tion between the peoples of our federation in the economic, military
and political spheres. I am referring to inter-national relations.
The national problem, the crux of which is the establishment of
proper r%iations between the proletariat of the former sovereign
nation and the peasantry of other nationalities, has at the present
.moment as\sumed a specific form involving the establishment of
the collaboration and the fraternal co-existence of peoples which
in the past were disunited and which are now amalgamated Yvithin
a single state. That is the crux of the national problem in the
form it has assumed in 1923. The concrete form taken by this
political amalgamation is the Union of Republics, which we dis-
cussed 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 our national programme is based on the right
of nations to independent political existence, formerly called the
right of nations to self-determination. On this basis we must deﬁr}ite-
ly say that no union of peoples, no amalgamation of peoples into
a single state, can be durable unless it is based on absolutely volun-
tary consent, unless the peoples involved themselves desire to unite.
The second basis of the Union is the equality of legal status of
the peoples forming the Union. And that is but natural. I am not
referring to actual equality—of that I shall speak later—for the
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establishment of actual equality between nationalities which have
gone on ahead and nationalities which lag behind is a very complex,

very difficult problem, requiring many years for its solution. I am
speaking at present of equality of legal status. Equality in this /

sense is expressed in the fact that all the republics, in this cas
the four republics forming the Union—Transcaucasia, White Ru
sia, the Ukraine and the R.S.F.S.R.—enjoy the benefits of the
Union to an equal degree and at the same time to an equal degyee
forego certain of their independent rights in favour of the Unijon.
If the R.S.F-S.R., the Ukraine, White Russia and the Transcaaca-
sian Republic are not each to have its own People’s Commissariat
of Foreign Affairs, it is clear that the abolition of these Com-
missariats and the establishment of a joint Commissariat for the
Union of Republics will be accompanied by a certain restriction
of the independence formerly enjoyed by these republi¢s, and
that the extent of this restriction will be the same for/ all the
republics forming the Union. It is clear that if these fepublics
formerly had their. own People’s Commissariats of Forejgn 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 g joint Com-
missariat 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. This 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 republic retains
the right to leave the Union at its own discretion. There you have
the elements of independence, the maximum of independence,
which 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 collaboration between the peoples in economic matters,
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foreign policy and military affairs. We must unite the republics
along these lines into a single union, known as the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics. Such are the concrete forms assumed
by the national problem at the present time.

But that is easier said than done.

The fact of the matter is that under the conditions in our coun-
try there are not only a number of factors favouring amalgama-
tion 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 before the time of
the Soviet government but which the Soviet government strength-
ened—a certain division of labour among the peoples, begun before
our time, but accentuated by us, by the Soviet government. That
is the chief factor favouring the amalgamation of the republics
into the Union. The nature of the Soviet government must be
regarded as the second factor favouring amalgamation. This is
only natural. The Soviet government is a government of the work-
ers, a dictatorship of the proletariat, which by its very nature
encourages the toiling elements of the republics and peoples form-
ing the Union to get into friendly relations with each other. This
is only natural. And the third factor favouring amalgamation is
the imperialist encirclement, which constitutes the environment in
which the Union of Republics is obliged to operate.

But there are also factors hindering and impeding such an amal-
gamation. 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 not fortuitous, comrades,
that the Smenovekhists have recruited a large number of supporters
from among the Soviet officials. That is by no means fortuitous.
Nor is it fortuitous that Messrs. the Smenovekhists are lauding
the Bolshevik Communists, saying, as it were: You may talk as
much as you like about Bolshevism, you may prate 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
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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 Plenum, where the question of a Second Chamber
was first raised, I was myself a witness to utterances on the part
of members of the Central Committee which were not in harmony
with communism—utterances entirely alien to internationalism. All
this is a sign of the times, an epidemic. The chief danger arising
from this is that, owing to the New Economic Policy, Great-Power
chauvinism is growing in our country daily and hourly—Great-
Power chauvinism, the rankest kind of nationalism, which strives
to obliterate all that is not Russian, to gather all the threads of
administration into the hands of Russians and to crush everything
that is not Russian. The chief danger is that such a policy involves
the risk that the Russian proletariat may forfeit the confidence
of the formerly oppressed peoples, which it won in the days of
the October Revolution, when the Russian proletarians overthrew
the landlords and the Russian capitalists, when they, the Russian
proletarians, smashed national oppression, evacuated the troops
from Persia and Mongolia, proclaimed the independence of Fin-
land and Armenia, and generally placed the national question
on an entirely new basis. We may lose every shred of the con-
fidence we gained at that time unless we arm ourselves against
this new, I repeat, Great-Russian chauvinism, which creeps along
without face or form, insinuating itself drop by drop into the
eyes and ears, drop by drop changing the mind and soul of our
political workers, so that one can hardly recognise them. It is this
danger, comrades, that we must lay at all costs; otherwise we
run the risk of losing the confidence of the workers and peasants
of the formerly oppressed peoples, we run the risk that the ties
may be snapped between these peoples and the Russian proletariat,
which involves the risk of a fissure in the system of our dictator-
ship. Do not forget, comrades, that we advanced against Kerensky
with flying colours and overthrew the Provisional Government
parily because we were backed by the confidence of those oppressed
peoples which were expecting liberation at the hands of the Rus-
sian proletarians. Do not forget such reserves as those constituted
by the oppressed peoples, who remain silent, but whose very silence
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exerts pressure and decides much. This is often not felt, but these
peoples live, they exist, and they must not be forgotten. Yes,
comrades, it is dangerous to forget them. Do not forget that if
in the rear of Kolchak, Denikin, Wrangel and Yudenich we had
not had the so-called “aliens,” the oppressed peoples, who dis-
organised the rear of these generals by their tacit sympathy for the
Russian proletarians—comrades, this is a specific factor in our
development, this tacit sympathy, which nobedy hears or sees, but
which decides everything—if it were not for this sympathy, we
would not have nailed a single one of these generals. While we were
advancing on them, their rear was disintegrating. Why? Because
these generals depended on the colonising elements among the
Cossacks, they held out to the oppressed peoples the prospect of
further oppression, and the oppressed peoples were therefore forced
into our arms, while we held aloft the banner of the liberation
of these oppressed peoples. That is what decided the fate of these
generals; those are the factors which, although they are obscured
by the victories of our armies, in 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 combating the new chauvinist ten-
dencies and pillorying those bureaucrats in our institutions and
those Party comrades who are forgetting one of our gains in the
October Revolution, namely, the confidence of the formerly op-
pressed peoples, a confidence we must cherish.

That is the first, and the most dangerous, factor hindering the
amalgamation of the peoples and republics into a single union.
It must be understood that if a force like Great-Russian chauvin-
ism begins to flourish and gets its way, farewell to the confidence
of the formerly oppressed peoples; we shall never secure collabora-
tion within a single union, and we shall never have a Union of
Republics.

The second factor hindering a union of the formerly oppressed
peoples around the Russian proletariat, comrades, lies in 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
greatest importance in the history of the development of the Soviet
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republics, is still a long way from true equality. Formally, all
the backward nationalities and all the tribes enjoy all the rights
enjoyed by the other, more advanced, nationalities of our federa-
tion. 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. This, comrades, is a question of
greater importance than the question of schools. Some of ovur
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 to the toiling masses of the culturally and economically
backward nationalities. Apart from schools and language, the Rus-
gian proletariat must take every necessary measure to establish
centres of industry in the border regions, in the republics which
are culturally backward—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 Georgia and will probably soon start operation. Bokhara has
taken one factory, and might have taken four. Turkestan is taking
one large factory. Thus the conditions now exist enabling these
republics, which are backward economically and possess no prole-
tariat, to establish with the 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 who will serve as a
bridge between the Russian proletarians and peasants and the toilers
of these republics. In this spherc serious work is required; and
here talk of schools and language alone 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
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Economic Policy is fostering private trade and industry not only
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 chau-
vinism—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-Russian chauvinism, local
chauvinism, as a reaction to Great-Russian chauvinism, might per-
haps have existed, so to speak, only in the smallest way, in minia-
ture, because anti-Russian nationalism is in the long run a 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 struggle, on Great-
Russian chauvinism, in the hope that if this powerful enemy were
overcome, anti-Russian nationalism would be overcome with it;
for, I repeat, this nationalism is in the long run a reaction to
Great-Russian nationalism, a reply to it, a definite form of defence.
Yes, that would be so if anti-Russian nationalism in the localities
were nothing more than a reaction to Russian nationalism. But
the trouble is that in some republics this defensive nationalism
becomes converted into aggressive nationalism.

Take Georgia. Over 30 per cent of its population are non-
Georgians. They include Armenians, Abkhasians, Adjarians, Os-
sets and Tatars. 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 national-
ities; they are less cultured, less developed, and there is therefore
no need to reckon with them. This is chauvinism—a harmful and
dangerous chauvinism; for it may turn, and has already turned,
the small republic of Georgia into an arena of discord.

Take Azerbaidjan. Here the Azerbaidjanians are the principal
nationality, but there are also Armenians. Among a certain section
of the Azerbaidjanians there is also a tendency, sometimes quite
unconcealed, to think that the Azerbaidjanians are the native popu-
lation of the country and the Armenians are intruders, and that
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on these grounds it is perhaps possible to push them somewhat
into the background, to disregard their interests. This is also chau-
vinism. It undermines that equality of nationalities on which the
Soviet power is based.

Take Bokhara. In Bokhara there are three nationalities—the
Uzbeks, who constitute 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 “less important.”

In Khorezm you have the same thing—Turkmens and Uzbeks.
The Uzbeks are the principal nationality and the Turkmens are
“less important.”

All this leads to conflict 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 Trans-
caucasia consists of three republics embracing ten nationalities.
From very early times Transcaucasia has been the scene of mas-
sacre and strife and, under 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--
Nakhichevan. 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. [V oice: That was their
way of solving the national problem.] This also, of course, was
a way of solving the national problem. But it is not the Soviet way.

REPORT ON NATIONAL FACTORS IN PARTY AND STATE 159

Of course, the Russians have nothing to do with this state of mutual
national enmity, for it is the Tatars and Armenians who are fight-
ing, 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 attributed to the relations
of the formerly oppressed nationalities among themselves.

And if in this atmosphere of mutual mistrust the Soviet govern-
ment failed to establish in Transcaucasia an organ of national
peace capable of adjusting all friction and conflict, we should
return to the epoch of tsarism, or to the epoch of the Dashnaks [*],
the Mussavatists [4°], the Mensheviks, the epoch 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 want no intermediary between them-
selves—the Georgians—and the Union of Republics in the shape
of the Transcaucasian Federation; the federation, they say, is un-
necessary. This 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 Rus-
sians 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 federa-
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tion—why, when this federation has now produced genuine fruits
of mutual amity, are these bonds to be broken? What is the trouble,
comrades? The trouble is, comrades, that the bonds of federation
deprive Georgia of that somewhat privileged position which she
might assume in virtue 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 separate
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. Here would be certain advantages. It is
not fortuitous, comrades, that it was in Georgia that the monstrous
decree on the cordon was elaborated. The blame for this is now
being shifted to the shoulders of Serebryakov [%6]. 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 so to regulate the relations between the national
groups of the population as to retain certain advantages for Geor-
gia and to enable Georgia 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
cause. Tiflis is the capital of Georgia, but the Georgians there are
not more than 25 per cent, 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 Tiflis. Was there
not such a decree, of which Comrade Makharadze said that it 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 Tillis into
a genuinely Georgian capital. I grant that they have abandoned
the decree on eviction. But they possess a vast number of possibil-
ities, a vast number of flexible forms—-such as “relieving” the
town—by which it would be possible, while maintaining the sem-
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blance 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 dis-
advantages of the Georgians in Tiflis, where the number of Geor-
gians is less than that of the Armenians, that are causing our
deviators 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 federation,
for this will create legal opportunities for performing independent-
ly certain operations which would result in the advantageous
position enjoyed by the Georgians being fully utilised against
Azerbaidjan and Armenia. And the result would be to create a
privileged position for the Georgians in Transcaucasia. Therein
lies the whole danger. 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 Azerbaidjan? No. We cannot allow that. . . .

There is an old, specific system of ruling, under which a bour-
geois government makes certain nationalities its favourites, grants
them privileges 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 specifically and purely Austrian. From
the point of view of the bureaucracy, this is an economical method
of ruling, because it is necessary to bother only with one national-
ity; but from the political point of view it is fatal, for to violate

11 Stalin
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the principle of equality of nations and to grant privileges to any
one nationality is to doom one’s national policy to certain failure.

Great Britain is now ruling India in exactly the same way. In
order to make it easier, from the point of view of the bureaucracy,
to deal with the nationalities and tribes of India, Great Britain
has divided India into British India (240,000,000 population)
and native India (72,000,000 population). Why? Because Great
Britain wanted to pick out one group of nations and grant it
privileges in order to make it easier to rule the remaining national-
ities. There are no less than eight hundred nationalities in India,
and Great Britain decided that, rather than bother with eight
hundred nationalities separately, it is better to pick out a few
nations, grant them certain privileges and through them rule the
rest; for, firstly, the discontent of the other nations would in that
case be directed against these favourites and not against 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 governing, the British system.
What does it lead to? To a cheaper apparatus—that is true. But,
comrades, if we disregard bureaucratic conveniences, this means
death to British rule in India; this system, as certain as twice two
is four, bears within it the doom of British rule and British
domination.

It is into this dangerous road that our comrades the Georgian
deviators are impelling us when they resist federation, violate all
the laws of the Party and want to separate from the federation in
order to retain their advantageous position. They are trying to get
us to grant them certain privileges at the expense of the Armenian
and Azerbaidjanian republics. But this is a road we cannot take,
for it means certain doom for our entire policy and for Soviet
government in the Caucasus.

It is not without good reason that this danger was sensed by our
comrades in Georgia. This Georgian chauvinism, having assume?
the offensive against the Armenians and Azerbaidjanians, roused
the Communist Party of Georgia. It is not without good reason
that the Communist Party of Georgia, which within the period
of its legal existence has held two congresses, on both occasions
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unanimously rejected the position of the deviator comrades. For
without the Transcaucasian Federation it would be impossible to
maintain peace in the Caucasus, it would be impossible to establish
equality. One nation must not be permitted more privileges than
another. This our comrades have sensed. That is why after two
years of contention the Mdivani group represents a small handful,
repeatedly expelled by the Party in Georgia herself.

Nor is it without good reason that Comrade Lenin was so press-
ing and insistent that the federation should be established immedi-
ately., Nor is it without good reason that our Central Committee
thrice re-affirmed the need for a federation in Transcaucasia, with
its own Central Executive Committee and its own executive author:
ity, the decisions of which would be binding on the republics.
Nor is it without good reason that both the commissions—-that of
Comrade Dzerzhinsky and that of Comrades Kamenev and Kuiby-
shev [*7]——stated upon their arrival in Moscow that federation
is indispensable.

Nor, finally, is it without good reason that the Mensheviks of
the Sotsialistichesky Vestnik laud our deviator comrades and
sing their praises for resisting federation: birds of a feather flock
together. :

I now pass, comrades, to an examination of the ways and means
of eliminating these three main factors hindering union— Great-
Russian chauvinism, actual inequality and local nationalism, par-
ticularly when the latter assumes the form of chauvinism. Of the
methods that may help us painlessly to outgrow this heritage of
the past which is hindering closer relations between the nations,
I shall mention only three.

The first method 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 inter-national.
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 in-

1*
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ternational government, a government understood by and near and
dear to the toiling masses of all the republics, particularly to those
which are economically and culturally backward.

The second method that may help us painlessly to outgrow the
heritage left by tsarism and the bourgeoisie is to construct the Com-
missariats 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 require-
ments of the various republics will be unconditionally met.

The third method 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 par-
ticular attention to this latter point.

Tf 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
would be elected by the republics and regions (all the republics
being equally represented and all the national regions being equal-
ly represented) and endorsed by the Congress of Soviets of the
Union of Republics, I think that our supreme institutions would
express not only the class interests of all proletarian groups without
exception, but also purely national needs. We should have an
organ which would reflect the specific interests of the nationalities,
peoples and tribes inhabiting the territories of the Union of Re-
publics. 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 interests 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 specific needs of the various nation-
alities, it will be impossible to govern.

There are two ways of governing a country. One way is to have
a simplified apparatus, headed by a group of people, or by a single
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person, having hands and eyes in the localities in the shape of
governors. This is a very simple form of government, under which
the ruler, in governing the country, receives the kind of information
governors 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. The revolts are then crushed.
This is not our system of government; besides, although simple,
it is too costly. In our Soviet country we must evolve a system
of government which will permit us with certainty to anticipate
all changes, 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 Bas-
mach movement, a bandit movement, Kronstadt, and all possible
storms and ill-fortune. That is the Soviet system of government.
It is called the Soviet government, the people’s government, be-
cause, being based on the rank and file, it is the first to register
changes, to take necessary measures and rectify the line in time
if it has.become distorted—ecriticising itsel and rectifying its line.
This system of government is the Soviet system, and it requires
that among the number of our supreme bodies 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 shall have to split the Central Executive Commit-
tee of the Union into two. It can’t be helped. I said that the sim-
plest form of government is to have one man and to give him
governors. But now, after the October Revolution, we cannot try
such experiments. The system has become more complex, but it
makes government easier and lends the form of government a
profoundly Soviet character. That is why I think that the congress
must agree to the establishment of a special organ, a second cham-
ber within the Central Executive Committee of the Union, since

it is an absolutely indispensable organ.
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I will not say that this is a perfect form of organising collabora-
tion between the peoples of the Union; I will not say that it is
the last word in science; by no means. We shall have many occa-
sions to discuss the national question, for national and interna-
tional conditions change, and 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
shows that the merging of some of the Commissariats produces
negative 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. As yet we have no better means or method
of creating an 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 representa-
tives 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), hut all the
peoples and nationalities. We therefore require a form fthat will
reflect the needs of all the peoples and republics 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 emphasise the particular
importance of the national question.

I then said that the essence of the national problem is to establish
correct 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
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of the peoples within a Union of Republics, within a single
state. )

1 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 overcome; for once we overcome
it, we shall have overcome nine tenths of 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 na-
tionalities at the expense of others. I have said that this is a road
we cannot take, because it implies the development of local na-
tionalism 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 that may enable us to elimin-
ate most painlessly the factors hindering amalgamation is a second
chamber in the 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 ske%ch, some other, more flexible form, some other, more suit-
able 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 solution of the national problem, shall we be able to unfurl
the banner of proletarian revolution and rally to 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 battles of the proletariat against imperialism. [4pplause.]

REPLY TO THE DISCUSSION

Comrades, before proceeding to report on the work of the com-
mittee on the national question, permit me to object on two main
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points to those who have spoken on my report. It will take about
twenty minutes, not more.

The first question is that one group of comrades, headed by
Comrades Bukharin and Rakovsky, have attached too much im-
portance to the national question, have exaggerated it, and on ac-
count 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 impor-
tant question, but subordinate to the first—the national ques-
tion. We are told that we must not injure the nationals. That
is perfectly true, T agree that we must not injure them. But to
evolve out of this a new theory to the effect that the Great-Russian
proletariat must be placed in a position of inequality with regard to
the formerly oppressed nations is absurd. Comrade Bukharin has
converted into a regular slogan what was merely a figure of speech
in Comrade 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 peas-
ant border regions at the expense of the proletarian districts, a fis-
sure in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat may result.
This is dangerous, comrades. We 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-determination there is also the right of the working class to
consolidate its power, and to this latter right the right of self-
determination 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 serve as an obstacle to the exer-
cise by the working class of its right to dictatorship. The former
must give way to the latter. That, for instance, was the case in 1920,
when in order to defend the power of the working class we were
obliged to march on Warsaw. -
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It must therefore not be forgotten when handing out all sorts of
promises to the nationals, when bowing and scraping before the
representatives of the nationalities, as certain comrades at the
present congress did, it must be borne in mind that the sphere of
action of the national question, its competence, so to speak, are, in
view of our external and internal situation, confined within the
sphere of action and competence of the “labour question,” as the
fundamental question.

A great many speakers here have referred to notes and articles
by Vladimir Ilyich. I would rather not have quoted my teacher,
Comrade Lenin, since he is not here, and I am afraid of quoting him
wrongly and inappropriately. Nevertheless, I feel obliged to refer
to one passage, which is axiomatic and can give rise to no mis-
understanding, in order that there should be no doubts 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 Lenin draws the following
conclusion: ‘ / ;

“Marx had no doubt as to the subordinate posmon of the national question
as compared with the ‘labour question.” ” [%°]

Here are only two lines, but they are decisive. And this is what
some of our comrades who are more zealous than wise should drill
into their heads.

The second question is that of Great-Russian chauvmlsm and
local chauvinism. Comrade Rakovsky, and especially Comrade

Bukharin, have come forward here and proposed that the point

dealing with the danger of local chauvinism 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, Comrade Bukharin was in a repentant
mood. That is natural: he has been sinning for years against the
nationalities, denying the right of self-determination. It is high time
to repent. But in repenting he went to the other extreme. It is a
curious thing that Comrade Bukharin should call upon the Party
to follow his example and repent, when it is common knowledge
that the Party is in no way implicated: for it has from its very
inception (1898) recognised the right of self-determination and
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therefore has nothing to repent. The point is that Comrade Bukharin
has not understood the real meaning of the national question. When
it is said that the most important thing in the national question is
to fight Great-Russian chauvinism, this indicates what are the duties
of a Russian Communist; it implies that it is the duty of every
Russian Communist himself to wage war on Russian chauvinism.
If the fight against Russian chauvinism were undertaken not by
the Russian but by the Turkestanian or Georgian Communists, it
would be interpreted as anti-Russian chauvinism. This would con-
fuse everything and strengthen Great-Russian chauvinism. Only the
Russian Communists can undertake the war on Great-Russian chau-
vinism and fight it to a finish.

And what is implied when a war on local anti-Russian chauvinism
is proposed? It implies the duty of local Communists, the duty of
non-Russian Communists, to resist their own chauvinists. Can one
deny the existence of deviations towards anti-Russian chauvinism?
Why, the whole congress has seen for itself that local, Georgian,
Bashkir and other kinds of chauvinism exist and that they must
be combated.

Russian Communists cannot combat Tatar, Georgian, or Bash-
kir chauvinism; for if a Russian Communist were to undertake
the difficult task of fighting Tatar or Georgian chauvinism it would
be regarded as the fight of a Great-Russian chauvinist against the
Tatars or the Georgians. This would confuse the whole issue. Only
the Tatar, Georgian. and other Communists can fight Tatar, Geor-
gian and other chauvinism, only the Georgian Communists can suc-
cessfully combat Georgian nationalism or chauvinism. That is the
duty of the non-Russian Communists. That is why it is necessary
to refer in the thewes to this dual task, that of the Russian Com-
munists (I refer to the fight against Great-Russian chauvinism) and
that of the non-Russian Communists (I refer to the fight against
anti-Armenian, anti-Tatar, anti-Russian chauvinism). Otherwise the
theses will be one-sided, otherwise we shall not create international-
ism either in state or in Party development.

If we fight only against Great-Russian chauvinism, this fight will
obscure the fight of the Tatar and other chauvinists which is develop-
ing in the localities and which is especially dangerous now, under
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the conditions of the New Economic Policy. We cannot refrain from
waging a fight on two fronts, for only by fighting on two fronts—
on the one hand against Great-Russian chauvinism, which forms
the chief danger in our work of construction, and on the other
hand against local chauvinism—can we achieve success; for withoul
this dual fight there can be no alliance between the Russian workers
and peasants and the workers and peasants of other nationalities.
If this fight is not waged, the result may be to foster local chauvin-
ism, it may lead to a policy of encouraging local chauvinism, which
we cannot allow.

Permit me here too to quote Comrade Lenin. I would not have
done so, but since at our congress there are many comrades who
quote Comrade Lenin all awry, and distort him, permit me to read
a few words from one well-known article by Comrade Lenin:

“The proletariat must demand the right of political secession for the colonies
and for the nations that ‘its own’ nation oppresses. Unless it does this, pro-
fetarian internationalism 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 Socialists of the oppressed nations, on the other hand, must particu-
larly fight for and maintain complete and absolute unity, including organ-
isational unity, between the workers of the oppressed nation and the workers
of the oppressing nation. Without such unity it will be impossible to main-
tain an independent proletarian policy and class solidarity with the prole-
tariat of other countries in the face of all the subterfuge, treachery and trick-
ery of the bourgeoisie; for the bourgeoisic of the oppressed nations are
constantly converting the slogans of national liberation into a means for
deceiving the workers.” [5°] .

As you see, 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 heing
two aspects of one phenomenon, as being theses on combating
chauvinism in general.

This concludes my objections to what has heen said by the speak-

ers here,
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(1923)
1
RicHTs AND “LEFTS” IN THE NATIONAL REPUBLICS AND REGIONS

(Speech on the first item on the agenda: The Case of Sultan-Galiyev.
June 10, 1923)

I TAKE the floor in order to make a few comments on the speeches
made by comrades here. As regards the principles involved in the
case of Sultan-Galiyev, I shall endeavour to deal with them in my
report on the second item on the agenda.

First of all, with regard to the conference itself. Someone (I for-
get who) said here that this conference is an unusual event. That is
not so. Such conferences are not a novelty for our Party. The pres-
ent conference is the fourth of its kind since the establishment of
the Soviet government. Before 1919 there were three such confer-
ences. Conditions at that time permitted us to call such confer-
‘ences. But subsequently, after 1919, during the years 1920 and
1921, when we were entirely absorbed in the Civil War, there was
no time for conferences of this kind. And only now that we have
put an end to the Civil War, now that our work in the sphere of
economic construction has assumed a profounder character, now
that Party work itself has become more concrete, especially in the
national regions and republics, has it once more become possible
to call conferences of this kind. I think the Central Committee will
frequently resort to this method of establishing closer mutual
understanding between those who are carrying out the policy in the
localities and those who are making that policy. I think that such
conferences should be called representing not only all the republics
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and regions, conferences which to a certain extent are all-embracing,
for at them it is possible to decide only questions of a more or less
general nature, but also conferences on individual regions and re-
publics in order to draw up more concrete decisions. This alone 13
capable of satisfying both the Central Committee and the respon-
sible workers in the localities.

I have heard certain comrades say that I warned Sultan-Galiyev,

_that I had the opportunity of acquainting myself with his first

secret letter, addressed, I think, to Adigamov, who for some reason
is silent and has not uttered a word here, although it is he who
should primarily have spoken and who should have spoken rather
than anyone else. I have been reproached by these comrades with
having defended Sultan-Galiyev excessively. Yes, it is true that I
defended him as long as it was possible, and I considered and
still consider that it was my duty to do so. But I defended him only
up to a certain limit. And when Sultan-Galiyev went beyond that
limit T turned my back on him. His first secret letter shows that
he was already breaking with the Party, because the tone of his
letter is almost Whiteguard; for he writes of members of the Central
Committee as one can write only of enemies. I met him by chance
in the Political Bureau, where he was defending the demands of the
Tatar Republic in connection with the People’s Commissariat of
Agriculture. I warned him then, handing him a note in which I
said that his secret letter was of an anti-Party character and ac:
cused him of creating an organisation of the Validov type; and
I told him that unless he desisted from illegal, anti-Party work he
would come to a bad end and any support on my part would be
out of the question. He replied in great embarrassment that I had
been misled, that he had indeed written to Adigamov, but had
written not that, but something else, that he remained the Party
man he had always been and gave his word of honour that he
would remain so in future. Nevertheless, a week later he sent a
second secret letter instructing Adigamov to establish contacts with
the Basmachi and their leader Validov, and to “burn” the letter.
The whole thing was vile, it was sheer deception, and compelled
me to break off all connections with Sultan-Galiyev. From that
moment for me Sultan-Galiyev became a man outside the Party,
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outside the Soviets, and I did not consider it possible to speak to
him, although he tried several times to come in and “have a talk”
with me. Such are the facts. As far back as the beginning of 1919
the “Left” comrades reproached me with supporting Sultan-Galiyev,
with trying to save him for the Party, with sparing him in the hope
that he would cease to be a nationalist arid become a Marxist. And,
indeed, I considered it my duty to support him for a certain time.
There are so few intellectuals, so few thinking people, even so few
literate people generally in the Eastern republics and regions that
one can count them on one’s fingers. How can one help setting store
by them? It would be criminal not to take every measure to save
from corruption people of the East whom we need and to preserve
them for the Party. But there is a limit to everything. And the limit
in this case was reached when Sultan-Galiyev passed from the camp
of the Communists to the camp of the Basmachi. From that time on
he ceased to exist for the Party. That is why he found the Turkish
ambassador more acceptable than the Central Committee of our
Party.

I have heard a similar reproach from Comrade Shamigulov, to
the effect that, in spite of his insistence that we should finish with
Validov at a single blow, I defended Validov and tried to preserve
him for the Party. It is true that I defended him in the hope that
Validov might reform. Worse people have reformed, as we know
from the history of political parties. I decided that Shamigulov’s
solution of the problem was too simple. I did not follow his advice.
It is true that within a year Shamigulov’s prediction was borne out.
Validov did not reform, he went over to the Basmachi. Nevertheless,
the Party gained by the fact that we kept Validov for a year from
leaving the Party. If we had settled with Validov in 1918, I am
certain that comrades like Murtazin, Adigamov, Khalikov and
others would not have remained in our ranks. [Foice: “Khalikov
would have remained.”] Khalikov perhaps would not have left us,
but a whole group of comrades working in our ranks would have
left together with Validov. That is what we gained by our toler-
ance and foresight.

I listened to Comrade Ryskulov, and I must say that his speech
was not altogether sincere, it was semi-diplomatic [Voice: “Hear,
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hear!”], and generally his speech produced a depressing effect on
me. I expected mote clarity and sincerity from him. Whatever Com-
rade Ryskulov may say, it is clear that he has at home two sectet
letters from Sultan-Galiyev which he has shown to no one; it 1s
clear that he was associated with Sultan-Galiyev ideologically. The
fact that Ryskulov dissociates himself from the case of Sultan-
Galiyev in the criminal aspect of the matter, maintaining that he is
not involved with Sultan-Galiyev in the course that leads to the
Basmachi, means nothing. That is not what we are talking about at
this conference. What we are talking about is the intellectual and
ideological ties with Sultan-Galiyevism. And that such ties did
exist between Comrade Ryskulov and Sultan-Galiyev is clear, com-
rades, and even Comrade Ryskulov himself cannot deny it. And is it
not high time for him here, from this tribune, to dissociate himself
finally and irrevocably from Sultan-Galiyevism? In this respect
Comrade Ryskulov’s speech was semi-diplomatic and unsatisfactory.

Comrade Enbayev also made a diplomatic and insincere speech.
Is it not a fact that Comrade Enbayev and a group of other Tatar
workers, whom I consider splendid practical workers in spite of
their lack of ideological stamina, after Sultan-Galiyev’s arrest ad-
dressed a demand to the Central Committee for his immediate re-
lease, vouching unreservedly for him and hinting that the docu-
ments found in Sultan-Galiyev’s possession were not authentic? Is
that not a fact? What, however, was revealed by the investigation?
It was revealed that all the documents were authentic. Their au-
thenticity was admitted by Sultan-Galiyev himself, who in fact gave
more information regarding his sins than is contained in the

' documents, and confessed his guilt fully, without concealment, and,

having confessed, repented. After all this is it not obvious that
Comrade Enbayev should have admitted his error and dissociated
himself from Sultan-Galiyev finally and irrevocably? But this
Comrade Enbayev did not do. He found occasion to ridicule the
“Lefts,” but would not dissociate himself definitely, like a Com-
munist, from the ideas of Sultan-Galiyev, from the abyss in which
Sultan-Galiyev landed; he evidently expected that diplomacy would
save him.

The speech of Comrade Firdevs was diplomacy from beginning
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to end. Who led whom ideologically—Sultan-Galiyev Firdevs, or
Firdevs Sultan-Galiyev—is a question I leave open. In my opinion,
however, Firdevs led Sultan-Galiyev ideologically rather than the
other way round. I see nothing particularly reprehensible in Sultan-
Galiyev’s exercises in theory. If Sultan-Galiyev had confined himself
to the ideology of Pan-Turkism and Pan-Islamism, it would not
have been so bad. I would have said that this ideology might be
tolerated in spite of the veto laid on it by the resolution of the
Tenth Congress of the Party on the national question, and that we
might confine ourselves to criticising it within the ranks of our
Party. But when exercises in ideology end in the establishment
of contacts with leaders of the Basmachi, with Validov and others,
it becomes absolutely impossible to justify Basmach practice on
the grounds of an innocent ideology, as Comrade Firdevs tries to
do. You can deceive nobody by such a justification of Sultan-Gali-
yev’s activities. It is possible in this way to justify imperialism and
tsarism, for they also have their ideologies, which often look inno-
cent enough. One cannot reason in this way. You are not facing a
tribunal, but a conference of responsible workers, who demand
of you straightforwardness and sincerity, and not diplomacy.
Comrade Khodzhanov spoke well, in my opinion, and Comrade
Ikramov also did not speak badly. But I must mention a point in
the speeches of these comrades which gives food for thought. They
both said that there is no difference between present-day Turkestan
and tsarist Turkestan, that only the signboard has been changed,
that Turkestan has remained as it was under the tsar. Comrades,
if this is not a slip, if this is a considered speech and was said
deliberately, it must be said that the Basmachi are right and we
are wrong. If Turkestan is really a colony, as it was under tsarism,
then the Basmachi are right, and it is not we who should be trying
Sultan-Galiyev, but Sultan-Galiyev who should be trying us for toler-
ating the existence of a colony under the Soviet government. If that
is so, I fail to understand why you have not gone over to the Bas-
machi yourselves. Evidently, Comrades Khodzhanov and Ikramov
have not thought over this passage in their speeches, for they cannot
help knowing that present-day Soviet Turkestan radically differs
from tsarist Turkestan. I wanted to point out this obscure passage
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in the speeches of these comrades in order that the comrades should
try to think this matter over and rectify their mistake.

I take upon myself certain of the charges brought by Comrade
Tkramov against the work of the Central Committee to the effect that
we were not always attentive and did not always succeed in raising
in time the practical questions dictated by the situation in the
Eastern republics and regions. Of course, the Central Committee is
overburdened with work and is not in a position to attend to every-
thing. It would be ridiculous to think that the Central Committee
can do everything in time. Of course, there are not enough schools
in Turkestan. The use of the local languages has not yet become the
practice in the state institutions, the institutions have not been na-
turalised. Culture in general is at a low level. All this is true. But
can it seriously be hoped that the Central Committee or the Party
as a whole can raise the cultural level of Turkestan in two or three
years? We are all shouting and complaining that Russian culture,
the culture of the Russian people, which is more cultured than the
other peoples of the Union of Republics, is at a low level. Ilyich
is always crying that we have no culture yet, that there is no pos-
sibility of raising Russian culture appreciably in two or three, or
even ten years. And if it is impossible to raise Russian culture in
two or three, or even ten years, how can we demand a rapid rise in
culture in the non-Russian, backward, semi-literate regions? Is it
not clear that nine tenths of the “fault” lies with the circumstances
of the situation, the backwardness, and, as the phrase is, nothing
can be done about it?

About the “Lefts” and the Rights.

Do they exist in the Communist organisations in the regions and
republics? Of course they do. That is undeniable.

Where do the Rights sin? In that they are not and cannot be
an antidote to, a reliable bulwark against, the nationalist tendencies
which are developing and becoming accentuated in connection with
the New Economic Policy. The fact that the Sultan-Galiyev affair
did occur, that it created a certain circle of supporters in the Eastern
republics, especially in the Bashkir and Tatar Republics, leaves no
doubt that the Right elements, which in these republics comprise
an overwhelming majority, are not a sufficiently strong bulwark
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against nationalism. It should be borne in mind that our Communist
organisations in the border districts, in the republics and regions,
can develop and firmly establish themselves, can become genuine
internationalist, Marxist cadres, only if they get rid of their na-
tionalism. Nationalism is the chief ideological obstacle to the train-
ing of Marxist cadres, of a Marxist vanguard in the border regions
and republics. The history of our Party has shown that the Bolshe-
vik Party, as far as its Russian members were concerned, grew and
gained strength in the fight against Menshevism; for Menshevism is
an ideology of the bourgeoisie, Menshevism is a channel for the
penetration of bourgeois ideology into our Party, and without
overcoming Menshevism the Party could not have become firmly
established. Ilyich has written about this repeatedly. Only as Bol-
shevism overcame Menshevism in its organisational and ideological
forms did it grow and become consolidated as a real leading party.
The same must be said of nationalism in relation to our Communist
organisations in the border regions and republics. In relation to
these organisations nationalism is playing the same part as Men-
shevism played in the past in relation to the Party of the Bolshe-
viks. Only under cover of nationalism can various kinds of bour-
géois, includihg Menshevik, influences penetrate into our organisa-
tions in the border regions. Qur organisations in the republics can
become Marxist cadres only if they are able to withstand the
nationalist ideas which are pushing their way into our Party in the
border regions, which are pushing their way into our Party because
the hourgeoisie is reviving, the New Economic Policy is spreading,
nationalism is growing; because there are still survivals of Great-
Russian chauvinism, which also tend to develop local nationalism,
and because there is the influence of foreign states, which are foster-
ing nationalism in every way. The fight against this enemy in the
republics and regions represents a stage through which our Com-
munist organisations in the national republics must pass if they
want to grow in strength as genuinely Marxist organisations. There
is no other way. And in this fight the Rights are weak. They are
weak because they are infected with scepticism with regard to the
Parfy and easily succumb to the influence of nationalism. That is
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the sin of the Right wing of the Communist organisations in the
republics and regions.

But no less, if not greater, is the sin of the “Lefts” in the border
regions, While the Communist organisations in the border regions
cannot grow strong and develop into genuinely Marxist cadres
without ridding themselves of nationalism, these cadres themselves
can become mass organisations, can rally the majority of the toiling
masses around them, only if they learn to be sufficiently flexible
to be able to draw into our state institutions all in any way
reliable national elements by making concessions to them, and if
they learn to combine a resolute fight against nationalism in the
Party with as resolute a fight in drawing into Soviet work all more
or less reliable elements among the local people, the intelligentsia,
and so on. The “Lefts” in the border regions are more or less free
of a sceptical attitude towards the Party, of a tendency to succumb
to nationalism. But the sins of the “Lefts” lie in the fact that they
show no flexibility in relation to the bourgeois-democratic and
merely reliable elements of the population, that they are unable and
unwilling to manoeuvre in order to secure the co-operation of these
elements, that they distort the line of the Party in the matter of
gaining the support of the majority of the toiling population in
the country. Yet this flexibility and ability to combine the fight
against nationalism with the task of drawing all in any way
reliable elements into our state institutions must be created and
developed at all costs. It can be created and developed only if we
take into account all the complexity and the specific nature of the
situation prevailing in our regions and republics; if we do not
simply engage in transplanting the models that are being created in
the central districts, which cannot be transplanted mechanically to
the border regions; if we do not ignore the nationalistically inclined
elements of the population, the nationalistically inclined petty bour-
geois, and if we learn to draw these elements into the general work
of the state. The sin of the “Lefts” is that they do not understand
the first-rate importance of these complex Party tasks.

While the Rights create the danger that by their tendency to suc-
cumb to nationalism they may hinder the growth of our Communist
cadres in the border regions, the “Lefts” create the danger that by
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their enthusiasm for an over-simplified and quick-fire “communism”
they may isolate our Party from the peasantry and from the broad
strata of the local population.

Which of these dangers is the more dangerous? If the comrades
who deviate towards the “Left” intend to continue practising in the
localities their policy of artificially splitting the population—a
policy which was practised not only in Chechnya and the Yakut
Region, and not only in Turkestan . . . [Ibragimov: “They are
tactics of differentiation.”]—Comrade lbragimov has just thought
of calling the tactics of splitting the population tactics of differen-
tiation, but that changes nothing—if, I repeat, they intend to con-
tinue practising their policy of splitting the population from above;
if they think that Russian models can be transplanted to a specific-
ally national milieu without regard for the customs of the popula-
tion and for the concrete conditions; if they think that in fighting
nationalism everything that is national must be thrown overboard;
in a word, if the “Left” Communists in the border regions intend to
remain incorrigible, I must say that of the two the “Left” danger
may prove to be the more dangerous danger.

That is all I wanted to say about the “Lefts” and the Rights. I
have run ahead somewhat, but that is because the whole conference
has run ahead and anticipated the discussion of the second item.

We must whip up the Rights in order to make them, in order to
teach them to fight nationalism, so as to forge real Communist
cadres from among the local people. But we must also lash the
“Lefts” in order to teach them to be flexible and to manoeuvre skil-
fully, so as to win over the broad masses of the population. All this
is essential because, as Comrade Khodzhanov correctly remarked,
the truth lies “between the two,” between the Rights and the “Lefts.”
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P 1I
ON TraINING AND CONSOLIDATING MAarXisT CADRES IN THE
NaTtioNaL RepuBLics aNp REGIONS

(Extract from the report on the second item on the agenda:
Practical Measures of Applying the Resolution of the Twelfth
Congress of the Party on the National Question. June 10, 1923)

. I now pass to the methods of training and consolidating
Marxist cadres from among local people, cadres which may serve
as an important and, in the long run, decisive bulwark of the Soviet
government in the border regions and the national republics. If we
examine the development of our Party (I take its Russian section,
the main section) and follow the principal stages in its develop-
ment, and in an analogous way construct a picture of the develop-
ment of our Communist organisations for the immediate future in
the regions and republics, I think we shall find the key to the spe-
cific features which in these countries distinguish the development
of our Party in the border regions. The principal task in the first
period of development of our Party, of its Russian section, was to
create cadres, Marxist cadres. These Marxist cadres were manu-
factured, forged, in our fight with Menshevism. The task of these.
cadres then, at that period—I am referring to the period from
the foundation of the Bolshevik Party to the expulsion from the
Party of the Liquidators, the most finished representatives of Men-
shevism—the main task was to win for the Bolsheviks the most
active, honest and outstanding members of the working class, to
create cadres, to forge a vanguard. In this respect, the struggle was
waged primarily against tendencies of a bourgeois character—
especially against Menshevism—which hindered the formation of
cadres and their fusion into a single unit, as the core of the Party.
At that time it was still not the immediate and urgent task of the
Party to establish extensive connections with the vast masses of the
working class and the toiling peasantry, to gain control over these
masses, to win a majority in the country. The Party was not yet
mature enough for that.

Only in the following stage of development of our Party, only in
its second stage, when these cadres had grown, when they had be-
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_ come the core of our Party, when the sympathies of the best ele-
ments among the working class had already been won, or almost
won—only then did it become an immediate and urgent task of the
Party to win over the masses, to transform the Party cadres into a
real mass workers’ party. During this period the core of our Party
was obliged to combat not so much Menshevism as the “Left” ele-
ments within the Party, the “Otzovists” of all kinds, who were
attempting to substitute revolutionary phraseology for a serious
study of the distinctive features of the new situation which arose
after 1905, who by their over-simplified “revolutionary” tactics were
impeding the conversion of the cadres of our Party into a genuine
mass party, who by their activities were creating the danger of the
Party becoming divorced from the broad working-class masses. It
need hardly be shown that had the Party not resolutely combated
this “Left” danger, had the Party not overcome this danger, it
could not have gained control over the vast toiling masses.

Such roughly is the picture of the fight on two fronts, against
the Rights and the “Lefts,” the picture of the development of the
principal section of our Party, the Russian section.

Comrade Lenin very convincingly portrayed this essential and
inevitable development of Communist Parties in his pamphlet “Lef-
Wing” Communism, an Infantile Disorder. Comrade Lenin there
proved that the Communist Parties in the West must pass and are
already passing through approximately the same stages of develop-
ment. We will add that the same must be said of the development
of our Communist organisations and Communist Parties in the bor-
der regions.

It should, however, be noted that, despite the analogy between
what the Party experlenced in the past and what our Party organ-
isations in the border regions are experiencing now, there are cer-
tain importgnt specific features in the development of our Party in
the national republics and regions for which we must under all
circumstances make careful provision, for otherwise we shall risk
committing a number of gross errors in defining the tasks of train-
ing Marxist cadres from among local people in the border regions.

Let us now examine these specific features.

The fight against the Right and “Left” elements in our organ-
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isations in the border regions is necessary and essential, for other-
wise we shall not be able to train Marxist cadres which are closely
connected with the masses. That is clear. But the specific feature of
the situation in the border regions, the feature that distinguishes
it from the past development of our Party, is that the forging of
cadres and their conversion into a mass party is taking place in
the border regions not under a bourgeois system, as was the case
in the history of our Party, but under a Soviet system, under the
dictatorship of the proletanat At that time, under the bourgems
system, it was possible and necessary, in accordance with the ¢on-
ditions of the times, to ﬁay first the Mensheviks (in order to forge
Marxist cadres) and then the Otzovists (in order to turn these
cadres into a mass party), and the fight against these two deviations
filled two entire periods in the history of our Party. Now, in accord-
ance with present conditions, we cannot do this, for now the Party
is in power, and being in power the Party needs in the border
regions dependable Marxist cadres from among local people who
are at the same time connected with the broad masses of the popu-
lation. Now we cannot first beat the Rights with the help of the
“Lefts,” as was the case in the history of our Party, and then beat
the “Lefts” with the help of the Rights. We must now wage a fight
on botlt fronts simultaneously and strive to overcome both dangers,
50 as to have in the border regions cadres of local people schooled
in Marxism and connected with the masses. At that time we could
speak of cadres which were not as yet connected with the
masses and which were to become connected with them in the
following stage of development. Now it is ridiculous even to speak
of this, because for Marxist cadres, under a Soviet government,
not to be connected with the masses would mean the collapse of the
Soviet government. They would be cadres altogether alien both to
Marxism and to a mass party. All this considerably gomplicates
matters and dictates to our Party organisations in the border re-
gions the need for a simultaneous struggle against both the Rights
and the “Lefts.” This explains the position of our Party, which is
fighting on two fronts, against both deviations simultaneously.

It should further be noted that the development of aur Com-
munist organisations in the border regions is not proceeding in
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isolation, as was the case in the history of our Party in relation to
its Russian section, but under the immediate influence of the core
of our Party, which is experienced not only in forming Marxist
cadres, but also in connecting these cadres with the broad masses
of the population and in revolutionary manoeuvring in the fight for
Soviet government. The specific feature of the situation in the bor-
der regions in this respect is that our Party organisations in these
countries, owing to the conditions of development of Soviet govern-
ment in these regions, can and must manipulate their forces for the
purpose of strengthening their connections with the broad masses
of the population, utilising for this purpose the rich store of ex-
perience accumulated by our Party in the past. Until recently the
Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party itself usually
did the manoeuvring in the border regions, over the heads of the
Party organisations in the border regions, sometimes even in spite
of these organisations, drawing all in any way reliable national
elements into the general work of Soviet construction. Now this
work must be performed by the organisations in the border regions
themselves. They can do it, and must do it, remembering that this
is the best way of converting the Marxist cadres from among the
local people into a genuine mass party capable of leading the
majority of the population of the country.

These are the two specific features which must be strictly borne
in mind in determining the line of our Party in the border regions
in the work of training Marxist cadres and in the work of these
cadres in winning over the broad masses of the population.

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND THE PROBLEM
OF THE MIDDLE STRATA

(1923)

THE problem of the middle strata is undoubtedly one of the
fundamental problems of a workers’ revolution. The middle strata
are made up of the peasantry and the petty toiling population of
the towns. Under this category must also be classed the oppressed
nationalities, nine tenths of which consist of middle strata. As you
see, these are the strata which according to their economic position
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 maintain power unless it enjoys the sympathy
and support of the middle strata, primarily of the peasantry, espe-
cially 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 these strata have already be-
come divorced from the capitalist class and unless in their mass
they no longer constitute an army of capital. Hence 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
1017, a fight which is still 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 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

185




186 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

Russian Revolution of 1905. Certain vulgar Marxists, chief among
them Kautsky, basing themselves on the experience of European
revolutions, have come to the conlusion that the middle strata,
especially the peasantry, are almost the natural enemies of the
workers’ revolution; that therefore a more lengthy period of devel-
opment must be contemplated, as a result of which the proletariat
will become the majority of the nation and thereby the proper con-
ditions will be 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
to 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,
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 the peasantry. Whereas the
vulgar Marxists, having washed their hands of the peasantry and
surrendered them to the complete political sway of capital, noisily
bragged of their “consistency of principle,” Marx, the most con-
sistent 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.” [%2]

This was written in reference to the Germany of the fifties, a
peasant country, in which the proletariat comprised an insignificant
minority, in which the proletariat was less organised than the pro-
letariat of Russia in 1917, and in which the peasantry, because of
its status, was less disposed to support a proletarian revolution than

was the case in Russia in 1917. i
The “highly-principled” chatterboxes notwithstanding, the Octo-
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ber Revolution undoubtedly presented that happy combination of a
“peasant war” and a “proletarian revolution” of which Marx wrote.
The October Revolution proved that such a combination is both
possible and feasible. The October Revolution proved that the pro-
letariat can seize power and retain it, provided it is able to sever
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 was the first of all the revolu-
tions in the world to give prominence to the problem of the middle
strata, and primarily of the peasantry, and the first to solve it suc-
cessfully, despite the “theories” and jeremiads of the heroes of the
Second International.

This is 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
further and tried to rally the oppressed nationalities around the
proletariat. It has already been said that nine tenths of these nation-
alities consist of peasants and of the petty toiling population of
the towns. This, however, does not exhaust the concept “oppressed
nationality.” Oppressed nationalities are usually oppressed not only
as peasants and as urban toiling populations, but also as national-
ities, i.e., as the toilers of a definite state, language, culture, manner
of life, customs and habits. The double burden of oppression can-
not but tend to revolutionise the toiling masses of the oppressed
nationalities, cannot but drive them to fight the principal force of
oppression—capital. This circumstance was 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 the
proletarian revolution far beyond the confines of Russia; it could
not fail to jeopardise the most deep-seated reserves of capital. If
the fight for the middle strata of a given dominant nationality is a
fight for the direct reserves of capital, the fight for the emancipa-
tion of the oppressed nationalities could not but be transformed into
a fight for certain of the most deep-seated reserves of capital, into
a fight for the emancipation of the colonial and non-sovereign
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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 by the October
Revolution, and it will undoubtedly unfold itself step by step with
the development of imperialism, the growing power of our Union
of Republics and the development of the proletarian revolution in
the West. \

In brief, the October Revolution in fact started 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, and 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 pro-
ceed, under the banner of the proletariat, under its red banner. This
circumstance 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 down-
trodden condition, its destitution and oppression. The same is true,
but to an even greater degree, of the oppressed nationalities. The
call to fight for the emancipation of the nationalities, a call 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 suppoit openly given to the peoples of Turkey, China,
Hindustan, Egypt—this call was first sounded by the people who
were the victors in the October Revolution. The fact that Russia,
which formerly served as a symbol of oppression in the eyes of
the oppressed nationalities, has now, after it has become socialist,
been transformed into a symbol of emancipation cannot 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
cherished by the downtrodden, browbeaten peasants and revolution-
ary intelligentsia of the colonial and non-sovereign countries. If
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Christianity was formerly regarded by the oppressed and down-
trodden slaves of the vast Roman Empire as a rock of salvation, we
are now reaching a point where socialism may serve (and is al-
ready beginning to serve) as a banner of liberation for the millions
of the vast colonial states of imperialism. It can hardly be doubted
that this circumstance served considerably to facilitate the fight
against the prejudices to socialism, and to open the way for the
ideas of socialism in the most remote corners of the oppressed
countries. If formerly it was difficult for a Socialist to show himself
with open visor among. the non-proletarian middle sirata of the
oppressed or oppressor countries, today he can openly come for-
ward and advocate the ideas of socialism among these strata and
expect to be listened to, ay, and even hearkened to; for he is backed
by so cogent an argument as the October Revolution. This also is
a result of the October Revolution.

In brief, the October Revolution has cleared a path for the
penetration of the ideas of socialism to the middle, non-proletarian,
peasant strata of all nationalities and tribes; it has made the banner
of socialism a popular banner among them—that is the third merit
of the October Revolution.

Pravda, No. 253
November 7, 1923




THE NATIONAL QUESTION

Extract from a Series of Lectures on the Foundations of Leninism
Delivered at the Sverdlov University
April 1924

FroMm this theme I shall take the two pri.ncipal questions: 1) the
presentation of the problem; 2) the liberation movement of the
oppressed peoples and the proletarian revolution.

1. THE PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

In the course of the last two decades the national question has
undergone a series of changes of very great importance. The
national question in the period of the Second International and the
national question 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 inherent character.

Formerly, the national question was usually confined to a small
group of questions chiefly affecting “cultured” nationalities. The
Irish, the Hungarians, the Poles, the Finns, the Serbs and several
other nationalities in Europe made up the list of non-sovereign
nations in whose fate the heroes of the Second International were
interested. The countless millions of Asiatic and African peoples
who were suffering under the yoke of national oppression in its
crudest and most brutal form usually remained outside their field
of vision. They could not make up their minds to put white and
black, “cultured” and “uncultured” on the same plane. Two or three
meaningless, lukewarm resolutions, which carefully evaded the
question of colonial emancipation, were all the leading spirits of
the Second International could boast of. Such a dual and half-
hearted attitude to the national question must now be considered
a thing of the past. Leninism laid bare this crying incongruity,
broke down the wall between whites and blacks, between Europeans
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and Asiatics, between the “cultured” and “uncultured” slaves of
imperialism and thus linked the national question with the question
of the colonies. In this way the national question was transformed
from a partial and internal question of a particular state into a
general and international question, into the world question of the
emancipation of the oppressed peoples in the dependent countries
and colonies from the yoke of imperialism.

Formerly, the principle of self-determination of nations was
usually wrongly interpreted, not infrequently being narrowed down
to mean the right of nations to autonomy. Certain leaders of the
Second International even went so far as to convert the right of
self-determination into the right to cultural autonomy, i.e., the
right of oppressed nations to have their own cultural institutions
while the whole political power was to remain in the hands of the
dominant nation. The result of this was that the idea of self-
determination stood in danger of being transformed from a means
of fighting annexations into a means of justifying them. Now this
confusion must be regarded as eliminated. Leninism has broadened
the conception of self-determination, interpreting it as the right
of the oppressed peoples in dependent countries and colonies to
complete secession, as the right of nations to independent political
existence. This has precluded the possibility of justifying annexa-
tions by representing the right of self-determination as the right
to autonomy. As to the principle of self-determination itself, it was
thus changed from the means of deceiving the masses it undoubted-
ly was in the hands of the social-chauvinists during the imperialist
war into a means of exposing all imperialist aspirations or chau-
vinist machinations, a means of politically educating the masses
in the spirit of internationalism.

Formerly, the question of the oppressed nations was usually

‘regarded purely as a juridical question. The solemn proclama-

tion of “national equality of status” and innumerable declarations
of the “equality of nations” were what sustained the parties of the
Second International, which slur over the fact that “equality of
nations” under imperialism, when one group of nations (a minor-
ity) lives by exploiting another group of nations, is an insult to
the oppressed nations. This bourgeois juridical view of the nation-
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al question must now be considered exposed. Leninism brought the
national question down from the lofty heights of high-sounding
declarations to solid ground and declared that declarations re-
garding the “equality of nations” which are not reinforced by the
proletarian parties giving direct support to the struggle for eman-
cipation of the oppressed nations are meaningless and false. In this
way the question of the oppressed nations became a question of
rendering support and assistance, genuine and constant assistance,
to the oppressed nations in their struggle against imperialism, in
their struggle for a true equality of nations and for their inde-
pendent existence as states.

Formerly, the national question was regarded in a reformist way,
it was regarded as an independent question separate from the gen-
eral question of capitalist rule, of the overthrow of imperialism and
the proletarian revolution. It was tacitly assumed that the victory
of the proletariat in Europe was possible without a direct alliance
with the movement for emancipation in the colonies, that the na-
tional and colonial question could be solved surreptitiously, that it
would solve itself, off the highroad of the proletarian revolution,
without a revolutionary struggle against imperialism. Now this
anti-revolutionary point of view must be considered exposed. Lenin-
ism has proved, and the imperialist war and the revolution in
Russia have confirmed, that the national question can be solved
only in connection with and on the basis of the proletarian revolu-
tion, and that the road to the victory of the revolution in the West
lies through a revolutionary alliance with the liberation movement
of the colonies and dependent countries against imperialism. The
national question is part and parcel of the general question of the
proletarian revolution, part and parcel of the question of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

The question is as follows: are the revolutionary possibilities
inherent in the revolutionary movement for emancipation of the
oppressed countries already exhausted or not; and if not, is there
any hope, any basis for believing that these possibilities may be
utilised for the proletarian revolution, that the dependent and
colonial countries may be transformed from  a reserve of the im-
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perialist bourgeoisie into a reserve of the revolutionary proletariat,
into an ally of the latter?

Leninism replies to this question in the affirmative, that is, it
recognises that there are revolutionary capabilities inherent in the
national liberation movement of the oppressed countries, and that
they can be utilised 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 entirely confirm the deductions made by Lenin-
ism in this respect.

Hence the necessity for the proletariat supporting, vigorously and
actively supporting, the national liberation movement of the op-
pressed and dependent peoples.

This of course does not mean that the proletariat must support
every national movement, everywhere and always, in every single,
concrete instance. The point is that support must be given to those
national movements which tend to weaken imperialism and bring
about the overthrow of 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, of course,
support is entirely out of the question. The rights of nations are
not an isolated and self-contained question, but part of the general
question of the proletarian revolution, a part which is subordinate
to the whole and which must be dealt with from the point of view
of the whole. In the forties of the last century, Marx favoured the
national movement of the Poles and the Hungarians and was
opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and the Southern
Slavs. Why? Because the Czechs and the Southern' Slavs were at
that time “reactionary nations,” “Russian outposts” in Europe, out-
posts of absolutism, whereas the Poles and the Hungarians were
“revolutionary nations” which were fighting absolutism; because
to give support to the national movement of the Czechs and Southern
Slavs at that time would have been to give indirect support to tsar-
ism, a most dangerous enemy of the revolutionary movement in
Europe.

13 Stalin
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“The various demands of democracy,” writes Lenin, “including self-deter-
mination, are not an absolute, they are particles of the general democratic
(at present general socialist) world movement. In individual concrete
cases, a particle may contradict the whole; if it does, then it must be re-
jected.” (“The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed: Up,” Collected
Works, Vol. XIX.)

Such is the position with regard to the various national move-
ments, with regard to the possible reactionary character of these
movements, that is, of course, if they are examined concretely,
from the point of view of the interests of the revolutionary move-
ment and not from the formal point of view, from the point of view
of abstract rights.

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 specific as the possible reactionary character of certain national
movements. The revolutionary character of a national movement
in the conditions of imperialist oppression does not necessarily
presuppose the existence of proletarian elements in the movement,
the existence of a revolutionary or a republican programme of the
movement, the existence of a democratic basis for the movement. The
struggle which the Emir of Afghanistan is waging for the inde-
pendence of his country is objectively a revolutionary struggle,
despite the monarchist views of the Emir and his entourage, for
it weakens, disintegrates and undermines imperialism, whereas the
struggle waged by “desperate” democrats and “Socialists,” “revolu-
tionaries” and republicans, like, for example, Kerensky and Tsere-
teli, Renaudel and Scheidemann, Chernov and Dan, Henderson and
Clynes-during the imperialist war, was a reactionary ‘struggle, for
it resulted in the embellishment, the reinforcement and the victory
of imperialism. For the same reason, the struggle which the Egyp-
tian merchants and bourgeois intellectuals are waging for the in-
dependence of their country is objectively revolutionary despite the
bourgeois origin and bourgeois calling of the leaders of the Egyp-
tian national movement and despite the fact that they are opposed
to socialism; whereas the fight the British Labour Government is
waging to perpetuate Egypt’s state of subjection is for the same
reason a reactionary struggle, despite the proletarian origin and the
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proletarian calling of the members of that government and despite
the fact that they are “for” socialism. I will not even mention the
national movement in other, more extensive, colonial and dependent
countries like India and China, every step of which along the road
to liberation, even though it runs counter to the formal demands
of democracy, is a steam hammer blow at imperialism, i.e., is un-
doubtedly a revolutionary step.

Lenin was right in saying that the national movement of the
oppressed countries should be judged mnot from the point of view
of formal democracy, but from the point of view of the actual
results in the sum total of the struggle against imperialism, that
is to say, “not in an isolated way, but on a world scale.” (“The

Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,” Collected Works,
Vol. XIX.)

2. THE LiBERATION MOVEMENT OF THE OPPRESSED PEOPLES AND
THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION

In its solution of the national question Leninism proceeds from
the following propositions:

a) The world is divided into two camps: the camp of a handful
of civilised 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 of the colonies and dependent
countries that comprise that majority; -

b) The colonies and the dependent countries, oppressed and
exploited by finance capital, constitute an enormous reserve power
and a most important source of strength for imperialism;

c) The revolutionary struggle of the oppressed peoples in the
dependent and colonial countries against imperialism is the only
road that leads to their emancipation from oppression and ex-
ploitation; ‘ :

d) The principal colonial and dependent countries have already
entered on the path of the national liberation movement, which
is bound to bring about a crisis in world capitalism.

e) The interests of the proletarian movement in the advanced
countries and of the national liberation movement in the colonies
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require the fusion of these two aspects of the revolutionary move-
ment into a common front against the common enemy, imperialism;

f) The victory of the working class in the developed countries
and the liberation of the oppressed peoples from the yoke of im-
perialism are impossible without the formation and the consolida-
tion of the common revolutionary front;

g) The formation of a common revolutionary front is impossible
unless the proletariat of the oppressor nations renders direct and
determined support to the liberation movement of the oppressed
peoples against the imperialism “of its own country,” for “no
nation can be free if it oppresses other nations” (Marx);

h) This support implies the advocacy, defence and realisation
of the slogan of the right of nations to secession and to independent
political existence;

i) Unless this slogan is put into effect, the amalgamation and
collaboration of nations within a single world system of economy,
which constitutes the material basis for the victory of socialism,
will be impossible;

i) This amalgamation can only be a voluntary one and must
be based on mutual confidence and fraternal relations between
the nations.

Hence the two aspects, the two tendencies in the national ques-
tion: the tendency towards political emancipation from imperialist
fetters and the formation of an independent national state, arising
out of imperialist oppression and colonial exploitation; and the
tendency towards closer economic relations between the nations
resultirig from the formation of a world market and a world econ-

omic system.

“Developing capitalism,” says Lenin, “knows of two historical .tendencies
in the national question. The first is the awakening of national life and. of
national movements, the struggle against all national oppression, the creation
of national states. The second is the development and growing frequency of
all sorts of relations between nations, the breaking down of national barriers,
the creation of the international unity of capital, and of economic life in
general, of politics, of science, and so forth. Both tendencies are the universal
law of capitalism. The first predominates at the beginning of its development,
the second characterises capitalism mature and approaching its transformation
into a socialist society.” (“Critical Remarks on the National Question,”
Collected Works, Vol. XVIL)
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For imperialism these two tendencies represent irreconcilable
contradictions because imperialism cannot subsist without the ex-
ploitation of colonies and their forcible retention within the
framework of “one integral whole,” for imperialism can bring the
nations closer to each other only through annexations and the
seizure of colonies, without which it is, generally speaking, in-
conceivable.

For communism, on the contrary, these tendencies are only two
sides of a single cause—that of the emancipation of the oppressed
peoples from the yoke of imperialism; for communism knows that
the amalgamation of the nations into a single world economic
system is possible only on the basis of mutual confidence and
voluntary agreement; that the formation of a voluntary amalgama-
tion of nations must be preceded by the separation of the colonies
from the “integral” imperialist “whole,” by the transformation of
the colonies into independent states.

Hence the necessity for a stubborn, incessant and determined
struggle against the Great-Power chauvinism of the “Socialists”
of the dominant nations (England, France, America, Italy, Japan,
etc.) who do not want to fight their own imperialist governments,
who do not want to support the struggle of the oppressed peoples
in “their” colonies for emancipation from oppression and for
political secession.

Without such a struggle it will be impossible to educate the
working class of the dominant nations in the spirit of true inter-
nationalism, in the spirit of closer ties with the toiling masses
of the dependent countries and colonies, in the spirit of actual
preparation for the proletarian revolution. The revolution would
not have triumphed in Russia, and Kolchak and Denikin would
not have been crushed, if the Russian proletariat had not had the
sympathy and support of the oppressed peoples of the former
Russian Empire. But to win the sympathy and support of these
peoples, it had first of all to break the chain forged by Russian
imperialism and free these peoples from the yoke of national
oppression. Without this it would have been impossible to con-
solidate the Soviet power, to implant true internationalism and to
create that remarkable organisation for the collaboration of peoples
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which is called the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and which
is the living prototype of the future amalgamation of natjons in a
single world economic system.

Hence the necessity of fighting the national reserve, narrow.
mindedness and aloofness of the Socialists in the oppressed coun-
tries who have no desire to look beyond their national “village
pump” and who do not understand the connection between the
liberation movement of their country and the proletarian move-
ment of the dominant countries.

Without such a struggle it will be impossible to have the prole-
tariat of the oppressed nations maintain an independent policy
and its class solidarity with the proletariat of the dominant coun-
tries in the fight for the overthrow of the common enemy, in the
fight for the overthrow of imperialism; without such a fight inter-
nationalism would be impossible.

This is the way to educate the toiling masses of the dominant
and of the oppressed nations in the spirit of revolutionary inter-
nationalism.

This is what Lenin says of the two-fold wdrk that Communism
performs in educating the workers in the spirit of internationalism:

“, .. Can this education . . . be concretely identical in large oppressing
nations and in small oppressed nations, in annexing nations and in annexed
nations?

“Obviously not. The way to the one goal: to complete equality, to the most
intimate contact and to the subsequent fusion of all nations obviously pro-
ceeds here by different roads in each concrete case—in the same way, let us
say, as the direction to a point in the middle of this page is towards the left
from one side, and towards the right from the other. If a Socialist belonging
to a large, oppressing, annexing nation, in advocating the fusion of nations
in general, were to forget even for one moment that ‘his’ Nicholas II, ‘his’
Wilhelm, George, Poincaré, etc., also stands for fusion with the small nations
(by means of annexations)—Nicholas II for ‘fusion’ with Galicia, Wilhelm II
for ‘fusion’ with Belgium, etc.—such a Socialist would prove to be a ridiculous
doctrinaire in theory and an abettor of imperialism in practice.

“The weight of emphasis in internationalist education for the workers in
the oppressing countries must necessarily be that they must preach and uphold
the right of secession for the oppressed countries. Without this there can be
no internationalism. It is our right and duty to treat every Socialist of an
oppressing nation who fails to conduct such propaganda as an imperialist and
a scoundrel. This is an unconditional demand, even if the chance of secession
being possible and ‘feasible’ before the introduction of socialism is only one
in a thousand. . . .

“On the other hand, a Socialist belonging to a small nation must con-
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centrate the weight of his agitation on, the second word of our geneltal formu-
la: ‘voluntary amalgamation’ of nations, Without violating his duties as an
internationalist he may be in favour of either the political independence of
his nation or its inclusion in the neighbouring state, X, Y, Z, etc. But in all
cases he must fight against small-nation narrow-mindedness, reserve and
aloofness, he must fight for the recognition of the general and the whole,
for the subordination of the interests of the particular to the interests of the
general.

“Those who have not thought over the question thoroughly think there is
a ‘contradiction’ in Socialists of oppressing nations insisting on the ‘right of
secession’ while Socialists of oppressed nations insist on the ‘right to amalga-
mation. A little reflection, however, will show that from this position there
is not, nor can there be, any other road towards internationalism and the
fusion of nations.” (“The Discussion ¢n Self-Determination Summed Up,”

Collected Works, Vol. XIX.)



THE NATIONAL QUESTION IN YUGOSLAVIA

Speech Delivered in the Yugoslav Commission of the E.C.C.I.,
March 30, 1925

ComRaDES, I think Comrade Semich has not fully understood the
essence of the Bolshevik presentation of the national question.
Neither before nor after the October Revolution did the Bolsheviks
ever separate the national question from the general question of
revolution. The essential feature of the Bolshevik approach to the
national question was that the Bolsheviks always considered the
national question in inseparable connection with the prospects of
the revolution. |

Comrade Semich quoted Lenin and said that Lenin was in favour
of embodying some solution of the national question in the con-
stitution. By this he, Comrade Semich, meant to say that Lenin
as it were regarded the national question as a constitutional ques-
tion, 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 con-
sult his works to be convinced of this. When Lenin spoke 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 result of a deal with the
bourgeoisie, but as a result of a victorious revolution.

Comrade Semich further referred to Stalin’s pamphlet on the
national question written in 1912. In it he tried to find corrobora-
tion, even if indirect corroboration, of his point 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
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least justify his “constitutional” approach to the national question.
In confirmation of this, I might remind Comrade Semich of the
passage in Stalin’s pamphlet where a contrast is drawn between
the Austrian method of settling the national question (constitu-
tional) and the method of the Russian Marxists (revolutionary).

Here it is:

“The Austrians hope to achieve the ‘freedom of nationalities’ by means of
petty reforms, by slow steps. While they propose national autonomy as a prac-
tical measure, they do not count on a radical change, on a democratic move-
ment for liberation, which they do not even contemplate. The Russian Marxists,
on the other hand, associate the ‘freedom of nationalities’ with a probable
radical change and a democratic movement for liberation, having no grounds
for counting on reforms. And this essentially alters matters in regard to the
probable fate of the nations of Russia.”

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 matter that in the history
of Russian Marxism there were two stages in the presentation of
the national question, the first stage, 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 bour-
geois-democratic revolution, that is to say, as part of the question
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasaniry. 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 part of the general question of the proletarian

revolution, part of the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
In both stages, it will be seen, the approach was strictly revolu-
tionary.

In my opinion, Comrade Semich has not yet quite grasped all
this. Hence his attempt to reduce the national question to the level
of a constitution, i.e., to regard it as a question of reform,

From this mistake follows another, namely, he is loth to regard
the national question as being virtually a peasant question; not
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an agrarian, but a peasant question, for these are two different
things. It is quite true that the national question must not be
identified with the peasant question, for, in addition to peasant
questions, the national question includes such questions as national
culture, national statehood, etc. But it is also undoubted that the
peasant question after all constitutes the basis and intrinsic essence
of the national question. It is this that explains the fact that the
peasantry represents the main army of the national movement;
that without 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 virtually a peasant question. I think Com-
rade Semich’s reluctance to accept this formula is due to an under-
estimation of the internal strength of the national movement and
a lack of understanding of the profoundly popular and profoundly
revolutionary nature of the national movement. This lack of under-
standing and this underestimation represent a grave danger, for,
in practice, they imply an underestimation of the potential mjght
latent, for instance, in the movement of the Croats for national
emancipation. This underestimation is pregnant with serious com-
plications for the whole of the Yugoslav Communist Party.

This is Comrade Semich’s second error. '

His attempt to deal with the national question in Yugoslavia
without reference to the international situation and the probable
course of events in Europe must, undoubtedly, also be regarded
as an error. Starting from the fact that at the present moment
there is no serious popular movement for independence among the
Croats and the Slovenes, Comrade Semich arrives 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. This, of
course, is incorrect. Even if we admit that at the moment this
question is not an immediate one, it might definitely become im-
mediate if war begins, or when war begins, if a revolution breaks
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
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draft of our national programme, no serious movement for national
independence 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 nationality to secede and exist as an inde-
pendent state. Why did we do this? 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. We knew that if any nationality were to demand secession,
the Russian Marxists would fight to ensure the right to secede for
every such nationality. Comrade Semich in the course of his speech
referred repeatedly to 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 itself too restricted, and it is striving towards foreign countries in search
of new markets, cheap labour and new fields of investment. But this leads
to external complications and to war. . .. It is quite possible that a com-
bination of internal and external factors may arise in which one or another
nationality in Russia may find it mecessary to raise and settle the question

of its independence. And, of course, it is not for Marxists to create obstacles
in such cases.”

This was written as far back as 1912, You know that subsequent-

* ly this thesis was entirely corroborated, both during the war and

afterwards, and particularly after the victory of the dictatorship
of the proletariat in Russia.

All the more reason, therefore, why we must reckon with such
possibilities in Europe in general, and in Yugoslavia in particular,
especially now, when the national revolutionary movement is be-
coming ever more acute in the oppressed countries, and after the
victory of the revolution in Russia. We must also bear in mind
the circumstance that Yugoslavia is not a fully independent coun-
try, that she is tied up with certain imperialist groups, and that,
consequently, she cannot escape the great play of forces that is at
work outside of Yugoslavia. If you are drawing up a national
programme for the Yugoslavian Party (and this is precisely what
we are now dealing with), you must remember that this programme
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must be based not only on what exists at present, but also on what
is developing and what will inevitably occur by virtue of inter-
national relations. That is why I think that the question of the
right of nations to self-determination should be regarded as an
immediate and burning question.

Now about the national programme. As the starting point of
the national programme we must postulate a Soviet revolution in
Yugoslavia, 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; for instance, there was such an exception before the
war when Norway separated from Sweden—of which Lenin treats
in detail in one of his articles. But this 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 special point on the right of nations to' self-determination, in-
cluding the right to 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 special point pro-
viding for national territorial autonomy for those nationalities in
Yugoslavia which do not find it necessary to secede from that
country. Those who think that such a contingency must be excluded
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 that on the analogy of what occurred in Russia certain
nationalities will not desire to secede. It is therefore clear that it
is necessary to provide for such a contingency 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,
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Thus, the right of secession must be provided for those national-
ities that desire secession, and the right of autonomy for those
nationalities that 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 this right and secec.le,
but it may also forego the right, and if it does not wish to exercise
this right, that is its business, and we cannot but take cognisance
of the fact. Some comrades turn this right of secession into an
obligation, and demand from the Croats, for instance, tha? they
secede at all costs. This position is wrong, and must be rejected.
We must not confuse a right with an obligation.

The Bolshevik, No. 7
April 15, 1925




THE POLITICAL TASKS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF THE
PEOPLES OF THE EAST

Speech Delivered at a Meeting of the Students of the
University, May 18, 1925

CoMRADES, first of all allow me to offer my congratulations on
the occasion of the fourth anniversary 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 difficult task
of training Communist cadres for the East.

Furthermore, 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 the question of 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 com-
position. 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 this definition is
not yet finished and clear-cut. The point is that among the students
of the university there are two main groups representing iwo
series of absolutely distinct conditions of development. The first
group is composed of people who came to us from the Soyiet 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 coun-
tries, from countries where capitalism still reigns, where the op-
pression of imperialism has preserved all its severity, and where
independence has still to be won by driving out the imperialists.
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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. It is this that explains why this university has one
foot on Soviet soil and the other foot on the soil of the colonies
and dependent countries.

Hence the two lines of activity of the university: one, the pur-
pose 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 revolution-
ary needs of the toiling masses in the colonies and dependent
countries of the East.

Hence, also, the two kinds of tasks that confront the University
of the Toilers of the East.

Let us examine each of these tasks of the U.T.E. separately.

I. Tasks ofF THE U.T.E. 1N RELATION TO THE SOVIET
RepuBLICS OF THE EAST

What are the characteristic features in the existence and develop-
ment of these countries, 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, but under
the aegis of Soviet government. This is a fact without precedent in
history, but it is a fact. .

Thirdly, inasmuch as they are but slightly developed industrial-
ly, they can, in their development, rely fully and complefely on
the support of 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 be-
come fellow-builders of socialism in our country.

The fundamental task is to help the workers and peasants of
these republics to become fellow-builders of socialism in our coun-
try; to create and develop conditions, in accordance with the




208 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

specific circumstances of the life of 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 on which the peasants can be rallied around the
working class. You know that this work has already been begun
and that it will progress with the economic growth of the Soviet
Union. The fact that these countries possess all kinds of raw
materials is a guarantee that in time this work will be completed.

2. To advance agriculture and above all irrigation. As ycu know,
this work, too, is progressing, at least in Transcaucasia and
in Turkestan.

3. To improve and advance co-operative organisation among
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 them national in composition, and in this way to implant
a national Soviet state organisation that will be close and compre-
hensible to the toiling masses.

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 these tasks that will facilitate the
work of socialist construction in the Soviet republics of the East.

People talk of model republics in the Soviet East. But what is
a model republic? A model republic is one that honestly and con-
scientiously 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 Soviets into closer touch with the
toiling masses of the nationalities, of naturalising the Soviets. But
what does this mean, and how does it manifest itself in practice?
I think that the recent delimitation of national frontiers in Turkes-

THE UNIVERSITY OF THE PEOPLES OF THE EAST 209

tan 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 manifestation not of “trickery,” but
of the profound aspiration of the masses of the people of Turk-
menistan and Uzbekistan for their own organs of government,
which shall 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 exploitatory 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 govern-
ment. The delimitation of {rontiers in Turkestan is primarily the
reunion of the scattered parts of these countries 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
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 policy. :

I further spoke of raising the level of national culture in the
Soviet republics of the East. But what is national culture? How is
it to be made compatible with proletarian culture? Did not Lenin,
even before the war, say that there are two cultures—bourgeois
culture and socialist culture—and that the demand for national
culture is a reactionary demand of the bourgeoisie, which 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

14 Stalin
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the training of Communist cadres from among local people, com-
patible with the building of socialism, with the building of a
proletarian culture? Is this not an irreconcilable contradiction?
Of course not! We are building a proletarian culture. That is
absolutely true. But it is also true that proletarian culture, which
is socialist in content, assumes different forms and methods of
expression among the various peoples that have been drawn into
the work of socialist construction, depending on differences of
language, customs, and so forth. Proletarian in content and national
in form—such is the universal human culture towards which social-
ism is marching. Proletarian culture does not cancel national
culture, but lends it content. National culture, on the other hand,
does not cancel proletarian culture, but lends it form. The demand
for national culture was a bourgeois demand as long as the bour-
geoisie was in power and the consolidation of nations proceeded
under the aegis of the bourgeois system. The demand for national
culture became a proletarian demand when the proletariat came
into power and 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 in the period of socialism and the
dying away of all other languages. I have little faith in this theory
of a single, all-embracing language. Experience, at any rate, speaks
against rather than for such a theory. Until now the situation has
been that the socialist revolution has not diminished but rather
increased the number of languages; for, by stirring up the pro-
found depths of humanity and by pushing them into the political
arena, it awakens to new life 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 bringing a
number of forgotten peoples and nationalities on the scene, the
October Revolution gave them new life and a new development.
Nowadays, India is spoken of as a single whole. Yet there can
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be hardly any doubt that in the case 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 participation of various nationalities
in the proletarian culture, there can be hardly any doubt that such
participation will assume forms corresponding to the languages and
the customs of these nationalities.

Not long ago I received a letter from some Buryat comrades
asking me to explain the serious and difficult questions concerning
the relation between universal culture and national culture. Here
it is:

“We. earnestly request you to explain the following, for us very serious
and' dificult, questions. The ultimate aim of the Communist Party is to
achieve a single universal culture. How is the transition to the single universal
culture through the national cultures, which are developing in our various

autonomous republi::s, conceived? How is the assimilation of the peculiarities
of the various national cultures (language and so forth) to take place?”

I think that what has just been said might serve as an answer
to the question that is agitating these Buryat comrades.

The Buryat comrades raise the question of the assimilation of
individual 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 pro-
cesses 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 reinforcement and develop-
ment of a number of powerful nationalities, for the partial process
of assimilation is a result of the general process of development of
nationalities. It is because of this that the possible assimilation
of individual nationalities does not weaken, but, on the contrary,
confirms the proposition, an absolutely correct proposition, that
universal proletarian culture does not preclude, but rather pre-
supposes and fosters national culture, just as national culture does
not nullify, but rather supplements and enriches universal prole-
tarian 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.

14%
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The period of intense economic development and {resh con-
cessions to the peasantry that has supervened must be turned to
account in order to hasten the fulfilment of these tasks and thus
help the Soviet republics of the East, which are principally peas.
ant countries, in becoming fellow-builders of socialism in the
Soviet Union. :

It is said that the new policy of the Party towards the peasantry,
by making a number of concessions (short-term leases, permission
to employ hired labour), involves certain elements of retreat. Is
that true? Yes, it is true. But these are elements of retreat which
are conceded by us while the overwhelming superiority of forces
is retained by the Party and the Soviet government. A stable
currency, developing industry, developing transport, a credit sys-
tem growing ever stronger, with the aid of which, by granting
credits on favourable terms, one can ruin any given stratum of
the population or raise it to a higher level without the least dis-
turbance—all these are such reserves in the hands of the prole-
tarian dictatorship 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 the Party to the peasantry should at the
present time help rather than hinder the peasantry in becoming
fellow-builders of socialism. -

What significance can this circumstance have for the Soviet
republics of the East? Its significance can only be that it places
in the hands of the active workers in these republics a new weapon
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 work-
ers 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
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from life. It must be bound up with 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 in the practice
of the active workers in the Soviet East, which must be combated
within the walls of this university if real cadres and real revolu-
tionaries are to be trained for the Soviet East.

The first deviation lies in over-simplification, in an over-simplifi-
cation of the tasks I have spoken of, in an attempt mechanically
to transplant models of economic development which are quite
comprehensible and practicable in the centre of the Soviet Union
but which are absolutely inapplicable to the conditions of develop-
ment of what are known as the border regions. The comrades who
commit this deviation fail to understand 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 republics of the East
themselves are not all alike, that some of them, for instance Geor-
gia and Armenia, are at a higher stage of national integration,
others, such as Chechnya and Kabarda, are at a lower stage of
national integration, while others, such as Kirghizistan, occupy a
position midway between the 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 task of the University of
the Peoples of the East is to train cadres 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 republics with the industrial regions of
the Soviet Union is forgotten, that socialist tasks are hushed up
and that adaptations are made to the aims of a narrow and re-
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stricted nationalism. The comrades who commit this deviation
are little concerned with the internal development of their coun-
try, they prefer to leave this development to the natural course
of events. The most important thing for them is not internal
development but “foreign” politics, 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 their country. The result of this
deviation is that they become divorced from socialism and de-
generate 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 latent nationalism.

Such are the tasks of the University of the Peoples of the East
in relation to the Soviet republics of the East.

II. Tasks or THE U.T.E. 1N RELATION To THE COLONIES
AND DEPENDENT COUNTRIES OF THE EAST

Let us now pass to the second question, the question of the tasks
of the University of the Toilers of the East in relation to the col-
onies and dependent countries of the East.

What are the characteristic features in the life and development
of these countries 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 im-
perialist bourgeoisie) intensifies and deepens the revolutionary
crisis in these countries.

. Th.irdly, in certain of these countries, India for instance, capital-
ism is growing very rapidly and is engendering and causing to
crystallise a more or less numerous class of native proletarians.

Fourthly, as the revolutionary movement progresses, the na-
tio?al bourgeoisie in such countries splits into two sections, a revo-
lutionary section (the petty bourgeoisie) and a compromising
section (the big bourgeoisie), the former of which continues the
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revolutionary struggle, while the latter enters into a bloc with
imperialism.

Fifthly, besides the imperialist bloc another bloc is formed in
these countries, a bloc of the workers and the revolutionary petty
bourgeoisie, an anti-imperialist bloc which aims at complete libera-
tion from imperialism.

Sixthly, 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 is assuming an increas-
ingly urgent character.

Seventhly, the lastnamed circumstance greatly facilitates the
work of linking the national liberation movement in these countries
with the proletarian movement in the more advanced countries of
the West.

From this follow at least three deductions:

1. It is impossible to achieve the liberation of colonies and
dependent countries from imperialism without a victorious revolu-
tion: you will not get independence gratis!

9. The revolution cannot be advanced and the complete in-
dependence of capitalistically developed colonies and dependent
countries cannot be achieved unless the compromising national
bourgeoisie is isolated, unless the petty-bourgeois revolutionary
masses are freed from the influence of this bourgeoisie, unless the
hegemony of the proletariat is established and unless the advanced
elements of the working class are organised in an independent
Communist Party.

3. No lasting victory can be achieved in colonial and dependent
countries unless a real bond is established between the movement
for emancipation in these countries and the proletarian movement
in the advanced countries of the West.

The fundamental task of Communists in the colonies and de-
pendent countries is to base their revolutionary work on these
deductions.

What are the immediate tasks of the revolutionary movement
in the colonies and dependent countries in view of these circum-

3

stances?
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The peculiarity of the colonies and dependent countries at the-

present time is that a single and all-embracing colonial East no
longer exists. In earlier days the colonial East was pictured as
something single and homogeneous. This picture no longer cor-
responds to the truth. We have now 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 undeveloped. Secondly, there are
countries like, China and Egypt, which are industrially little de-
veloped, and which have a comparatively small proletariat. Tkirdly,
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
same category.

In countries like Morocco, where the national bourgeoisie has
yet no grounds for splitting into a revolutionary party and a
compromising party, the task of the Communist elements is to do
everything to create a united national front against imperialism.
The separation of the Communist elements into a single Com-
munist Party can take place in these countries only in the course
of the struggle against imperialism, especially after a successful
revolutionary war against imperialism.

In such countries as Egypt or China, where the national bour-
geoisie is already split into a revolutionary party and a compromis-
ing party, but where the compromising section of the bourgeoisie
cannot yet become welded with imperialism, the Communists can
no longer make it their aim to form a united national front against
imperialism. In such countries the Communists must pass from
the policy of a united national front to the policy of a revolutionary
bloc of the workers and petty bourgeoisie. In such countries this
bloc may assume the form of a single party of workers and peas-
ants, like the Kuomintang [%*], on the condition, however, that
this peculiar kind of party shall actually represent a bloc of two
forces—the Communist Party and the party of the revolutionary
petty bourgeoisie. The task of this bloc is to expose the tempor-
ising spirit and inconsistency of the national bourgeoisie and to
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wage a determined struggle against imperialism. A party with such
a dual composition is both necessary and expedient, as long as it
does not bind the Communist Party hand and foot, as long as it
does not restrict the freedom of the Communist Party to carry
on agitation and propaganda, as long as it does not hinder the
rallying of the proletarians around the Communist Party, and as
long as it facilitates the actual leadership of the 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 ele-
ments 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 hew feature in the conditions of existence of such
colonies as India is not only that the national bourgeoisie has split
into a revolutionary party and a compromising party, but, primar-
ily, that the compromising section of this bourgeoisie has already
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 wealthiest and most influential sec-
tion, is completely going over to the camp of the irreconcilable
enemies of the revolution, having entered into a bloc with imper-
ialism against the workers and peasants of its own country. 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 toiling masses must be emancipated from its influence,
and the conditions necessary for the hegemony of the proletariat
must be systematically 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 posi-
tion. The task is to create a revolutionary anti-imperialist bloc and
to ensure the hegemony of the proletariat within this bloc. This
bloc may, but not always necessarily, assume the form of a joint
workers’ and peasants’ party formally bound by a single plat-
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form. The independence of the Communist Parties in such coun-
tries must be the basic slogan of the advanced elements of Com-
munism, 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 Communist Party can and must enter into an open
bloc with the revolutionary wing of the bourgeoisie in order, after
having isolated the compromising national bourgeoisie, to lead the
vast masses of the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie in the fight
against imperialism.

Hence, the immediate tasks of the revolutionary movement in
capitalistically developed colonial and dependent countries are
as follows:

1. To win over the best elements of the working class to the
gide 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 com-
promising national bourgeoisie and imperialism.

3. To ensure the hegemony of the proletariat in this bloc.

4. To strive to emancipate the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie
from the influence of the compromising national bourgeoisie.

5. To achieve a 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 par-
ticular 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 West, 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 onf the Soviet Union have already begun in the
ranks of the imperialists.. The campaign of calumny launched
in connection with the rising in Esthonia, the fraudulent campaign

THE UNLIVERSITY OF THE PEOPLES OF THE EAST 219

waged 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 an offen-
sive. It is an artillery barrage put up with the purpose of pre-.
paring public opinion, with the purpose of getting the ordinary pub-
lic accustomed to attacks on the Soviet Union, with the purpose
of creating the moral atmosphere for intervention. What will come
of this campaign of lies and calumnies and whether the imperial-
ists 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 question.

That is why the unswerving fulfilment of the urgent tasks of the
revolutionary movement in the colonies and dependent countries
assumes particular importance at the present moment.

In view of all these circumstances, what is the mission of the
University of the Peoples of the East in relation to the colonies and
dependent countries? Its mission is to take account of all the spe-
cific characteristics of the revolutionary development of these coun-
tries and to train cadres coming from these countries in a way that
will ensure the fulfilment of the diverse tasks we have set forth.

In the University of the Peoples of the East there are about ten
different groups of students who have come to us from colonial and
dependent countries. We all know that these comrades thirst for
light and knowledge. The task of the University of the Peoples of the
East is to forge them into genuine revolutionaries, armed with the
theory of Leninism, equipped with the practical experience 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 the active workers of the colonial East, which must be
combated if genuinely revolutionary cadres are to be trained.

The first deviation consists in underrating the revolutionary pos-
sibilities of the liberation movement and in overrating the idea of
a united all-embracing national front in the colonies and dependent
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countries, without due regard for the state and degree of develop-
ment of these countries. This 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 national-
ists. It is the direct duty of the University of the Peoples of the East
to combat this deviation with the utmost determination.

The second deviation consists in overrating the revolutionary pos-
sibilities of the liberation movement and in underrating the im-
portance of an alliance between the working class and the revolu-
tionary bourgeoisie against imperialism. The Communists in
Java, who recently erroneously put forward the slogan of a Soviet
government for their country, suffer, it seems, from this deviation.
This is a deviation to the Left, which threatens to isolate the Com-
munist 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 relation 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.

THE NATIONAL QUESTION ONCE AGAIN
k Re Comrade Semich’s Article
(1925)

ONE can only welcome the fact that Comrade Semich now, after
the discussion in the Yugoslav Commission, wholly and entirely
subscribes in his article to the position of the Russian Communist
Party delegation to the Comintern; but it would be incorrect to
assume on the strength of this that there were no differences of
opinion between the Russian Communist Party delegation on the
one hand and Comrade Semich on the other, either before or during
the discussion in the Yugoslav Commission. Comrade Semich ap-
parently is inclined to take precisely this view of the differences
of opinion on the national question and tries to represent them as
misunderstandings. But, unfortunately, he is profoundly mistaken.
He asserts in his article that the controversy with him was founded
on “a series of misunderstandings” arising from a “not fully trans-
lated” speech he delivered in the Yugoslav Commission. In other
words, it appears that the blame lies with the scapegoat who for
some reason or other did not translate Comrade Semich’s speech in
full. I am obliged in the interests of truth to declare that Comrade
Semich’s assertion does not at all tally with the facts. It would have
been better, of course, if Comrade Semich had supported his con-
tention by quotations from his speech in the Yugoslav Commission
preserved in the files of the Comintern. But for some reason or
other he did not do this. I am therefore obliged to perform this not
very pleasant but absolutely necessary procedure for Comrade
Semich.

This is all the more necessary for the reason that, even now that
Comrade Semich has entirely associated himself with the position
of the Russian Communist Party delegation, there is not a little that
is still unclear in his present position.
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In my speech in the Yugoslav Commission (see The Bolshevik,
No. 7),' I spoke of differences of opinion on three questions: 1) on
the question of the ways of solving the national problem, 2) on the
question of the intrinsic social substance of the national movement
in the present historical epoch and 3) on the question of the role
of the international element in the national question.

On the first question I maintained that Comrade Semich “has
not fully understood the essence of the Bolshevik presentation of
the national question,” that he separates the national question from
the general question of revolution, and that he thus adopts a course
which reduces the national question to a constitutional question.

Is this correct?

Read the following passages from Comrade Semich’s speech in
the Yugoslav Commission (March 30, 1925), and judge for your-
selves:

“Can the national question be reduced to a constitutional question? To
begin with, let us make a theoretical statement. Let us assume that in a given
state X there are three nations A, B, and C. These three nations express the
wish to live in one state. What, in this case, is the point at issue? It is, of
course, the regulation of the internal relations within this state. In other
words, a constitutional question. In this theoretical case the national question
is reduced to a constitutional question. ... If, in this theoretical case, we
reduce the national question to a constitutional question, it must be said—as I
have always insisted—that the self-determination of nations, including seces-
sion, is a necessary condition for the solution of the constitutional question.
And it is solely on this plane that I put the constitutional question,”

I think that these passages from Comrade Semich’s speech re-
quire no further comment. It is obvious that those who regard the
national question as an integral part of the general question of the
proletarian revolution cannot reduce it to a constitutional question.
And, vice versa, only those who divorce the national question from
the general question of the proletarian revolution can reduce it to
a constitutional question.

In Comrade Semich’s speech we find a statement to the effect that
the right of national self-determination cannot be won without a
revolutionary struggle. Comrade Semich says: “It is plain that such
rights can be acquired only by a revolutionary struggle. They can-
not be won by parliamentary methods, but can be called forth only

1See pp. 200-05 in this volume.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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by revolutionary mass action.” But what is the meaning of “revolu-
tionary struggle” and “revolutionary action”? Can “revolutionary
struggle” and “revolutionary action” be identified with the over-
throw of the ruling class, with the seizure of power, with the victory
of the revolution, as a condition for the solution of the national
problem? Of course not! It ig one thing to say that the victory of
the revolution is a fundamental condition for the solution of the
national problem, and quite another thing to make “revolutionary
action” and “revolutionary struggle” conditions for the solution of
the national problem. It should be noted that the path of reform,
the path of constitution, in no way precludes “revolutionary action”
and “revolutionary struggle.” The decisive factor determining the
revolutionary or reformist character of any given party is not
“revolutionary action” in itself, but the political aims and tasks on
behalf of which the party adopts and utilises revolutionary action.
The Russian Mensheviks in 1906, after the dissolution of the First
Duma, as you know suggested the organisation of a “general strike,”
and even of “armed insurrection.” But this in no way prevented them
from remaining Mensheviks. For why did they propose all this at
that time? Certainly not to smash tsarism and to organise the com-
plete victory of the revolution; their aim was to “bring pressure to
bear” on the tsarist government in order to win reforms, in order to
secure an extension of the ‘“constitution,” in order to secure the
convocation of an “improved” Duma. “Revolutionary action” for
the reform of the old order while power remains in the hands of the
ruling class is one thing—that is the constitutional path. “Revolu-
tionary action” for the purpose of smashing the old order, of over-
throwing the ruling class, is a different thing—that is the revolu-
tionary path, the path making for the complete victory of the
revolution. The difference here is a fundamental one.

This is why I think that when Comrade Semich refers to “rev-
olutionary struggle” while at the same time reducing the national
question to a constitutional question he does not refute, but rather
confirms my statement that Comrade Semich “has not fully under-
stood the essence of the Bolshevik presentation of the national
question”; for he has not grasped the fact that the national question
must be considered not in isolation, but in inseparable connection
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with the question of the victory of the revolution, as a part of the
general question of revolution.

While insisting on this, I do not in the least intend to assert that
I have said anything new about Comrade Semich’s mistake on this
question. Not at all! Mention was already made of Comrade Se-
mich’s error by Comrade Manuilsky at the Fifth Congress of the
Communist International, when he declared:

“In his pamphlet The National Question in the Light of Marxism, and in
a number of articles published in the Radnik, the organ of the Communist
Party of Yugoslavia, Comrade Semich advocates a struggle for the revision of
the constitution as a practical Communist Party slogan, that is to say, he
places the whole question of self-determination of nations exclusively on con-
stitutional grounds.” (Stenographic Report of the Fifth Congress.)

Comrade Zinoviev, too, referred to this same error in the Yugo-
slav Commission, when he said:

“Only one little thing, it appears, is lacking in Comrade Semich’s picture:
the revolution. [The national question is] a revolutionary proh]em, not a con-
stitutional one.” (Pravda, No. 83.).

It cannot be that all these comments of the representatives of the
Russian Communist Party in the Comintern regarding Comrade
Semich’s error were fortuitous and devoid of foundation. Where
there is smoke there is fire!

So much for Comrade Semich’s first and fundamental mistake.

His other errors arise directly from this fundamental mistake.

As regards the second question, I said in my speech that Com-
rade Semich “is loth to regard the national question as being virtu-
ally a peasant question.” (The Bolshevik, No. 7.)

Is this correct?

Read the following passage from Comrade Semich’s speech in the
Yugoslav Commission and judge for yourselves.

“What is the social meaning of the national movement in Yugoslavia?”
asks Comrade Semich, and replies: “The social meaning lies in the com-
petitive struggle between Serbian capital on the one hand, and Croat and
Slovene capital on the other.” (Comrade Semich’s speech in the Yugoslav
Commission.)

Of course, there can be no doubt that the competitive struggle
between the Slovene and Croat bourgeoisie and the Serbian bour-
geoisie must here play a certain part. But it is equally certain that
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anyone who perceives the social meaning of the national movement
in the competitive struggle between the bourgeoisie of various na-
tionalities cannot regard the national question as being virtually a
peasant question. What is the essence of the national question now
that it has been transformed from a local, internal state question
into a world question, a question of the struggle of the colonies and
dependent nationalities against imperialism? The essence of the
national question now lies in the struggle of the masses of the
people of the colonies and dependent nationalities against financial
exploitation, against political enslavement, and against the cultural

effacement of these colonies and these nationalities by the imperial-

ist bourgeoisie of the ruling nationality. What significance can the
competitive struggle between the bourgeoisies of the various na-
tionalities have, given such a presentation of the national question?
Certainly not a decisive significance, and, in certain cases, not even
a serious significance. It is perfectly obvious that the chief point
here is not that the bourgeoisie of one nationality is beating or may
beat the bourgeoisie of another nationality in the competitive strug-
gle, but that the imperialist group of the ruling nationality is ex-
ploiting and oppressing the greater mass, and above all the peasant
mass, of the colonies and dependent nationalities, and that by op-
pressing and exploiting them it is drawing them into the struggle
against imperialism and making them allies of the proletarian
revolution. The national question cannot be regarded as being virtu-
ally a peasant question if the social meaning of the national move-
ment is reduced to the competitive struggle between the bourgeoisies
of the various nationalities. And, vice versa, the social meaning of
the national question cannot be looked for in this competitive

~ struggle between the bourgeoisies of the various nationalities if one

regards the national question as being virtually a peasant question.
To place the sign of equality between these two formulas is utterly
out of the question.

Comrade Semich refers to a passage in Stalin’s pamphlet Marxism
and the National Question, written at the end of 1912. It is stated
there that “the national struggle . . . is a struggle of the bourgeois
classes among themselves.” By this he is evidently trying to hint
that his own formula defining the social meaning of the national

15 Stalin
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movement in present historical conditions is correct. But Stalin’s
pamphlet was written before the imperialist war, at a time when
the national question in the eyes of Marxists had not yet assumed
world significance, and when the basic demand of the Marxists, the
right to self-determination, was judged to be not a part of the pro-
letarian revolution, but a part of the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion. It would be absurd to ignore the fact that the international
situation has radically changed since that time, that the war on the
one hand and the October Revolution in Russia on the other have
converted the national question from a part of the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution into a part of the proletarian-socialist revolution.
As early as October 1916, Lenin, in his article “The Discussion on
Self-Determination Summed Up,” said that the fundamental point
of the national question, the right to self-determination, had ceased
to form part of the general democratic movement and that it had
become converted into a component part of the general proletarian
socialist revolution. I will not mention later works of Lenin and
of other representatives of Russian Communism on the national
question. In view.of all this, what interpretation can be placed on
Comrade Semich’s reference to a certain passage in a pamphlet
by Stalin written in the period of the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion in Russia, now that, as a result of the new historical situation,
we have entered a new era, the era of the world proletarian revolu-
tion? The only interpretation that can be placed on it is that
Comrade Semich is quoting without reference to space and time
and without reference to the actual historical situation, and that he
is thereby violating the most elementary demands of dialectics and
failing to take account of the fact that what is correct in one his-
torical situation may prove to be incorrect in another historical
situation. I have already said in my speech in the Yugoslav Com-
mission that two stages must be distinguished in the presentation of
the national question as given by the Russian. Bolsheviks: the pre-
October stage, when it was a matter of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution and when the national question was regarded as part of
the general democratic movement, and the October stage, when it
was a matter of the proletarian revolution and when the national
question had become a component part of the proletarian revolution.
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The:rt? is hardly any need to prove that this is a distinction of
decisive significance. I fear that Comrade Semich has not yet ap-
preciated the meaning and significance of this difference between
the two stages in the presentation of the national question. '

That is why I think that Comrade Semich’s attempt to regard
the national movement not as being virtually a peasant questioxi,
but as being a question of competition between the bourgeoisies of
various nationalities “is due to an underestimation of the internal
strength of the national movement and a lack of understanding of
the profoundly popular and profoundly revolutionary nature of
the national movement.” (The Bolshevik, No. 7.)

So much for Comrade Semich’s second error.

It is noteworthy that the same thing was said about Comrade
Semich’s mistake by Comrade Zinoviev in his speech in the Yugo-
slav Commission when he declared:

“Comrade Semich is wrong in asserting that in Yugoslavia the peasant

movement is being led by the bourgeoisie and that it is theref
tionary.” (Pravda, No. 83.) ore not xevolu:

Is this a mere coincidence? Of course not!

Again, where there is smoke there is fire.

Finally, I maintained in regard to the third question that Com-
rade Semich is trying “to deal with the national question in Yugo-
slavia without reference to the international situation and the prob-
able course of events in Europe.”

Is this so?

Yes, it is. For in his speech Comrade Semich did not give even
the remotest hint that the international situation under present-day
conditions, especially in relation to Yugoslavia, is a very important
factor in the settlement of the national question. The fact that the
Yugoslav state itself came into being as a result of a tussle between
the two main imperialist coalitions, that Yugoslavia cannot escap‘e
from the great play of forces that is now going on in the surround-
ing imperialist states—all this remained outside Comrade Semich’s
ﬁe.ld of vision. Comrade Semich’s statement that he can fully con-
ceive of certain changes in the international situation which might
render the question of self-determination an urgent and practical
question must now, in the present international situation, be re-

15%



298 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

garded as insufficient. It is not now at all a question of admitting
that, given certain changes in the international situation, the right
of nations to self-determination may become an urgent question in
the possible and distant future. In case of need, even bourgeois
democrats might now admit this as a prospect. This is not the point
now; the point now is not to make the present frontiers of the state
of Yugoslavia, which came about as a result of war and violence,
the starting point and legitimate basis for the solution of the nation-
al problem. One or the other: either the question of national self-
determination, that is, of a radical change in the frontiers of
Yugoslavia, is merely an appendage to the national programme,
dimly looming in the distant future, or it is the basis of the national
programme. In any case, it is clear that the point on self-determina-
tion cannot at one and the same time be both an appendage to and
the basis of the national programme of the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia. I fear that Comrade Semich still continues to regard the
right of self-determination as a prospective appendage to the nation-
al programme.

This is why I think that Comrade Semich is divorcing the national
question from the question of the general international situation,
and that, in consequence, the question of the right of self-determin-
ation, that is, of changing the frontiers of Yugoslavia, is virtually
for him not a question of actual moment but an academic question.

So much for Comrade Semich’s third error.

It is noteworthy that Comrade Manuilsky said the same thing
regarding Comrade Semich’s error in his report to the Fifth Con-
gress of the Communist International:

“The fundamental premise of Comrade Semich’s whole presentalion of the
national question is the idea that the proletariat must accept the bourgeois
state within those frontiers which have been set up by a@ series of wars and

acts of violence.” ! (Stenographic Report of the Fifth Congress of the Com-
munist International.)

Can we regard this as a mere coincidence? Of course not.
Again, where there is smoke there is fire.

The Bolshevik, No. 11-12
June 30, 1925

1 My italics.—J.S.

' EXTRACT
FROM A LETTER TO COMRADE KAGANOVICH AND OTHER
MEMBERS OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THFE,
COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE UKRAINE

(1926)

THE declarations of Comrade Shumsky contain certain true ideas.
It is true that a widespread movement has begun and is developing
in the Ukraine in favour of a Ukrainian culture and Ukrainian
social life. It is true that this movement must in no circumstances
%)e allowed to fall into the hands of elements alien to our cause. It
is true that a number of Communists in the Ukraine fail to under-
stand the meaning and significance of this movement and are there-
fore taking no measures to gain control of it. It is true that a radical
change must be brought about among the cadres of our Party and
Soviet workers, who are still imbued with a spirit of irony and
’scepticism towards Ukrainian culture and Ukrainian social life. It
is true that we must carefully select and create cadres of people
who will be capable of gaining control of the new movement in the
Ukraine. All this is true. Nevertheless, Comrade Shumsky is guilty
of at least two serious errors.

Firstly, he is confusing the Ukrainisation of our Party and Soviet
apparatus with the Ukrainisation of the proletariat. We can and
should, while observing a certain rate of speed, Ukrainise our Party,
state and other apparatus serving the population. But the proletariat
cannot be Ukrainised from above. You cannot compel the Russian
working-class masses to renounce the Russian language and Russian
culture and to adopt the Ukrainian culture and language as their
own. This would be contrary to the principle of the freedom of
development of nationalities. This would not be national freedom
but a specific form of national oppression. There is no doubt tha;
the composition of the Ukrainian proletariat will change with the
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industrial development of the Ukraine, in proportion to the influx
into industry of Ukrainian workers from the surrounding country-
zide. There is no doubt that the composition of the Ukrainian pro-
letariat will be Ukrainised, just as the composition of the pro-
Jetariat of Latvia and Hungary, say, which at one time bore a
German character, subsequently became Latvianised and Magyar-
ised. But this process is a lengthy, spontaneous and natural one.
To attempt to replace this spontaneous process by the forcible
Ukrainisation of the proletariat from above would be a utopian and
dangerous policy, capable of arousing anti-Ukrainian chauvinism
among the non-Ukrainian sections of the proletariat of the Ukraine.
It seems to me that Comrade Shumsky conceives Ukrainisation in
a wrong light and fails to realise this latter danger.

Secondly, while he quite rightly stresses the beneficial character
of the new movement in the Ukraine in favour of Ukrainian culture
and social life, Comrade Shumsky does not however see the dark
sides of the movement. Comrade Shumsky fails to realise that, in
view of the weakness of the basic Communist cadres in the Ukraine,
this movement, which is very frequently led by the non-Communist
intelligentsia, may in places assume the character of a fight for the
alienation of Ukrainian culture and Ukrainian social life from
general Soviet culture and social life; that it may assume the
character of a fight against “Moscow” in general, against the Rus-
sians in general, against Russian culture and its supreme achieve-
ment—Leninism. 1 will not attempt to demonstrate that this danger
in the Ukraine is increasingly becoming a real one. I should only
like to say that even certain of our Ukrainian Communists are not
‘free of such taints. I have in mind such a generally known fact as
the article by the Communist Khvylevoy which appeared in the
Ukrainian press. Khvylevoy’s demand for “the immediate de-
Russification of the proletariat” of the Ukraine, his opinion that
“Ukrainian poetry must get away from Russian literature and its
style as quickly as possible,” his assertion that “the ideas of the
proletariat are known to us without Moscow art,” his enthusiasm
for a sort of Messianic role of the “young” Ukrainian intelligentsia
and his ludicrous and non-Marxist attempt to divorce culture from
politice—all this, and much like it, in the mouth of a Ukrainian Com-

A LETTER TO COMRADE KAGANOVICH 231

munist now sounds (must sound) more than strange. Whereas the
proletarians of Western Europe and their Communist Parties are full
of sympathy for “Moscow,” the citadel of the international revolu-
tionary movement and of Leninism, whereas the proletarians of
Western Europe turn with joy towards the banner waving over
Moscow, the Ukrainian Communist Khvylevoy has nothing better
to say for “Moscow” than to appeal to Ukrainian public men to
get away from “Moscow” “as quickly as possible.” And this is
called internationalism! What can we say of other Ukrainian
intellectuals, not belonging to the Communist camp, if Communists
begin to talk, and not only talk, but also to write in our Soviet
press, in the language of Comrade Khvylevoy? Comrade Shumsky
does not understand that control can be won over the new movement
for a Ukrainian culture in the Ukraine only if such extremes as
those of Comrade Khvylevoy are combated within the Communist
ranks. Comrade Shumsky does not understand that it is only by
combating such extremes that the rising Ukrainian culture and
Ukrainian social life can be transformed into a Soviet culture and

social life. ‘

April 26, 1926
(First published 1934)
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Extract from a Speech on “The International Situation and the
Defence of the U.S.S.R.” Delivered at a Joint Plenum of the
Central Committee and the Central Control Commis-
sion of the C.P.S.U., August 1, 1927

LET us now pass to the question of China. I shall not dwell
on the mistakes committed by the opposition on the subject of the
character and prospects of the Chinese revolution. I shall not do so
because enough has been said, and said quite convincingly, on this
subject, and it is not worth while repeating it. Nor shall I dwell
on the assertion that in its present phase the Chinese revolution is
a revolution on behalf of customs autonomy (Trotsky). Nor is it
worth dwelling on the assertion that there are no feudal survivals
in China, and that, even if there are, they are of no great signifi-
cance, which renders the agrarian revolution in China absolutely
incomprehensible (Trotsky and Radek). You no doubt already know
from our Party press of these and similar mistakes of the opposition
on the Chinese question. ’

Let us pass to an examination of the fundamental positions of
Leninism on which the solution of the problems of revolution in
colonial and dependent countries is based.

What is the fundamental position from which the Comintern and
the Communist Parties generally approach the problems of the
revolutionary movement in colonial and dependent countries?

It is a strict differentiation between revolution in imperialist
countries, countries that oppress other peoples, and revolution in
colonial and dependent countries, countries that suffer from the
imperialist oppression of other states. Revolution in imperialist
countries is one thing: in those countries the bourgeoisie is the
oppressor of other peoples; it is counter-revolutionary in all stages
of the revolution; the national element, as an element in the struggle
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for emancipation, is absent in these countries. Revolution in colonial
and dependent countries is another thing: in these countries the
oppression exercised by the imperialism of other states is one of
the factors of revolution; this oppression cannot but affect the
national bourgeoisie also; the national bourgeoisie, at a certain
stage and for a certain period, may support the revolutionary
movement of its country against imperialism, and the national
element, as an element in the struggle for emancipation, is a revolu-
tionary factor. Not to make this differentiation, not to understand
this difference and to identify revolution in imperialist countries
with revolution in colonial countries, is to depart from the road of
Marxism, from the road of Leninism, and adopt the road of those
who support the Second International.

This is what Lenin said on the subject in his report on the
national and colonial question at the Second Congress of the Com-

intern:

“What is the most important and fundamental idea. of our theses? It is the
distinction between oppressed and oppressor peoples. We emphasise this dis-
tinction, unlike the Second International and the bourgeois democrats.” !

(Collected Works, Vol. XXV, p. 351.)

The fundamental mistake of the opposition is that they do not
understand and will not admit this difference between the one type
of revolution and the other type of revolution.

The fundamental mistake of the opposition is that they identify
the 1905 Revolution in Russia, an imperialist country, which op-
pressed other peoples, with the revolution in China, an oppressed
country, a semi-colonial country, which is forced to resist the im-
perialist oppression of other states.

With us in Russia, in 1905, the revolution was directed against
the bourgeoisie, against the liberal bourgeoisie, in spite of the fact
that it was a bourgeois-democratic revolution. Why? Because the
liberal bourgeoisie of an imperialist country is bound to be counter-
revolutionary. And that is why the Bolsheviks at that time did not
and could not consider temporary blocs and agreements with the
liberal bourgeoisie. On these grounds, the opposition assert that
the same attitude should be adopted in China in all stages of the
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revolutionary movement, and that temporary agreements and blocs
with the national bourgeoisie in China are impermissible at all

times and under all circumstances. But the opposition forget that
only people who do not understand and will not admit that there

is a difference between revolution in oppressed countries and revolu-
tion in oppressor countries can talk like this, that only people who
are forsaking Leninism and joining the followers of the Second
International can talk like this. :

This is what Lenin said as to the permissibility of temporary

agreements and blocs with the bourgeois liberation movement in-

colonial countries:

“The Communist International must join in a temporary alliance with the
bourgeois democrats of the colonies and backward countries, but not merge
with them, and must unconditionally preserve the independence of the prole-
tarian movement even if it is in a quite incipient form.” (Collected W orks,
Vol. XXV, p. 290.)

“ ... We, as Communists, should, and will, support the bourgeois libera-
tion movements in the colonial countries only when these movements are truly
revolutionary movements, and when their representatives will not hamper us
in educating and organising the peasantry and the masses of the exploited in
the revolutionary spirit.” * (Collected Works, Vol. XXV, p. 353.)

How does it “happen” that Lenin, who fulminated against agree-
ments with the bourgeoisie in Russia, regarded such agreements and
blocs as permissible in China? Perhaps Lenin made a mistake? Per-
haps he turned from revolutionary tactics to opportunist tactics? Of
course not. It “happened” because Lenin understood the difference
between revolution in an oppressed country and revolution in an
oppressor country. It “happened” because Lenin understood that
at a certain stage of its development the national bourgeoisie in
the colonial countries may support the revolutionary movement of
its country against foreign imperialism. This is what the opposition
do not want to understand; and they do not want to understand
it because they are breaking with the revolutionary tactics of
Lenin, because they are breaking with the revolutionary tactics of
Leninism, ‘

Have you observed how carefully the leaders of the opposition in
their speeches evaded these directions of Lenin’s, how they feared
to refer to them, in spite of the fact that Comrade Bukharin in his

1 My italics.—J.S.
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report bluntly confronted them with these directions of Lenin’s?
Why then do they evade these well.known directions given by Lenin
on tactics in relation to the colonial and dependent countries? Why
do they fear these directions? Because they fear the truth. Because
Lenin’s directions on tactics refute the whole ideological and poli-
tical position of Trotskyism on the problems of the Chinese revolu-
tion. '

Now as to the stages of the Chinese revolution. The opposition
have got themselves so entangled that they are denying that there
are any stages whatever in the development of the Chinese revolu-
tion. But were there ever revolutions without certain stages of devel-
opment? Did not our revolution have its stages of development?
Take Lenin’s “April Theses” and you will see that Lenin discerned
two stages in our revolution: the first stage was the bourgeois-
democratic revolution, with the agrarian movement as its main
axis; the second stage was the October Revolution, with the seizure
of power by the proletariat as its main axis. What are the stages
in the Chinese revolution? In my opinion they should be three: the
first stage was the revolution of the general national united front,
the Canton period, when the revolution was striking chiefly at
foreign imperialism, and the national bourgeoisie supported the
revolutionary movement; the second stage is the bourgeois-democra-
tic revolution, after the national troops reached the Yangtse River,
when the national bourgeoisie deserted the revolution and the
agrarian movement grew into a mighty revolution of tens of mil-
lions of peasants (the Chingse revolution is at present in the second
stage of its development) ; the third stage is the Soviet revolution,
which has not yet come about, but which will come about. Who-
ever does not understand that there are no revolutions without defin-
ite stages of development, whoever does not understand that there
are three stages in the development of the Chinese revolution, under-
stands nothing either of Marxism or of the Chinese question.

What is the distinguishing feature of the first stage of the Chinese
revolution?

The distinguishing feature of the first stage of the Chinese rev-
olution is that, firstly, it was a revolution of a general national
united front, and that, secondly, it was directed mainly against
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foreign imperialist oppression (the Hongkong strike, etc.). Is it
true that Canton was then the centre, the place d’armes of the
revolutionary movement in China? Absolutely. One must be blind
not to see that now.

Is it true that the first stage of a colonial revolution must bear
precisely such a character? I think it is true. In the Supplementary
Theses for the Second Congress of the Communist International,
which deal with the revolution in China and India, it is explicitly
stated that in those countries “foreign domination perpetually hin-
ders the development of social life” and that “therefore the firss
step of a revolution in the colonies must be to overthrow foreign
capitalism.” * (Stenographic Report of the Second Congress of
the Communist International.)

The distinguishing feature of the Chinese revolution is that it has
already made this “first step,” that it has already passed through
this first stage of its development, the period of the general national
united front, and has entered the second stage of its development,
the period of the agrarian revolution.

The distinguishing feature, for instance, of the Turkish revolu-
tion (the Kemalists), on the contrary, is that it has come to a
standstill at the “first step,” in the first stage of its development,
in the stage of the bourgeois liberation movement, without even
attempting to proceed to the second stage of its development, the
stage of the agrarian revolution.

What was the nature of the Kuomintang and its government in the
first stage of the revolution, the Canton period? They then con-
sisted of a bloc of workers, peasants, ourgeois intellectuals and
the national bourgeoisic. Was Canton at that time the centre of the
revolutionary movement, the place d’armes of the revolution? Was
it a correct policy at that time to support the Canton Kuomintang,
as a government which stood for the struggle for emancipation from
imperialism? Were we right when we supported Canton in China
and, let us say, Angora in Turkey at a time when Canton and
Angora were fighting imperialism? Yes, we were right. We were
right, and we were then following in the footsteps of Lenin; because
the struggle of Canton and Angora was causing a dispersion of the
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forces of imperialism, and enfeebling and undermining imperial-
ism, and was thus facilitating the development of the hearth and
home of the world revolution, the U.S.S.R. Is it true that the present
leaders of the opposition at that time joined with us in supporting
both Canton and Angora by rendering them certain assistance? Yes,
it is true. Let nobody dare to doubt it.

But how are we to conceive a united front with the national
bourgeoisie in the first stage of a colonial revolution? Does that
mean that Communists must not stress the struggle of the workers
and peasants against the landlords and the national bourgeoisie,
that the proletariat must sacrifice its independence in the slightest
degree or for a single moment? No, it does not. A united front can
have revolutionary significance only if and when it does not hinder
the Communist Party from conducting its independent political and
organisational work, only if it does not prevent it from organising
the proletariat into an independent political force, rousing the peas-
antry against the landlords, openly organising a revolution of
workers and peasants and thus preparing the conditions necessary
for the hegemony of the proletariat. I think that Comrade Bukharin
in his report has fully demonstrated, on the basis of generally
known documents, that it was precisely this conception of the
united front that the Communist International was inculcating in
the Chinese Communist Party.

Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev have here referred to a single,
solitary telegram sent to Shanghai in October 1926, stating that for
the time being, until Shanghai was captured, the agrarian move-
ment should not be forced. I am far from admiiting that this tele-
gram was right. I have never considered, and do not consider, that
our Central Committee has never sinned. Individual mistakes are
sometimes made, and this telegram was unquestionably a mistake.
But, in the first place, we ourselves cancelled this telegram a few
weeks later (in November 1926), without any directions whatever
having been given by the opposition. In the second place, why have
the opposition till now remained silent on this matter, why have
they remembered this telegram only after a lapse of nine months,
and why are they concealing from the Party the fact that this tele-
gram was cancelled by us nine months ago? It would therefore be
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a malicious slander to assert that this telegram was characteristic
of the line of our leadership. As a matter of fact, it was an isolated,
episodic telegram which was absolutely not characteristic of the
line of the Communist International, of the line of our leadership.
That is apparent, I repeat, from the fact that it was cancelled within
a few weeks by a number of documents, which laid down a line and
which were undoubtedly characteristic of our leadership.

Permit me to quote from these documents.

Here, for instance, is an extract from a resolution adopted by the
Seventh Plenum of the Communist International in November 1926,
i.e., one month after the telegram mentioned above was sent:

“The peculiar feature of the present situation is its transitional character,
in t!lat the proletariat must choose between the prospect of a bloc with large
sections of the bourgeoisie and the prospect of the continued consolidation of
its alliance with the peasantry. If the proletariat does not put forward a radi-
cal agrarian programme, it will be unable to draw the peasantry into the

revolutionary struggle and will forfeit its hegemony in the national liberation
movement.” 1

And further:

“The Canton People’s Government will not be able to retain power in the
fevolution, will not be able to achieve a complete victory over alien imperial-
ism and native reaction until the cause of national emancipation is identified
with the agrarian revolution.” * (Resolution of the Seventh Enlarged Plenum
of the E.C.CIL.)

Here you have a document which indeed lays down the line of
the leadership of the Communist International.

It is strange indeed that the leaders of the opposition make no
mention of this generally known document of the Communist Inter-
national.

Perhaps it will not be immodest on my part to refer to the speech
I myself made in November of that same year, 1926, in the Chinese
Commission of the Communist International, in which, not with-
out my participation, of course, the resolution of the Seventh En-
larged Plenum on the Chinese question was drawn up. This speech
was subsequently published as a separate pamphlet entitled The
Prospects of the Revolution in China. Here are some passages from
this speech:

1 My italics.—J.S. : i
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“] know that -there are certain people among the members of the Kuomin-
tang, and even among the Chinese Communists, who do not consider it possible
to unleash the revolution in the countryside, because they fear that if the
peasantry is drawn into the revolution the united anti-imperialist front will
be undermined. This is @ profound mistake, comrades. The anti-imperialist
front in Ching will be the stronger and more powerful the sooner and more
solidly the Chinese peasantry is drawn into the revolution.”

And further:

“T know that there are among the Chinese Communists certain comrades
who regard strikes of the workers for the improvement of their material and
legal position as undesirable, and who dissuade the workers from resorting
to strikes. [Voice: “That happened in Canton and Shanghai.”] That is a big

nmistake, comrades. That is seriously underrating the role and weight of the

proletariat in China. This must be pointed out in the theses as an unquestion-
ably undesirable thing. It would be a big mistake were the Chinese Com-
munists not to take advantage of the present favourable situation in order
1o assist the workers in improving their material and legal position, if only

. by strikes. For otherwise what is the revolution in China for?” (Cf. Stalin,

The Prospects of the Revolution in China.)

And here is a third document, dated December 1926, wrilten in
a period when the Communist International was being bombarded
from every city in China with the assertion that the extension of
the struggle of the workers would lead to a crisis, to unemployment
and the stoppage of mills and factories:

“A general policy of retreat in the towns and the winding-up of the struggle
of the workers for the improvement of their conditions would be a mistake.
The struggle in the countryside must be extended, but at the same time ad-
vantage must be taken of the favourable moment in order to improve the
material and legal position of the workers, while striving in every way to lend
the struggle of the workers an organised character, so as to preclude excesses
and extreme precipitancy. Efforts must particularly be made to have the
struggle in the towns directed against the big bourgeoisie, and especially
against the imperialists, so that the Chinese petty bourgeoisie and middle
bourgeoisie should as far as possible be kept within the united front against
the common enemy. We regard the system of conciliation boards, boards of
arbitration, etc., as expedient, provided that a correct working-class policy is
ensured in these institutions. At the same time we deem fit to issue the warn-
ing that decrees directed against the right to strike, workers’ meetings, etc.,
are absolutely impermissible. In view of the importance of this subject, send
us regular information.”

Here is a fourth document, relating to a period one and a half

“months prior to the coup of Chiang Kai-shek:

“The work of the Kuomintang and Communist cells in the army must be
intensified; they must be organised wherever they do not now exist and wher-
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ever their organisation is possible; where the organisation of Communist
cells is impossible, intense work must be carried on with the help of con-

cealed Communists.

“Our course must be steered towards the arming of the workers and peas-
ants, the transformation of the peasants’ committees in the locdlities into the
actual organs of power, accompanied by armed self-defence, etc.

“The Communist Party must everywhere come out as such; a policy of
voluntary semi-legality is impermissible; the Communist Party must not act
as a brake on the mass movement; the Communist Party must not screen the
treacherous and reactionary policy of the Kuomintang Rights; in order to
expose them the masses must be mobilised around the Kuominteng and the

Chinese Communist Party.
“The attention of all political workers loyal to the revolution must be

drawn to the fact that the Chinese revolution at the present moment, owing
to a re-grouping of class forces and the concentration of the imperialist
armies, is passing through a critical period and that its further success is
possible only provided vigorous effort is made to develop the mass movement.
Otherwise a tremendous danger threatens the revolution. The fulfilment of
directives therefore becomes more than ever essential.”

And even earlier, in April 1926, a year before the coup of the
Kuomintang Rights and Chiang Kai-shek, the Communist Interna-
tional warned the Chinese Communist Party and pointed out that
“matters must be so arranged as to secure the resignation or expul-
sion of the Rights from the Kuomintang.”

That is how the Communist International conceived, and still
conceives, the tactics of a united front against imperialism in the
first stage of a colonial revolution.

Do the opposition know about these guiding documents? Of
course they do. Why then do they hush up these guiding documents?
Because they are out to cause trouble and not to achieve the truth.

And yet there was a time when the present leaders of the opposi-
tion, especially Comrades Zinoviev and Kamenev, used to have some
inkling of Lenirism and in the main advocated the same policy with
regard to the Chinese revolutionary movement as was pursued by
the Communist International and as was foreshadowed in his theses
by Comrade Lenin. I am referring to the Sixth Plenum of the Com-
munist International, held in February and March 1926, when
Comrade Zinoviev was Chairman of the Communist International,
when he was still a Leninist and had not yet migrated to the camp
of Trotsky. I refer to the Sixth Plenum of the Communist Interna-
tional because there is a resolution of that plenum on the Chinese
revolution, which was adopted unanimously in February-March
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1926, and in which approximately the same estimate is given of the
first stage of the Chinese revolution, of the Canton Kuomintang and
of the Canton government, as is given by the Communist Interna-
tional and by the C.P.S.U., but from which the opposition are now
dissociating themselves. I refer to this resolution because it was
voted for by Comrade Zinoviev and because it was not objected to
by a single member of the Central Committee, including Comrades
Trotsky and Kamenev and the other leaders of the present opposi-
tion.

Permit me to quote certain passages from this resolution.

This is what is said in the resolution on the Kuomintang:

“The Shanghai and Hongkong political strikes of the Chinese workers (June-
September 1925) marked a turning point in the struggle of the Chinese people
for emancipation from the foreign imperialists. . . . The political action of
the proletariat served as a powerful impulse to the further development and
consolidation of all the revolutionary-democratic organisations in the country
and especially of the people’s revolutionary party, the Kuomintang, and the
revolutionary government in Canton. The Kuomintang Party, the main body
of which acted in an alliance with the Chinese Communists, represents «
revolutionary bloc of workers, peasants, intellectuals, and the urban democracy,
based on the community of class interests of these strata as against the foreign
imperialists and the whole military-feudal form of life, and aiming at the
independence of the country and a single revolutiomary-democratic govern-

ment.” * (Resolution of the Sixth Plenum of the E.C.C.I.)

Here we have the Canton Kuomintang described as an alliance
of four classes. You will see that this is very much like “Martynov-
ism,” [%*] sanctified by no less a person than the then Chairman of
the Communist International, Comrade Zinoviev.

On the Canton Kuomintang government:

“The revolutionary government created by the Kuomintang Party in Canton
has already succeeded in establishing contact with wide masses of workers,
peasants, and the prban democracy, and, basing itself on them, has smashed
the counter-revolutionary bands supported by the imperialists (and is working
for the radical democratisation of the whole political life of the Kwantung
Prgvince). Thus, rel?resenting as it does the vanguard in the struggle of the
Chinese people for independence, the Canton, government serves as a model
for the future revolutionary-democratic upbuilding of the country.”t (Ibid.)

It appears that the Canton Kuomintang government, which repre-
sented a bloc of four classes, was a revolutionary government, and

* My italics.—J. S.
16 Stalin
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not only revolutionary, but even a model for a future revolutionary-

democratic government in China.
On a united front of workers, peasants and the bourgeoisie:

“In face of the new dangers, the Chinese Communist Party and the Kuo-
mintang must develop widespread political work, organising mass action in
support of the struggle of the people’s armies, taking advantage of the internal
contradictions within the camp of the imperialists and opposing to them a
united national revolutionary front of the wide strate of the population
(workers, peasants, and the bourgeoisie) under the leadership of revolutionary-
democratic organisations.” ! (Ibid.)

It accordingly appears that temporary blocs and agreements with
the bourgeoisie in colonial countries at a certain stage of the
colonial revolution are not only permissible but definitely neces-
sary.

This is, is it not, very like what Lenin says in his well-known
recommendations regarding the tactics of Communists in colonial
and dependent countries. Only it is a pity that Comrade Zinoviev
has already managed to forget it.

On the question of withdrawing from the Kuomintang:

“Certain sections of the Chinese big bourgeoisie, which had for a time
grouped themselves around the Kuomintang Party, have during the past year
withdrawn from it, which has resulted in the formation on the Right wing of
the Kuomintang of a small group who openly opposed a close alliance between
the Kuomintang and the masses of the toilers, were in favour of expelling the
Communists from the Kuomintang and were hostile to the revolutionary policy
of the Canton government, The condemnation of this Right wing at the Second
Congress of the Kuomintang (January 1926) and the re-affirmation of the
necessity for a militant aliance between the Kuomintang end the. Communists
endorse the revolutionary tendency of the activities of the Kuomintang and
the Canton government and assure the Kuomintang the revolutionary support
of the proletariat.” ! (Ibid.)

It appears then that for the Communists to have withdrawn from
the Kuomintang in the first stage of the Chinese revolution would
have been a serious mistake. Only it is a pity that Comrade Zinoviev,
having voted for this resolution, managed to forget it only a month
or so later. For it was no later than April 1926 (within a month)

that Zinoviev demanded the immediate withdrawal of the Com-

munists from the Kuomintang. .

1 My italics—/J. S. S D e
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On the deviations within the Chinese Communist Party and the
impermissibility of desiring to skip the Kuomintang phase of the
revolution:

“The political self-determination of the Chinese Communists will develop
in the struggle against two equally harmful deviations: Right Liquidationism,
‘which ignores the independent class aims of the Chinese proletariat and leads
to a loose amalgamation with the general democratic national movement, and
the extreme Left sentiments which tend to skip the revolutionary-democratic
stage of the movement and directly to adopt the aims of the proletarian dicta-
torship and the Soviet government, forgetting the peasantry, that basic and
decisive factor in the Chinese movement for national emancipation.” * (Ibid.)

Here, as you see, are all the grounds for now convicting the
opposition of desiring to skip the Kuomintang phase of development
in China, of underestimating the peasant movement, and of a pre-
mature sally towards Soviets. It hits the nail on the head.

Is this resolution known to Comrades Zinoviev, Kamenev, and
Trotsky?

One must assume that it is. At any rate it must be known to
Comrade Zinoviev, under whose chairmanship at the Sixth Plenum
of the Communist International the resolution was carried, and who
himself voted for it. Why are the leaders of the opposition now
evading this resolution of the highest body in the world Communist
movement? Why are they hushing it up? Because it turns against
them on every question of the Chinese revolution. Because it upsets
the whole present Trotskyist standpoint of the opposition. Because
they have parted ways with the Communist International, with
Leninism, and now, fearing their past, fearing their own shadows,
are obliged faint-heartedly to evade the resolution of the Sixth
Plenum of the Communist International.

That is how matters stand in respect to the first stage of the
Chinese revolution. ,

Let us now proceed to the second stage of the Chinese revolution.

While the first stage was distinguished by the fact that the edge
of revolution was directed mainly against foreign imperialism, the
distinguishing feature of the second stage is that the edge of revolu-
tion is now directed mainly against the internal enemies, and pri-

1 My italics—J. S.
16*
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marily against the feudal lords and the feudal regime. Has the first
- stage achieved its aim of overthrowing foreign imperialism? No,
it has not. It has bequeathed this aim as a heritage to the second
stage of the Chinese revolution. It only gave a preliminary jolt in
rousing the revolutionary masses against imperialism, only to end

its course and leave matters to the future. It must be presumed that-

neither will the second stage of the revolution entirely succeed in
achieving the aim of expelling the imperialists. It will give anather
jolt in rousing the masses of Chinese workers and peasants against
imperialism, but it will do so only to leave the consummation of
the cause to the next stage of the Chinese revolution, the Soviet
stage. There is nothing surprising in this. Do we not know that there
were analogous facts, although in a different situation and under
different circumstances, in the history of our revolution? Do we
not know that the first stage of our revolution did not entirely

achieve its aim of completing the agrarian revolution and that it

bequeathed this aim to the next stage of the revolution, the October
Revolution, which fully and completely achieved the aim of eradi-
cating the survivals of feudalism? It will therefore be no matter for
surprise if the second stage of the Chinese revolution does not
entirely succeed in completing the agrarian revelution, and if the
second stage of the revolution, having given a jolt to the peasant
millions and roused them against the survivals of feudalism, be-
queaths the completion of this cause to the next stage of the revolu-
tion, the Soviet stage. This will only he to the advantage of the
future Soviet revolution in China.

What was the aim of the Communists in the second stage of the
revolution in China, when the centre of the revolutionary movement
had been patently transferred from Canton to Wuhan and when,
in addition to the revolutionary centre in Wuhan, a counter-revolu-
tionary centre was set up in Nanking? It was to take full advantage
of every opportunity for the open organisation of the Party, the
proletariat (trade unions), the peasantry (peasant unions), and the
revolution generally. It was to impel the Wuhan Kuomintangists to
the Left, towards the agrarian revolution. It was to make the Wuhan
Kuomintang the centre of the fight against counter-revolution and
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the nucleus of the future revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of
the proletariat and the peasantry.

Was this the right policy? The facts have shown that it was the
only right policy, the only policy capable of training the masses of
workérs and peasants for a further development of the révolution.

The oppasition at that time demanded the immediate formation
of Soviets of Workers” and Peasants’ Députies. But this was sheer
ddvétitarism, an adventurist silly, for the immediate formation of
Soviéts at that time would have meant skipping the Left Kuomintang
phise of development. Why? Bécause the Kiomintang in Wuhan,
sipporting as it did an alliance with the Communists, had not yet
managed to discrédit and expose itself in the eyes of the masses of
workers and peasarts and had not yet exhausted itself as a bour-
geois revolutionary organisation. Because to have issued the call for
Soviets and for the overthrow of the Wuhan government at a tine
when the masses had not yet grown convinced from their own ex-
perience of the worthlessness of that government and the necessity
for its ovérthrow would have mednt to rush ahead, to become di-
vorced from thé masses, to forfeit the support of the masses and thus
to bring about the collapse of the cause urdertaken. The opposition
think that since they themselves have realised the unreliability, in-
stability and ihsufficiently revolutionary character of the Wuhan
Kuornintang (and it is easy for any qualified political worker to
realise that), the masses must necessarily also realise all this, and
that this is sufficiént for the Kuomintang to be replaced by Soviets
and for the following of the masses to be secured. But this is a
custémary ultra-Left mistake of the opposition, who confuse their
own consc¢iousness and understanding with the conscipusness and
understanding of the many millions of workers and peasants. The
opposition are right when they say that the Party must go ahead.
This is an ordinary Marxist proposition, failing the observance of
which a Communist Party is not a real Communist Party. But it is
ofily part of the truth. The whole truth consists in the fact that the
Party should not only go ahead, but should also lead the millions.
To go ahead and not lead the millions is in fact to fall behind the -

the rearguard and not to be capable of leading the rearguard is
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to make the kind of sally which may ruin the advance of the masses
for some time. Leninist leadership in fact consists in the vanguard
being capable of leading the rearguard, in the vanguard going ahead
without losing contact with the masses. But in order that the van. i
guard should not lose contact with the masses, in order that the
vanguard may be truly capable of leading the millions, one decisive
condition is required, namely, that the masses should have become, -
convinced from their own experience that the instructions, directions
and slogans of the vanguard are correct. The misfortune of the op:
position in fact is that they do not recognise this simple Leninist
rule for leading the millions; that they do not realise that the Party 4
alone, that an advanced group alone, without the support of the
millions, is incapable of accomplishing a revolution, and that in;’g ‘
the final analysis a revolution “is made” by the millions of the.
toilers. :

Why in April 1917 did we Bolsheviks not put forward the prac
tical demand for the overthrow of the Provisional Government and
the establishment of a Soviet government, although we were con-
vinced that in the very near future we would be faced with the
necessity of overthrowing the Provisional Government and establish- .
ing a Soviet government? Because the masses of the toilers both in;
the rear and at the front and, finally, the Soviets themselves were .
not in a position to subscribe to this demand and still believed in.
the revolutionary nature of the Provisional Government. Because
the Provisional Government had not yet managed to disgrace and -
discredit itself by supporting counter-revolution in the rear and
at the front. Why did Lenin stigmatise the Bogdatyev group in,
Leningrad in April 1917, who put forward the demand for the
immediate overthrow of the Provisional Government and the
establishment of a Soviet government? Because Bogdatyev’s at-
tempt was a risky sally and created the danger that the Bolshevik -
Party might be cut off from the millions of workers and peasants.

Adventurism in politics, Bogdatyevism in the problems of the
Chinese revolution—that is what is now so fatal to our Trotskyist
opposition,

Comrade Zinoviev says that when I talk about Bogdatyevism
I am identifying the present Chinese revolution with the October
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Revolution. That, of course, is nonsense. In the first place, I my-
self made the reservation in my article “Notes on Present-Day
Themes” that “the analogy here is a conditional one” and that
“] grant it with all necessary reservations, bearing in mind the
difference between China in our day and Russia in 1917.” In the
second place, it would be stupid to assert that generally one must
not draw analogies with revolutions in other countries when
describing given tendencies and given mistakes committed in the
revolution of a given country. Does not a revolution in one coun-
try learn from revolutions in other countries, even if these revolu-
tions are of a different type? If not, what is the science of revolu-
tion reduced to? Zinoviev, in fact, denies the possibility of a sci-
ence of revolution. Is it not a fact that in the period just prior
to the October Revolution Lenin accused Chkheidze, Tsereteli,
Steklov and others of the “Louis Blanc-ism” of the French Revolu-
tion of 18487 Examine Lenin’s article “Louis Blanc-ism” and you
will realise that Lenin made extensive use of analogies with the
French Revolution of 1848 in describing the mistakes of various
political figures before the October Revolution, even though Lenin
was very well aware that the French Revolution of 1848 and our
October Revolution were not revolutions of the same type. And if
one may speak of the “Louis Blanc-ism” of Chkheidze and Tsereteli
in the period prior to the October Revolution, why cannot one
speak of the “Bogdatyevism” of Zinoviev and Trotsky in the period
of the agrarian revolution in China?

The opposition assert that Wuhan was not a centre of the revolu-
tionary movement. But why then did Comrade Zinoviev declare
at the time that “it is necessary to give every assistance” to the
Wuhan Kuomintang, so as to make it the centre of the str\.lggle
against the Chinese Cavaignacs? Why did the Wuhan territory,
and no other, become the centre of maximum development of the
agrarian movement? Is it not a fact that it was precisely t}'xe Wu-
han territory (Hunan, Hupeh) which at the beginning of this year
was the centre of maximum development of the agrarian move-
ment? Why may Canton, where there was no mass agrarian
movement, be called “the place d’armes of the revolutioP”

(Trotsky), whereas Wauhan, on the territory of which the agrarian
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revolution began and developed, must not be regarded as the
centre, the place d’armes of the revolutionary movement? Hew in
that case are we to explain the fact that the opposition demanded
that the Communist Party should remain within the Wuhan Kuo-
mintang and the Wuhan government? Can it be that in April 1927
the opposition favoured a bloc with the “counter-revolutionary”
Wuhan Kuomintang? Whenee this “forgetfulness” and confusion
on the part of the opposition?

The opposition are jubilant over the fact that the bloc with the
Wuhan Kuomintang proved to be short-lived; they moreover assert
that the Communist International did not warn the Chinese Com-
munists of the possibility of the collapse of the Wuhan Kuomin-
tang. It need hardly be shown that the jubilation of the opposition
-only testifies to their political bankruptcy. The opposition ap-
parently think that blocs with the national bourgeoisie in colonial
countries should be long-lived. But only people who have lost
the last remnants of Leninism can think that. The fact that the
feudal lords and imperialists in China proved at this stage to be
stronger than the revolution, that the pressure exercised by these
hostile forces induced the Wuhan Kuomintang to swing to the
Right and led to the temporary defeat of the Chinese revolution,
can be a cause for jubilation omly for people infected with de-
featism. As to the assertion of the opposition that the Communist
International did not warn the Communist Party of China of the
possibility of the collapse of the Wuhan Kuomintang, this is only
one of the usual slanders with which the arsenal of the opposition
now teems.

Permit me to cite several documents in refutation of the slanders
of the opposition.

The first document, relating to May 1927:

“The most important thing 'in the internal policy of the Kuomintang now
must be to develop the agrarian revolution systematically in all the provinces,
and particularly in Kwantung, under the slogan ‘All Power to the Peasant
Unjons and Committees in the Rural Districts.’ This is fundamental for the
success of the revolution and of the Kuomintang. This is fundamental for the
creation in China of a big and powerful political and military army against

im_perifalism and its agents. Practically, the slogan of confiscating the land is
quite timely in the provinces infected by a powerful agrarian movement, such as
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Hunan, Kwantung, ete. Without this the extension of the agrarian revolution
is impossible. . . 1

“The organisation must immediately be undertaken of eight or ten divisions
of revolutionary peasants and workers with an absolutely reliable command.
This will serve as a guard for Wuhan both at the front and in the rear for
the disarming of unreliable divisions. This must not be delayed.

“Work must be intensified in the rear and within the divisions of Chiang
Kai-shek, in order to disintegrdte them, and assistance must be given to the
peasant insurrectionaries in Kwantung, where the rule of the landlords is
particularly intolerable.”

Here is a second document, relating to May 1927:

“Without en agrarian revolution victory is impossible. Without it the Central
Committee of the Kuomintang will be converted into a wretched plaything
of unreliable generals. Excesses must be combated, not however with the
help of troops but through the Peasant Unions. We are decidedly in favour
of the land actually being seized by the masses from below. The fears regard-
ing Tang Ping-shan’s visit are not devoid of foundation [5]. You must not
sever yourselves froin the worker and peasant movement but must assist it
in every possible way. Otherwise you will ruin the cause.

“Certain of the. old leaders of the Central Committee of the Kuomintang
are afraid of what is taking place, they are vacillating and compromising.
A large number of new peasant and working-class leaders from the ranks
must be drawn into the Central Committee of the Kuomintang, Their bold
voice will stiffen the backs of the old leaders, or throw them into the discard.
The present structure of the Kuomintang must be changed. The leadership
of the Kuomintang must be freshened and reinforced by new leaders who have
come to the fore in the ggrarian revolution, while local organisations must
be enlarged by bringing into them the millions belonging to the working-
class and peasant unions. Otherwise, the Kuomintang runs the risk of be-
coming divorced from redlities and losing every asom of authority.

“This dependence upon unreliable generals must be put an end to. Mobilise
about 20,000 Communists, add about 50,000 revolutionary workers and peas-
ants from Hunan and Hupeh, form several new army corps, utilise the
students' of the school for commanders and organise your own reliable army
before it is too late. Otherwise there can be no guarantee against failures.
It is a diffioult niatter, but there is no other course.

“Organise a Revolutionary Military Tribunal headed by prominent non-
Communist Kuomintangists. Punish officers who maintain contact with Chiang
Rdi-shek or who set the soldiers on the people, the workers and peasants.
Persuasion is not endugh. It is time to act. The scoundrels must be punished.
If the Kuomintangists do not learn to be revolutionary Jacobins they will
be lost both to the people and to the revolution.” 1

As:you see, the Communist International toresaw events, it gave
timely admonition of the dangers and warned the Chinese Com.

1My italics—J. S.
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munists that the Wuhan Kuomintang would perish if the Kuomin-
tangists failed to become revolutionary J acobins.

Comrade Kamenev said that the policy of the Communist Inter-
national was responsible for the defeat of the Chinese revolution
and that we “bred Cavaignacs in China.” Comrades, this sort of
thing can be said of the Party only by one who is ready to commit #
a crime against the Party. This is the sort of thing that the Men-
sheviks said of the Bolsheviks during the July defeat of 1917,
when the Russian Cavaignacs appeared on the scene. In his article
“On Slogans,” Lenin said that the July defeat was “g victory for
the Cavaignacs.” The Mensheviks at that time were burning with
malice and asserted that Lenin’s policy was responsible for the
appearance of the Russian Cavaignacs. Does Comrade Kamenev:
think that the appearance of the Russian Cavaignacs during the
July defeat of 1917 was due to the policy of Lenin, the policy of
our Party, and not to some other cause? Is it decent for Comradé
Kamenev in this case to imitate the Menshevik gentlemen?
[Laughter.] I did not suspect that the comrades of the opposition
could sink so low. . . . We know that the Revolution of 1905
suffered defeat and that, moreover, that defeat was more profound
than the present defeat of the Chinese revolution. The Mensheviks
at that time said that it was the extreme revolutionary tactics of
the Bolsheviks which were responsible for the defeat of the 1903
Revolution. Does Comrade Kamenev here too propose to take an‘/g
example from the Menshevik interpretation of the history of our,
revolution and cast a stone at the Bolsheviks? And how are wei
to explain the defeat of the Bavarian Soviet Republic? By the
policy of Lexin, perhaps, and not by the relation of class forces?{}
How are we to explain the defeat of the Hungarian Soviet Repub:/i&
lic? By the policy of the Communist International, perhaps, and
not by the relation of class forces? How can it be asserted that'jf
the tactics of a party can abolish or reverse the relation of clasé
forces? Was our policy in 1905 correct, or not? Why were
defeated at that time? Do not the facts go to show that if the
policy of the opposition had been followed the revolution in China
would have suffered defeat sooner than actually was the case?
What are we to say of people who forget the relation of class
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forces in time of revolution and who try to explain everything by
the tactics of a party? Only one thing can be said of such
people—that they have abandoned Marxism.

What are the conclusions? The chief mistakes of the opposition
are as follows:

1. The opposition do not understand the nature and prospects
of the Chinese revolution.

~ 2. The opposition can see no difference between the revolution
in China and the revolution in Russia, between revolution in col-
onial countries and revolution in imperialist countries.

3. The opposition are abandoning Leninist tactics in the attitude
to be adopted towards the national bourgeoisie in colonial coun-
tries in the first stage of revolution.

4. The opposition do not understand the participation of Com-
munists in the Kuomintang.

5. The opposition are violating the foundations of Leninist tac-
tics in the question of the relations between the vanguard (the
Party) and the rearguard (the mass of toilers).

6. The opposition are departing from the resolutions of the Sixth
and Seventh Plenums of the Communist International.

The opposition noisily brag about their policy in the Chinese
question and assert that had their policy been adopted in China
the situation would now be much more favourable. It need hardly
be shown that, in view of the gross mistakes committed by the
opposition, the Chinese Communist Party, had it adopted the anti-
Leninist and adventurist policy of the opposition, would have -
completely driven itself into an impasse. The fact that the Com-
munist Party in China grew in a very short period from a small
group of 2,000 into a mass party of 60,000 members; the fact that
the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded in organising nearly
3,000,000 proletarians in trade unions during this period; the fact
that the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded in arousing mil-
lions of peasants from their torpor and in drawing tens of millions
of peasants into the revolutionary peasant unions; the fact that
the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded during this period
in winning over whole regiments and divisions of national troops;
the fact that the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded during




252 MARXISM AND THE NATIONAL AND COLONIAL QUESTION

this period in converting the idea of the hegemony of the prole-
tariat from a wish into a fact—the fact that the Chinese Commun-
ist Party has succeeded in so brief a period in gaining all these
achievements is due incidentally to the fact that it followed the
path outlined by Lenin, the path indicated by the Communist
International.

It need hardly be said that if the policy of the opposition, with
their mistakes and their anti-Leninist line in the problems of colonial
revolution, had been followed, these achievements of the Chinese
revolution would either never have been secured at all or would
have been reduced to a minimum.

Only ultra-Left renegades and adventurists can doubt this.

THE PROLETARIAN METHOD OF SOLVING
THE NATIONAL PROBLEM

Extract from an Article Entitled “The International Character
of the October Revolution”

(1927)

THE October Revolution has shaken imperialism not only in its
centres of domination, in the “mother countries”; it has also
severely affected the rear of imperialism, its periphery, having
undermined the dominaticn of imperialism in the colonial and
dependent countries.

By overthrowing the landlords and capitalists, the October
Revolution broke the chains of national-colonial oppression and
freed every single oppressed nation in this vast state from its
yoke. The proletariat cannot emancipate itself without emancipat-
ing the oppressed nations. It is a characteristic trait of the October
Revolution that it accomplished these national-colonial revolu-
tions in the U.S.S.R. not under the flag of national animosity and
inter-national conflict, but under the flag of mutual confidence
and fraternal amity between the workers and peasants of the na-
tionalities inhabiting the U.S.S.R.; not in the name of nationalism,
but in the name of internationalism.

It is precisely because the national-colonial revolutions in our
country were accomplished under the leadership of the proletariat
and under the banner of internationalism that the pariah nations,
the slave nations, have for the first time in the history of mankind
risen to the level of nations that are really free and really equal,
and are setting a contagious example for the oppressed nations
of the whole world.

This means that the October Revolution has ushered in a new
era, the era of colonial revolutions, which are being conducted in
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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 black peoples and white peoples, the former of which are
unfit for civilisation and are doomed to be objects of exploitation,
while the latter are the sole vehicles of civilisation, 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 this legend a mortal blow, by
showing in practice that the liberated non-European nations, once
having been drawn into the channel of Soviet development, are
no less capable than the European nations of promoting a truly
progressive culture and a truly progressive civilisation.

It was formerly the “accepted idea” that the only method of
liberating the oppressed nations was that of bourgeois nationalism,
the method of separating nations from each other, the method of
disuniting them, the method of accentuating national animosity
between the toiling masses of the various nations. This legend
must now be regarded as disproved. One of the most important
results of the October Revolution is that it has dealt this legend a
mortal blow, by demonstrating in practice the possibility and
expediency of the proletarian, international method of liberating
oppressed nations, as being the only correct method, by dem-
onstrating in practice the possibility and expediency of a fraternal
alliance between the workers and peasants of the most diverse
nations based on the principles of voluntary consent and interna-
tionalism. The existence of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
which is the prototype of the future amalgamation of the toilers of
all countries into a single world economic system, is but a direct
proof of this. ‘

It need hardly be said that these and similar results of the
October Revolution could not and cannot but exercise an important
influence on the revolutionary movement in the colonial and de-
pendent countries. Facts like the growth of the revolutionary move-
ment of the oppressed nations in China, Indonesia, India, etc.,
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and their growing sympathy for the U.S.S.R. unquestionably bear
this out.
The era of undisturbed exploitation and oppression of the col-

onies and dependent countries is over.
The era of revolutions for emancipation in the colonies and

dependent countries, the era of the awakening of the proletariat
of these countries, the era of its hegemony in the revolution, has

begun.

Pravda, No. 255
November 5-7, 1927



DEVIATIONS ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION

Extract from a Report Delivered at the Sixteenth Congress of the
C.P.S.U., June 27, 1930

THE picture of the struggle against deviations in the Party will
be incomplete if we do not touch upon the deviations on the na-
tional 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” or Right deviations. They
might be called creeping deviations. But this does not mean that
they do not exist. They do exist and, what is more, they are grow-
ing. Of this there can be no doubt. There can be 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 in its way reflected in the Party. Therefore, we must lay bare
the nature of these deviations and expose them to the light of day.

What 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 an endeavour to ignore national differences of language, culture
and mode of life; an endeavour to prepare the way for the liquida-
tion of the national republics and regions; an endeavour to under-
mine the principle of national equality and bring into disrepute
the Party policy of naturalising the administrative apparatus, and
of 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 must become converted
into a single, common language, the time has come to put an end
to national differences and to renounce the policy of fostering the
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development of the national culture of 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 bour-
geois watchword; does it not follow from this that it is time to
put an end to the national culture of the peoples of the U.S.S.R., in
the interests of . . . internationalism? Lenin said that national
oppression and national barriers will be abolished under social-
ism; does it not follow from this that it is time to put an end 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 ques-
tion, which, moreover, is decked by a mask of internationalism and
the name of Lenin, is the most subtle and therefore the most dan-
gerous form of Great-Russian nationalism.

Firstly, Lenin never said that national differences must disappear
and national languages become fused into one common language
within the boundaries of a single state, before the victory of social-
ism on @ world scale. Lenin, on the contrary, said something dia-
metrically opposite, namely, that “national and state differences
among peoples and countries . . . will continue to exist for a very
long time, even after the dictatorship of the proletariat has been
established on a world scale.” (“‘Left-Wing’ Communism, an In-
fantile Disorder,” Collected Works, Vol. XXV.) How can people
refer to Lenin and forget this cardinal statement of his?

True, one of the former Marxists, today a renegade and a re-
formist, Mr. Kautsky, says something which is quite contrary to
what Lenin teaches us. He asserts, despite Lenin, 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 the Germanising of the
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Czechs, because “the force of unfettered intercourse alone, the force
of the modern culture brought by the Germans alone would, with-
out any forcible Germanisation, have transformed into Germans
the backward Czech petty bourgeois, peasants and proletarians,
who could expect nothing from their shabby nationality.” (See his
preface to the German edition of Revolution and Counter-Revolu-
tion.) Naturally, such a “conception” fully harmonises with
Kautsky’s social-chauvinism. It was these views of Kautsky’s that
I combated in 1925, in my speech to the University of the Peoples
of the East. But can we, Marxists, who desire to be consistent
internationalists, really attach any positive significance to such
anti-Marxist rubbish of an arrant German social-chauvinist? Who
is right, Kautsky or Lenin? If Kautsky is right, how can we explain
the fact that such relatively backward nationalities as the White-
Russians and the Ukrainians, which are closer to the Great-Rus-
sians than the Czechs are to the Germans, were not Russified as a
result of the victory of the proletarian revolution in the U.S.S.R.,
but, on the contrary, were regenerated and developed as indepen-
dent nations? How are we to explain the fact that, in spite of their

backwardness, such nations as the Turkmens, the Kirghiz, the Uz- -

beks, the Tadjiks (not to mention the Georgians, Armenians, Azer-

baidjanians, 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? Is it not clear that our
worthy deviators, in their chase after sham internationalism, have
fallen into the clutches of Kautskian social-chauvinism? Is it not
clear that in agitating for one common language within the boun-
daries of a single state, within the boundaries of the U.S.S.R., they
are in fact striving for the restoration of the privileges of the for-
merly dominant language, namely, the Great-Russian language?
Where does internationalism come in here?

Secondly, Lenin never said that the abolition of national op-
pression and the fusion of the interests of nationalities into a single
whole is equivalent to the abolition of national differences. We
have abolished national oppression, we have abolished national
privileges and established national equality. We have abolished
state frontiers in the old sense of the term, frontier posts and
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tustoms barriers between the nationalities of the U.S.S.R. We have
established a wunity of economic and political interests of the
peoples of the U.S.S.R. But does this mean that we have thereby
abolished national differences: national languages, culture, cus-
toms, and so on? Obviously, it does not mean that. But if
national differences, language, culture, customs, and so on, re-
main, 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 prole-
tarian dictatorship? Do our deviators realise that to abolish the
national republics and regions now would mean to deprive the
vast masses of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. of the opportunity of
receiving education in their native language, to deprive them of
the opportunity of having their schools, courts, administration,
public and other organisations and institutions operating in their
native language, and to deprive them of the possibility of partak-
ing in socialist construction? Is it not obvious that in the chase
after a sham internationalism our deviators have fallen into the
clutches of the reactionary Great-Russian chauvinists and have
forgotten, completely forgotten, the watchword of cultural revolu-
tion 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 reaction-
ary watchword. On the contrary, Lenin was always in favour of
helping the peoples of the U.S.S.R. to develop their national cul-
ture. It was under the guidance of none other than lenin that
the Tenth Party Congress drew up and adopted a resolution on
the national question which explicitly states that:

“The task of the Party is to kelp 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
consistent with the national social conditions of these peoples; b) 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

population; ¢) to develop a press, schools, theatres, clubs and cultural and
educational institutions generally functioning in the native language, and
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d) to 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 the cultural progress of the non—Great-Russian peo-
ples in the US.S.R., the denial of the necessity for universal
compulsory education for these peoples, and their consignment to
spiritual enslavement to the reactionary nationalists?

Lenin, it is true, described the watchword of national culture
under the supremacy of the bourgeoisie as a reactionary watch.
word. But could it have been otherwise? What is national culture
under the supremacy of the national bourgeoisie? A culture bour-
geois 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 culture socialist in content
and national 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 fundamentallly different things
be confused, unless one renounces Marxism? Is it not obvious
that in fighting the watchword of national culture under the bour-
geois system Lenin was striking at the bourgeois content of
national culture, and not at its national form? 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 Bundists in fact did at one time 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 followed in the footsteps of the Bundists?

What remains, after what has been said, of the arguments of
our deviators? .

Nothing, except a juggling with the fag of internationalism and
slanders against Lenin.

! DEVIATIONS ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION 261

The deviators towards Great-Russian chauvinism are profoundly
mistaken if they think that the period of the building of socialism
in the USSS.R. is a period of decay and liquidation for national
cultures. Quite the opposite is the case. As a matter of fact, the
period of the dictatorship of the 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 to proceed with a new impetus when universal compulsory
elementary education in the respective native languages has been
introduced and has taken root. They fail to realise that only if the
national cultures develop will it be possible to secure the real
participation of the backward nationalities in the work of socialist
construction. They do not realise that this is the very basis of the
Leninist policy of assisting and supporting the development of the
national cultures of the peoples of the U.S.S.R.

It may seem strange that we, who are in favour of the fusion 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 the blossoming of national cultures at
the present time, in the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
But there is nothing strange in this. The national cultures must be
permitted to develop and expand and to reveal all their potential
qualities, in order to create the conditions necessary for their fusion
into a single, common culture with a single, common language.
The blossoming of cultures national in form and socialist in con-
tent under a proletarian dictatorship in one country, with the
object of their fusion into a single, common, socialist (both in
form and content) culture, with a single, common language,
when the proletariat is victorious throughout the world and
socialism becomes an everyday matter—such is the dialectical
nature of the Leninist presentation of the question of national
culture.

It may be said that, presented in this way, the question is “self-
contradictory.” But is there not the same sort of “self-contradic-
tion” in our treatment of the question of the state? We are in
favour of the withering away of the state, yet we are at the same
time in favour of strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat,
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which represents the most powerful and mighty of all forms of
state power that have hitherto existed. The supreme development
of the power of the state, with the object of preparing the way for
the withering away of state power—such is the Marxist formula.
Is that “self-contradictory”? Yes, it is “self-contradictory.” 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” for-
mula reflects that living truth of Marxian dialectics which enables
the Bolsheviks to capture the most impregnable fortresses in the
sphere of the national question.

The same must be said of the formula of national culture: the
blossoming of national cultures (and languages) in the period of
the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, with the object
of preparing the way for their dying away and fusion into a single,
common, socialist culture (and a single, common language) in
the period of the victory of socialism all over the world.

Whoever has failed to understand this peculiarity and this “self-
contradictory” nature of our transitional times, whoever has failed
to understand this dialectical character of historical processes, is
lost to Marxism.

It is the misfortune of our deviators that they do not understand
and do not want to understand Marxian dialectics.

That is the position with regard to the deviation towards Great-
Russian chauvinism.

It is not difficult to understand that this deviation reflects the
striving of the moribund classes of the formerly dominant Great-
Russian nation to win back their lost privileges.

Hence the danger of Great-Russian chauvinism, the principal
danger in the Party in the sphere of the national question.

What is the essence of the deviation towards local nationalism?

The essence of the deviation towards local nationalism consists
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in the attempt to isolate oneself and shut oneself up within one’s
own national shell, in the attempt to hush up class differences
within one’s own nation, in the attempt to resist Great-Russian
chauvinism by turning aside from the general current of socialist
construction, 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 dissatis-
faction of the moribund classes of the formerly oppressed nations
with the regime of the proletarian dictatorship, their endeavour to
separate themselves off into their national state and there to estab-
lish their own class supremacy.

The danger of this deviation lies in the fact that it cultivates
bourgeois nationalism, weakens the unity of the toiling peoples of
the U.S.S.R. and plays into the hands of the interventionists.

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 interna-
tional education of the toiling masses of the peoples of the Soviet
Union. » .

EXTRACT FROM THE REPLY TO THE DISCUSSION

The second group of written questions concerns the national
problem. One of these written questions, which I regard as the
most interesting of all, compares the treatment of the problem of
national languages in 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 certain lack of clarity requiring
elucidation. The note says:

“You objected then to the theory [Kautsky’s] about the dying away of
national languages and the creation of a single, common language in the
period of socialism [in one countryl, while now, in your report at the Six-
teenth Congress, you declare that Communists favour the fusion of the na-
tional cultures and national languages into a single, common culture with
a single, common language [in the period of the victory of socidlism on a
world scale]. Is there not a lack of clarity here?”

I think there is neither a lack of clarity nor a contradiction
here. When T spoke in 1925, I was opposing Kautsky’s national-
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chauvinist theory, according to which a victory of the proletarian
revolution in the middle of the last century in a united Austro-
German state would have led to the fusion of nations into a single,
common German nation with a single, common German language
and to the Germanising of the Czechs. I objected to this theory on
the grounds that it was an anti-Marxist and anti-Leninist theory,
and cited facts from the life of our country after the victory of
socialism in the U.S.S.R. which refute this theory. I still object
to this theory, as is evident from my report at this Sixteenth Con-
gress. 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 Great-Russian
nation with a single, common Great-Russian language is a national-
chauvinist, anti-Leninist theory, which is contrary to the cardinal
principle of Leninism that national differences cannot disappear
in the near future, and that they are bound to remain for a long

time, even after the victory of the proletarian revolution on @ -

world scale. As to the remoter prospects of national cultures and
national languages, I have always maintained, and continue to
maintain, 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 matter of everyday life, the national languages
will inevitably fuse into a single, common language, which, of
course, will be neither Great-Russian nor German, but something
new. Of this I also spoke quite definitely in my report at the Six-
teenth Congress.

Where then is the lack of clarity here, and what is it really that
requires elucidation?

I think the writers of the note are not entirely clear on at least
two points,

Firstly, they have not realised that we in the U.S.S.R. have al-
ready entered the period of socialism, and that in spite of the
fact that we have entered this period the nations, far from dying
away, are developing and blossoming. Have we, in fact, entered
the period of socialism? Our period 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’
Childishness,” first described this period with its five forms of
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economic life. It is called a transition period today, in 1930, when
_some of these forms, having become obsolescent, are already going
‘to the bottom, while one of them, namely, the new form in industry
and agriculture, is growing and developing with unprecedented
speed. Can it be said that these two transitional periods are iden-
tical, 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 Soviet
farms as a mass phenomenon, the growth of the “new” bourgeoisie
in the towns and the kulaks in the country. What have we today?
A socialist industry, restored and being reconstructed, a developed
system of Soviet and collective farms embracing over forty per
cent of the total sown area of the 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, the second
is a transitional period. And yet they are as far removed as heaven
‘and earth. And yet no one can deny that we are on the eve of
liquidating the last important capitalist class, the kulak class. It
is obvious that we have already emerged from the transitional
period in the old 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, because 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 differ-
ences. And yet, despite this, far from the national languages dying
away and fusing into a single, common language, we 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 fusion into a single, common
language within a single state in the period of extensive socialist
construction, in the period of socialism in one country, is an in-
correct, anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist theory?
Secondly, the writers of the note have not realised that the

t At that time, when the metal industry was in a state of disorganisation
and the factories at a standstill, the workers frequently resorted to making
cigarette-lighters for their own account—Ed. Eng. ed.
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dying away of national languages and their fusion into a single
common language is not an internal state question, not a question
of the victory of socialism in one country, but an international
question, a question of the victory of socialism on an international
scale. The writers of the note have failed to realise that we must
not confuse the victory of socialism in one country with the victory
of socialism internationally. 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 inter-
national scale. Furthermore, we must bear in mind another cir-
cumstance which affects a number of nationalities of the U.S.S.R.
There is a Ukraine in the U.S.S.R. But there is another Ukraine in
other states. There is a White Russia in the U.S.S.R. But there is
another White Russia in other states. Do you imagine that the
question of the Ukrainian and White-Russian 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

White Russia. Obviously, here too we have to reckon with the -

peculiar conditions of development of these nationalities. Is-it not
clear that all these and similar questions associated with the prob-
lem of national cultures and national languages cannot be settled
within the framework of one state, within the framework of the
US.S.R.? { b Co!

That is the situation, comrades, as regards the national question
in general, and the note on the national question I have men-
tioned in particular.

DEVIATIONS TOWARDS NATIONALISM

Extract from the Report on the Work of the Central Committee
of the C.P.S.U. Delivered at the Seventeenth Party Congress.
January 26, 1934

OR take, for example, the national question. Here too, in the
sphere of the national question, as in other questions, there is con-
fusion in the minds of a certain section of the Party, which creates
a certain danger. I have spoken of the tenacity of the survivals of
capitalism. It should be observed that the survivals of capitalism
in the minds of men are much more tenacious in the sphere of the
national question than in any other sphere. They are more tena-
cious because they are able to disguise themselves in a national
costume. Many think that Skrypnik’s fall was an individual case,
an exception to the rule. That is not true. The fall of Skrypnik
and his group in the Ukraine is not exceptional. Similar “disloca-
tions” are observable among certain comrades in other national
republics.

What does a deviation towards nationalism mean——irrespective
of whether it is a deviation towards Great-Russian nationalism or
towards local nationalism? The deviation towards nationalism is
the adaptation of the internationalist policy of the working class
to the nationalist policy of the bourgeoisie. The deviation towards
nationalism reflects the attempts of “one’s own” “national” bour-
geoisie to undermine the Soviet system and to restore capitalism.
The source of these deviations is, as you see, a common one. It
is a departure from Leninist internationalism. If you want to keep
both these deviations under fire, then aim primarily against this
source, against those who depart from internationalism—irrespec-
tive of whether the deviation is towards local nationalism or
towards Great-Russian nationalism.

There is a controversy as to which deviation represents the
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major danger, the deviation towards Great-Russian nationalism, or
the deviation towards local nationalism. Under present conditions
this is a formal and therefore a purposeless controversy. It would
be absurd to attempt to give ready-made recipes for the major and
minor danger suitable for all times and for all conditions. Such
recipes do not exist. The major danger is the deviation against
which one has ceased to fight and has thus enabled to grow into
a danger to the state.

Only very recently, in the Ukraine, the deviation towards
Ukrainian nationalism did not represent the major danger; but
when they ceased to fight it and enabled it to grow to the extent
that it joined forces with the interventionists, this deviation be-*
came the major danger. The question as to which is the major
danger in the sphere of the national question is determined not
by futile and formal controversies, but by a Marxist analysis of
the situation at the given moment, and by a study of the mistakes
that have been committed in this sphere.

APPENDIX

I. PRINCIPAL DECISIONS OF THE C.P.S.U. ON THE
NATIONAL QUESTION

RESOLUTION ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION
Adopted by the Seventh (April) All-Russian Conference of the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, 1917

THE policy of national oppression, inherited from the autocracy and mon-
archy, is supported by the landlords, capitalists and petty bourgeoisie in
order to protect their class privileges and to cause disunity among the work-
ers of the various nationalities. Modern imperialism, which accentuates the
tendency to subjugate feeble nations, is a new factor intensifying national
oppression, "

To the extent that the elimination of national oppression is achievable at
all in capitalist society, it is possible only under a consistently democratic
republican structure and state administration that guarantee equality of
status for all nations and languages.

The right of all the nations forming part of Russia to freely 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 sup-
porting a policy of seizure and annexation. The recognition by the proletariat
of the right of nations to secede can alone bring about complete 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 Russian
Provisional Government is a striking illustration of the fact that the nega-
tion of the right of unhampered secession leads to a direct continuation of
the policy of tsarism. '

The question of the right of nations freely to secede must not be confused
with the question of whether it would be expedient for any given nation
to secede at any given moment. This latter question must be settled by the
Party of the proletariat in each particular case independently, from the
point of view of the interests of the social development as a whole and 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 determin-
ation, 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.
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The Party of the proletariat decisively rejects what is known as “national
cultural autonomy,” under which education and so on is removed from the
competence of the state and placed within the competence of something in
the nature of National Diets. National cultural autonomy artificially divides
the workers living in one locality, and even working in the same industrial
enterprises, in accordance with their membership of a particular “national
culture”; in other words it strengthens the ties between the workers and the
bourgeois culture of individual nations, whereas the aim of Social-Democracy
is to strengthen the international culture of the proletariat of the world.

The Party demands that a fundamental law shall be embodied in the
constitution nullifying all privileges enjoyed by all nations 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 organisa-
tions, political, trade union, co-operative, cultural, and so forth. Only such
amalgamation of the workers of the various nationalities into common organ-
isations will permit the proletariat to wage a successful struggle against
international capital and bourgeois nationalism.

THE IMMEDIATE TASKS OF THE PARTY IN CONNECTION WITH
THE NATIONAL PROBLEM

Resolution Adopted by the Tenth Congress of the Russian
Communist Party, March 1921

I. Tae CapiTALIST SYSTEM AND NATIONAL OPPRESSION

1. Modern nations are a product of a definite epoch—the epoch of rising
capitalism. The process of the abolition of feudalism and the development
of capitalism was also the process of formation of people into nations. The
British, French, Germans, and Italians formed into nations during the vic-
torious march of capitalism and its triumph over feudal disunity.

2. Where 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 bourgeois national
states. Such was ‘the case with Great Britain (without Ireland), France
and Italy. In Eastern Europe, on the other hand, the formation of central-
ised states, accelerated by the exigencies of self-defence (against the in-
vasions of the Turks, Mongols, and others), took place prior to the break-up
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, but
formed into several mixed, multi-national bourgeois states, consisting of one
powerful, dominant nation and several weak, subject nations. Such are
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
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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 na-
tional 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 multi-national states
becomes impossible. The tragedy of the multi-national bourgeois state is that 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 inequality usually ends in a new failure and a
further intensification of national hostilities.

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 oppression and national
conflicts characteristic of multi-national states (Great Britain, France, Ger-
many, 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 way the national
problem was enlarged and finally, in the very course of events, became
merged with the general problem of the colonies; while national oppres-
sion was transformed from an internal question into an inter-state question,
into a question of conflict (and war) between the “Great” imperialist
powers for the subjugation of weak and non-sovereign nationalities.

5. The imperialist war, which exposed to their very roots the irrecon-
cilable national contradictions and the internal insolvency of the bourgeois
multi-national states, led to an extreme aggravation of national conflicts
within the victorious colonial states (Great Britain, France, Italy), to the
complete disintegration of ‘the defeated former multi-national states (Austria,
Hungary, Russia in 1917), and, finally—as the most “radical” solution of
the national problem of which the bourgeoisie is capable—to the formation
of new bourgeois national states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Fin-
land, Georgia, Armenia, etc.). But the formation of new independent na-
tional states did not result, and could not result, in the peaceful co-existence
of nationalities, and did not eliminate, and could not eliminate, either
national inequality or national oppression; for the new national states,
based as they are on private property and class inequality, cannot exist
a) without oppressing their own national minorities (Poland, which oppresses
the White-Russians, Jews, Lithuanians and Ukrainians; Georgia, which op-
presses the Ossets, Abkhasians and Armenians; Yugoslavia, which oppresses
the Croats and Bosnians, .and others) ; b) without extending their territories
at the expense of their neighbours, which leads to condlict and war (Poland
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against Lithuania, the Ukraine and Russia; Yugoslavia against Bulgaria;
Gebo.rgia ggains} IA;\rmenia and Turkey, and so on); and ¢) without becomin;
subject financially, economicall ilitari “ ? g ialist
subject Y, y .and militarily to the “Great” imperialist
' 6. ’Ijhus the post-war period presents a gloemy picture of national enmity,
mequal}ty, oppression, conflict, war and imperialist brutality on the part o;
the nations of civilised countries, both towards each other and towards the
noz.l-sovereign peoples: on the one hand we have a few “Great” Powers
yvhlch oppress and exploit the mass of dependent and “independent” (bu{
in fact wholly dependent) national states, and the struggle of these powers
among themselves for the monopoly of exploiting the national states; and
on t“h.e other hand we have the struggle of the national states, depe,ndem
and “independent,” against the intolerable oppression of the “Gre;t” Powers;
the‘ strug.gle of the national states among themselves for the extension o}
t!lelr national territory; the struggle of the national states, each in par-
ticular, against its own oppressed national minorities; and, finally, the
growth of the movement for emancipation on the part of the co’lonies ag’a.in.st
the “Great” Powers and the intensification of national conflicts both within
thes(;) powers a.nd witl.lin _tl}e national states, which as a rule contain a
g:xemi::;) ;fiall;:tu::xi minorities, Such is the “world picture” inherited from
Bourgeois society has prov i
olymy Beole sk aly pmblgm. ed to be utterly bankrupt in the matter of

II. THE SovieT SysTem ANp NATIONAL FREEDOM

1. th,reas priv'ate property and capital inevitably disunite people, in-
flame nanomlil enmity and intensify national oppression, collective pro ’crt
and.]abour just as inevitably bring people closer, undermine nationa.lpd-is}:
sension and destroy national oppression. The existence of capitalism without
nz}nonal oppression is just as inconceivable as the existence of socialism
w1thou.t 'the emancipation of oppressed nations, without national freedom
Chauvinism and national conflict are inevitable, unavoidable, as long as thc;
peasantry (and the petty bourgeoisie—primarily of the sovt’:reign nation:
gen'm:ally) is permeated with nationalist prejudices and follows the b -
geoisie; while, on the contrary, national peace and national freedom ma 0‘;:;
regarded as assured when the peasantry follows the proletariat, that i); t
say, when the dictatorship of the proletariat has been secured’ Hence th:
tnumph' of the Soviets and the establishment of the dictator.ship of the
gotl_etaflat is a b‘asic condition for the abolition of national oppression, the
misﬂ:)t;:;z: of national equality and the guarantee of the rights of national

g. The experience of the Soviet revolution entirely bears out this as-
sertion. .The establishment of a Soviet system in Russia and the declaration
of the n_ght of nations to political secession have brought about a complete
change in the relations between the toiling masses of the nationalitiel; of
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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
Europe and Asia, and have raised this confidence to a pitch of enthusiasm
and readiness to fight for the common cause. The creation of Soviet repub-
lics in Agzerbaidjan and Armenia has been productive of similar results
and has put an end 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 Russian workers could not have
defeated Kolchak and Denikin, and the Azerbaidjan and Armenian Re-
publics 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 na-
tionalities of the West and the East. The consolidation of the Soviet re-
publics and the abolition of national oppression are two aspects of one
and the same process of emancipation of the toilers from imperialist
bhondage.

3. But the existence of the Soviet republics, even the smallest in size, repre-
sents a fatal menace to imperialism. This menace lies not merely in the fact
that the Soviet republics, having broken away from imperialism, have been
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 taken by these republics in the
direction of suppressing the bourgeoisie and consolidating the dictatorship
of the proletariat, is a great piece of agitation against capitalism and im-
perialism, agitation for the emancipation of dependent countries from im-
perialist 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 endeavours 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 state after another and one group
of counter-revolutionary generals after another, carefully blockading her and
generally endeavouring to isolate her economically, furnishes eloquent testi-
mony to the fact that under present international conditions, under the
conditions of a capitalist encirclement, not a single Soviet republic taken
alone can regard itself as secure against economic exhaustion and military
destruction on the part 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 by
the capitalist states. The joint interests of the Soviet republics in the
matter of defence, in the first place, the restoration of the productive forces
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shattered 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 re.
publics which are poor in food, in the third place, all imperatively dictate
the political union of the various Soviet republics as the only means of
escaping imperialist bondage and national oppression. Having liberated them-
selves from their “own” and “foreign” hourgeoisies, 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 eco-
nomic affairs is that general form of political union which makes it possible
a) to guarantee the integrity and economic development both of the indi.
vidual 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 to
apply one form of federation or another; and ¢) 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 Republic, the Bash. -

kir Republic, the Tatar Republic, the Gortsi, Daghestan) to federation based
on contractual relations between independent Soviet republics (the Ukraine,
Azerbaidjan), with intermediate phases (Turkestan, White Russia), has
fully proved the value and flexibility of federation as a general form of
political union for 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
countries constituting the federation. If the R.S.F.S.R. is the only country
in the world in which the experiment in the peaceable co-existence and
fraternal collaboration of a large number of nations and peoples has suc-
ceeded, it is because it contains neither ruling nor subject peoples, neither
mother countries nor colonies, neither imperialism nor national oppression,
In the RS.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.

IIT. ImmepiaTe Tasks oF THE RussiaN CoMMUNIST PARTY

1. Since the proletarian revolution replaces the imperialist multi-national
state by a free federation of national Soviet republics, the Soviet system
ensures for the ‘toilers of formerly oppressed nationalities a gradual and
painless development towards communism and- enables them to derive sup-
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port from the revolutionary experience and organised strength of the prole-
tariat of the advanced countries in their struggle against the survivals of
national oppression and inequality and against their own exploiting upper
classes. ,

. The R.S.F.S.R. and its allied independent Soviet republics are representa-
tive of a population of about 140,000,000 people. Of these, the‘ non—G.reat-
Russian peoples amount to about 65,000,000 (Ukrainians, Whlte-Russl_ang,
Kirghiz, Uzheks, Turkmens, Tadjiks, Azerbaidjanians, Volga Tatars, Cri-
mean Tatars, Bokharans, Khivans, Bashkirs, Armenians, Chechens, .Kabard-
jans, Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes, Karachais, Balkarians,' Kalmuckf;, Karel-
ians, Avarians, Darghis, Kazikumukhians, Kurins, Kumyks? Mans, Chu-
vashes, Vots, Volga Germans, Buryats, Yakutians, etc.). The policy of tsar-
ism, the policy of the landlords and the bourgeoisie, towards thfase peoph?s
was to destroy every germ of statehood . among. them, to cripple their
culture, restrict the use of their native tongue, hold them in a state of
ignorance, and, finally, as far as possible to Russify them. Th(? .effects of
this policy are reflected in the low level of development and political back-
wardness of these peoples. .

. Now that the landlords and bourgeoisie have been overthrown. and a
Soviet government has been proclaimed by the masses of the people in these
countries also, the task of the Party is to help the toiling masses _°£ th‘e
non-Great-Russian peoples to catch up with Central Russia, wh'lch is
ahead of them, and to help them a) to develop and consolidate thexr. own
Soviet state system in forms comsistent with the national social condmo.ns‘
of these peoples; b) to develop and consolidate their own courts, a‘dmm-
istrative bodies, economic. organs and government organs, funcuomng.m the
native language and recruited from among local people acquainted with the
customs and psychology of the local population; ¢) to develop a press,
schools, theatres, clubs and cultural and educational institutions generally,
functioning in the native language, and d) to.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 (first a'nd
foremost, for the Kirghiz, Bashkirs, Turkmens, Uzbeks, Tadjiks, A.ze.rbaxd-
janians, Tatars and Daghestanians), in order to accelerate the training of
native cadres of skilled workingmen and Soviet and Party worke}'s in all
spheres of administration, and particularly in the sphere of educ.auon.

2. If from the 65,000,000 .of the non-Great-Russian population we ex-
clude the Ukraine, White Russia, part of Azerbaidjan, and Armenia, w}u‘ch
in a more or less degree have passed through the period of industn?l
capitalism, there remain about 30,000,000, consisting principally of Turkx'c
peoples (Turkestan, the greater part of Azerbaidjan, Daghestan, the Gortsi,

iT'he Chechens, Kabardians, Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes, Karachais,

and Balkarians form the Gortsi group of peoples.. ) o
2 The Avarians, Darghis, Kazikumukhians, Kurins, and Kumyks form the

Daghestanian group of peoples.
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Tatars, Bashkirs, Kirghiz, and others), who have not passed through 4
capitalist development, who do not, or practically do not, possess an indus-
trial proletariat of their own, who in the majority of cases preserve the
pastoral and patriarchal tribal form of life (Kirghizia, Bashkiria, the
Northern Caucasns), or who have not yet progressed completely beyond a
semi-patriarchal, semi-feudal form of life (Azerbaidjan, the Crimea, ete.),
but who have already.been drawn into the common current of Soviet de-
velopment.

The elimination of actual national inequality in this case is a lengthy
process involving a stubborn and persistent struggle against all survivals
of national oppression and colonial slavery. Up to now national inequality.
was here based on historically evolved economic inequality. This inequality
found expression primarily in the fact that these border regions of Russia

(especially Turkestan), which were in the position of colonies or semi- -

colonies, were forcibly retained as suppliers of various raw materials for
manufacture at the centre. This was the cause of their chronic backwardness
and it hindered the creation, let alone the development, of an industrial
proletariat among these oppressed peoples. The proletarian revolution was
bound to be confronted by all this in the Eastern, border regions, and its
prime duty is consistently to eliminate all remnants of national inequality
in every sphere of social and economic life, and in the first place system-
atically to create an industry in the border regions by transferring factories
to the sources of raw materials (textile, wool, leather, and other industries
to Turkestan, Bashkiria, Kirghizistan and the Caucasus, etc.).

While winning the confidence of the toiling masses of the Eastern border
regions by its resolute and consistent struggle for the abolition of all forms
of national inequality, the Party must also rally and unite them with the
purpose of finally eliminating patriarchal-feudal relations within the formerly
oppressed nations themselves and securing their participation in the work
of communist development. The first step in the policy of class differentia-
tion in the Eastern border regions must be to deprive all the native exploit-
ing elements of influence over the masses, to fight them in all the organs
of Soviet local government, and to deprive them of their class privileges by
ge'tting the native masses to organise themselves into Soviets of toilers. In
this respect it is primarily the numerically relatively small native proletarian
elements employed in the various small industries, in the mines, on the
railways, in the salt works and kulak farms who should be organised and
drawn in the most solicitous way into the ranks of the Communist Party
and into Soviet work.

The next step must be to create an economic organisation of the native
poor of a mixed trade union and co-operative type, a type necessitated by
the ‘transition of the native toiling masses from backward economic forms
to hlgher forms—from a nomadic life to agriculture, from guild handicrafts
worl_nng for the open market to artele working for the Soviet state (the
semi-proletarian artisans to be drawn into frade unions), from artel handi-
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craft production to factory production, from small husbandry to the planned
collective cultivation of the soil. The Soviet government must first of all,
through the branches of a unified system of consumers’ co-operatives, come
to the assistance of the native semi-proletarian masses, who owing to eco-
nomic disruption are faced with the danger of extinction. The work of the
economic organs must be reorganised in accordance with these specific con-
ditions of Soviet economic development, concentrating attention on the na-
tive population, including handicrafts and similar industries in the system
of planned economic organisation, establishing firm contact with the main
producing mass of the population and drawing up a concrete plan for
introducing industry in the border regions in conformity with local condi-
iions. Just as energetically must a warning be issued against blind imita.
tion of Central Russian models, especially in exercising the grain monopoly
in the border regions; the food policy must be connected not formally but
actually with the policy of class differentiation among the native population.
Afy mechanical transplantation to the Eastern border regions of the eco-
nomic measures of Central Russia, which are snitable only for a higher
stage of econoniic development, must be rejected. Only by organising the
imasses of the native poor on the basis of their vital economic interests will
the Soviets of the toilers succeed in arousing the peoples of the East to the
struggle jointly and shoulder to shoulder with the proletariat of the advanced
countries. : :

"3 1f from these 30,000,000, consisting principally of Turkic peoples, we
‘exclude Azerbaidjan, the greater part of Turkestan, the Volga and Crimean
Tatar Republics, Bokhara, Khiva, Daghestan, a part of the Gortsi - (Kabard-
ians, Circassians, Balkarians) and several other peoples which have already
bécome settled and permanently attached to a definite territory, there remain
sbout 10,000,000 Kirghiz, Bashkirs, Checiens, the Southérn patt of Turk-
estan, Ossets, and Ingushes, whose lands until recently had -been subject to
éolonisation by Russian settlers, the latter having already seized 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
the Russian peasants and the Cossacks, and to make the latter a reliable
basis for Great-Power ambitions. This policy led te' the gradual extermina-
tion of the natives (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 the struggle for emancipation from the kulaks in general end
ftom the predatory Great-Russiah kulaks in particular, to help them in every
wiay to throw off the yoke of the kulak eolonisers and thus to provide them
with land suitable and essential for human subsistence. . o

4. T addition to the nations and peoples already mentioned, possessing
a defimite’ class struétire and occupying definite territory, there exist within

e e
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the R.S.F:S.R. various casual national groups, national . minorities inter-
spersed among compact majorities of other nations, who in most cases do
not possess 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 groups is to' help
them to make the fullest possible use of the right to {ree 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 known national
oppression, not infrequently minimise the importance of national peculiar-
ities in Party and Soviet work, or else ignore them altogether, and fail in
their work to reckon with the peculiarities of class structure, culture, social
Tife, 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-power spirit, the colonis-
‘ing - 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 entirely ceased to be haunted by the horrors of that
period, not infrequently exaggerate the importance of national peculiarities
in Party and Soviet work, leave the class ‘interests of the toilers in the
‘background, or else simply identify the interests of the toilers of the given
nafion w1th what are called the “general national” interests of that nation,
falhng to plck out the former from the latter and to base their Party work
on them. This circumstance in its turn leads to a deviation from com-
'munism towards hourgeois-democratic nationalism, which at times assumes
the form of Pan-Islamism and Pan-Turkism (in the East).

Both these harmful deviations from the principles of communist inter-
nationalism derive their strength from the adulteration, inevitable in the
early period, of the Communist organisations in the border regions. On the
‘one "hand, kulak and coloniser elements worm their way into the Party,
‘while on the other the reprecentatlves of native exploiting groups penetrate
into the Party.

The congress, emphatically condcmmng both these deviations as harm-
ful and dangerous to the cause of communism, deems it necessary to point
out the particular danger and the particular harm of the first deviation,
the deviation towards the Great-Power spirit, the colonising spirit. The
congress calls attention to the fact that unless colonising and nationalist
survivals within the ranks of the Party are elimjnated it will be impossible
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in the border regions to create strong, genuinely Communist organisations
closely bound up with the masses and uniting within their ranks the prole-
tarian and semi-proletarian elements of the native and Russian populations
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 the Com-
munists.

The congress calls for a vigorous struggle against all pseudo-Communist
elements who have wormed their way into the party of the proletariat, and
warns the Party against the temptation of “enlarging” itself by the admis-
sion of petty-bourgeois nationalist and kulak elements.

At the same time the congress emphamses the necessity for the skllful
a.nd organised utilisation for Soviet work in the Eastern border regions of
all elements among the national intelligentsia of formerly oppressed peoples
who are honest and have proved their devotion to the Soviet government.

NATIONAL FACTORS IN PARTY AND STATE DEVELOPMENT

Resolution Adopted by the Twelfth Congress of the Russian
- Communist Party, April 1923
‘ i I

1. Even as early as the last century the development of capitalism be-

trayed a tendency to internationalise the means of production and exchange,
to eliminate national aloofness, to bring peoples into closer economic rela-
tions, and gradually to merge vast territories into a single connected whole.
The further development of capitalism, the development of the world market,
the perfection of the great rail and sea routes, the export of capital, and
so on, still further accentuated this tendency and bound all kinds of peaples
by ties arising out of the international division of labour and universal inter-
dependence. Inasmuch as this process was a reflection of a colossal develop-
ment of productive forces, inasmuch as it helped to destroy national isola-
tion and the contradiction between the interests of the various peoples, it
was and is a progressive process, for it is creating the material conditions
for a future world socialist economic system.

2. But this tendency developed in specific forms which were completely at
variance with its intrinsic historical significance. The interdependence of peoples
and the economic amalgation of territories arose in the course of the develop-
ment of capitalism not as a result of the collaboration of peoples enjoying equal
status, but by means of the subjection of certain peoples by others, by means of
the oppression and exploitation of less developed peoples by more developed
peoples. Colonial plunder and annexations, national oppression and inequality,
jmperialist violence and arbitrary rule, colonial slavery and national inequality,
and, finally, the struggle between the “civilised” nations for mastery over the
“uncivilised” peoples—such were the forms in which the process of economic
amalgamation of peoples took place, For this reason we find that side by




280 APPENDIX

side with the tendency to amalgamation there grew up a tendency to destroy
the violent forms assumed by this amalgamation, a struggle for the eman-
cipation of the oppressed colonies and dependent nationalities from the
imperialist yoke. Inasmuch as the laiter 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 tnion, it was and is a progressive tendency, for it is creating the
psychological conditions for the future world socialist economic system.

3. The conflict between these two principal 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
colonial states and the formation of new ones; a new drive for colonies
and egain 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 states as Great Britain and the old Germany on the other; and,
lastly, the “great” imperialist war and the growth of the revolutionary
movement among the colonial and non-sovereign peoples—all these and simi-
lar facts clearly point to the instability and insolidity of the multi-national
bourgeois states.

Thus the irreconcilable contradiction between the process of economic
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 exist-
ence. From the first days of its existence, at its very first congress (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 in-
alienable right of nations. In subsequent years it steadfastly endorsed its
national programme in specific decisions 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 corroboration of the correctness of the decisions
adopted by the Party on the national question. These decisions consist of
d) -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 their own' destinies; c) the recognition of the thesis
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that 2 durable amalgamation of peoples can be accomplished only on a
basis of collaboration and voluntary consent; d) the proclamation of the
truth that such an amalgamation is possible only as a result of the over-
throw 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
tsatism and the half-hearted, semi-imperialist policy of the Mensheviks and
Socialist-Revolutionaries. Whereas the tsarist Russification policy created
an abyss between tsarism and the nationalities of old Russia, and whereas the
semidmperialist policy of the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries led
thié 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 the struggle it waged against
tsarism and the imperialist Russian bourgeoisie. 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 the power
of the landlords and capitalists, to whom national oppression was chiefly
due, and by putting the proletariat in power, the October Revolution at one
blow smashed the fetters of national oppression, destroyed the old relations
between peoples, removed the grounds of the old national enmity, cleared
the way for the collaboration of peoples, and won for the Russian proletar-
jat the confidence of its brothers of other nationalities, not only in Russia,
but also in Europe and Asia. It need hardly be shown that had it not
enjoyed this confidence the Russian proletariat could not have defeated
Kolchak and Denikin, Yudenich and 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 inevi-
table, unavoidable, as long as capital is in power, as long as the petty bour-
.gevisie, and in particular the peasantry, of the former “sovereign” nation,
pétmeated as they are by nationalist prejudices, follow the capitalists; and,
on the contrary, national peace and national freedom may be considered
assuréd when the peasantry and the other petty-bourgeois strata follow the pro-
letariat, 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 col-
laboration of peoples within a single confederate state can be built up.

6. But the results of the October Revolution are not confined to the
elimination of mational oppression and the creation of a basis for the amal-
\gamation of peoples. In the course of its development the October Revolution
aléo evolved the forms of this amalgamation and laid down the main lines
for the dmalgamation of peoples into a single confederate state. In the first
perfod of the revolution, when the toiling masses of the nationalities first
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came to feel that they were independent national units, while the threat
of foreign intervention had not yet become a real danger, eollaboration
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 de-
stroyed by the war assumed prime importance, the military alliance was
supplemented by an economic alliance. 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 the Soviet state structure 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 to give proper
effect to the national programme advanced by the October Revolution, 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 a
single blow and at short notice.

This heritage consists, in the first place, in the survivals of Great-Power
chauvinism, which is a reflection of the former privileged position of the Great-
Russians. These survivals 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 accentu-
ate. In practice they find expression in an arrogant, 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 truly durable, and the collaboration of the peoples within it truly
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, White Russia, 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 coun-
tryside, between the working class and the peasantry, encounters a powerful
obstacle in the form 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,

i
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Azerbaidjanian, Uzbek, Kirghiz and so on) is inevitable is nothing but an
attempt to perpetuate the domination of the Great-Russian nationality. Thus
the first. immediate task of our Party is io 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 Revolation 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 stage of capitalism, which' have no proletariat, or hardly any
proletariat, of their own, and which on this account are backward economical-
ly and culturally, are incapable of utilising to the full the rights and oppor-
tunities 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, but also in the policy pursued by tsarism and the Russian bourgeoisie,
which aimed at converting the border regions into areas exclusively pro- -
ducing raw materials and exploited by the industrially developed - central
districts. To remove this inequality in a short 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 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 advancement. 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 oper-
ation 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 gain-
ing in strength in connection with the New Economic Policy, and for the
consolidation of their social positions. Since these republics are chiefly agri-
cultural districts, domestic social measures must . first and foremost proceed
along the lines of allotting to the toiling population land from the free
state reserve. Otherwise there are no grounds for expecting the establishment
of a proper and durable collaboration of peoples within the framework of a
single confederate state. Hence, the second immediate task of our Party is to
strive to eliminate the actual inequality of the nationalities and to raise the
cultural 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 themselves of old national grudges. These

e
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survivals find 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 Russians. However, in some of the republics the popula-
tion 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 repub-
lics. Georgian chauvinism (in Georgia) against the Armenians, Ossets, Adjar-
ians and Abkhasians; Azerbaidjanian chauvinism (in Azerbaidjan) against
the Armenians; Uzbek chauvinism (in Bokhara and Khorezm) against the
Turkmens and Kirghiz, Armenian chauvinism, and so on—all these forms of
chauvinism, which moreover are fostered by the conditions of the New Econ-
omic Policy and by competition, are a great evil which threatens to make
certain of the national republics the scene of squabbling and wrangling. It
neéed hardly be said that all these factors hinder the cause of the actual
amalgamation of the peoples into a single confederate state. When the sur-
vivals 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 chauvinism. When, however, these survivals
assume the form of local chauvinism directed against the weak 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 regard as one of the most pronounced expressions of the
hetitage of the past the fact that a considerable number of Soviet officials in
the centre and in the localities regard the Union of Republics not as an
alliance of equal political units, whose mission it is to guarantee the free
devélopment 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 heritage 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 reaction-
ary, proclaims the absolute necessity of the existence and continued develop-
ment of the national republics, and calls upon the members 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 Great-
Power tendency, the Party would be obliged to adopt the most resolute
ieasures against such a distortion, even to the extent of raising the question
of annulling the fusion of certain Commissariats unti! such time as the Soviet
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apparatus has been properly re-educated so that it will give gfanumely pfro}f-
tarian and genuinely fraternal attention to the needs and requirements ot the
small and backward nationalities. o

9, The Union of Republics, established on the principle of the equ.al
status and the voluntary consent of the workers and peasams ?f ea-ch repu'bh:i
is the first experiment on the part of the proletariat in regulating internation
relations between independent countries and the first step to.wards the crea-
tion of the future World Soviet Labour Republic. Since the Union of Rep.ubhcs
is a new form of co-existence of peoples, a new '{orm of col‘labomtlol‘l o;
peoples within a single confederate state, within whxc_h the survivals outline
above are to be eliminated in the process of co-operative work of the peoples,
the supreme organs of the Union must be so constructed as fl§11y to 'reﬂect not
only the common needs ‘and requirements .of all the natmn.aht.le‘s (;fl_ the
Union, but also the specific needs and requirements of ‘eflch individu, l ng-
tionality. For this reason, there should be created, in .addmon to the ensu.ng
central organs of the Union, which represent the tml_m.g masses of the entire
Union without distinction of nationality, a special organ representing
all the nationalities on an equality basis. Such a structure of the ,cent}'al
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 ?f complete .mutual‘ con-
fidence, and thus to nullify the heritage mentioned above in the' mogt

inless way.

pamlo. On ihe basis of what has been said, the congress recopmends -the

members of the Party to secure the accomplishment of the following practlcq
i I

€8 . .

mea:;uThat in establishing the central organs of the Union, equality of rights

and duties of the republics be ensured both in relations bet'ween themselves

and in their relations with the central government of the U.mon; )

b) That within the system of supreme organs of the Ufuon a specxa‘l organ
be instituted representing on an equality basis all nano.nal republics and
national regions without exception, possible provision being .made for the
representation of all nationalities forming part of these republics;

¢) That the executive organs of the Union be so cons.tructed as to ex-xsfure
the real participation of the representatives of the repubhc's .and the satisfac-
tion of the needs and requirements of the peoples of the Umo'n; ‘

d) That the republics be granted sufficiently V{ide ﬁn_ancml z.m'd,' in par-
ticular, budgetary powers to enable them to exercise their own initiative 1n
matters of state administration, culture and economy; ) )

¢) That the organs of the national republics am.i regions be recrun.ed
chiefly from among the local inhabitants acquainted with the language, socigl
life, manners and customs of the peoples concerned; o )

f) That special legislation be promulgated provu.img that in all sta};e
orgens and in all institutions serving the local non-pative population and t 1el
national minorities the language of these latter be employed and that a
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violators of national rights, in particular the rights of national minorities,
be punished with revolutionary severity;

g) That educational work be intensified in the Red Army with the object
of instilling the idea of the brotherhood and solidarity of the peoples of the
Union and that practical measures be taken to organise national military units,
all necessary steps being taken fully to ensure the defence of the republics.

II

"1, The development of the organisations of our Party in the majority of
the national republics is taking place under conditions which do not wholly
favour their growth and consolidation. The economic backwardness of these
republics, the numerical weakness of the national proletariat, the shortage
or ‘even total lack of old Party workers belonging to the native population,
the lack of suitable Marxist literature in the native languages, the weakness
of Party educational work, and, lastly, the persistehce of survivals of radical-
nationalist traditions, ‘which have not yet died out, have produced among the
local Communists a definite deviation in the direction of overrating the
specific national features ‘and of underrating the class interests of the prole-
tariat, a deviation towards nationalism. This factor becomes especially dan-
gerous in the case of republics inhabited by several nationalities, where it
frequeptly assumes the form of a deviation among the Communists of the
stronger nationality towards chauvinism directed against the Communists of
the weak nationalities (Georgia, Azerbaidjan, Bokhara, Khorezm). The devia-
tion towards nationalism is dangerous because, by hindering the emancipation
of the national proletariat from the ideological influence of the national bour-
geoisie, it impedes the knitting of the proletarians of the various nationalities
into a single internationalist organisation.

2. On the other hand, the presence in both the central institutions of the
Party and in the organisations of the Communist Parties of the 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 always attentive to their
requirements, has given rise in our Party to a deviation which consists in
underrating specifi¢ national features and national language in Party work,
to an arrogant and negligent attitude towards these specific features—a
deviation towards Great-Russian chauvinism. This deviation is pernicious not
only because, by impeding the formation of Communist cadres of local in-
habitants acquainted with the local language, it creates the danger that the
Party may become isolated from the proletarian masses of the national repub-
lics, 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 deviations as harmful and dangerous to the
cause of communism, and drawing the attention of the members of the Party
to the particular danger of the deviation towards Great-Russian chauvinism,
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the congress calls upon the Party to eliminate as quickly as possible these
survivals of the past in our Party developme.nt. )
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 republies; . o
b); To develop literature dealing with fundamental Marxist principles

written in the native languages; .
¢) To reinforce the University of the Peoples of the East and its branches

" tn}il; }I(‘)ga}:sttl:;iish groups of instructors of the Central Committees of the
national Communist Parties recruited from among local workers;

e) To develop mass Party literature in tl}e native lang.uages;

f) To intensify Party educational work in the repul?hcs;

g) To intensify work among the youth in the republics. .

4. In view of the great importance which attaches to t_he activity of respon-
sible workers in the autonomous and independent republ}cs and in the b'orcier
regions generally (realisation of the bond betwe'en the toilers of t].lehpartxlxtl:f3
republics and the toilers of the rest of the Um}on), the congress ¢ arieh
Central Committee to take steps for the especially car}eful .selectlon of t esq
workers in order that it may fully ensure the carrying into effect of the

decisions of the Party on the national question.

THE SIXTEENTH
EXTRACT FROM THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY
CONGRESS OF THE C.P.S.U. ON THE REPORT OF THE
CENTRAL COMMITTEE

July 1930

THE congress notes that in connecﬁqn ‘with the accentuation of thﬁ <l:las?
struggle in the country, national deviations towards Great-Power and local
chauvinism have become more active within the ranks of the Party. o
_ In the present stage, the greatest danger is the anaf-Powe.r devmt;t'm,
which strives to secure a revision of the basis of the Leninist national policy
and which conceals under the flag of internationalism .the end.eavour of the.
moribund classes of the formerly dominant Great-Russian nation to recover
1 rivileges. .
thel.;tlci;tepsame gtime, the deviation towards local nationali.sm, which under-
mines the unity of the peoples of the US.S.R. and plays into the hands of
i ionists, is becoming more active. . )
the 'Il‘rli::er;:lr‘:y must intensify the struggle against l_)oth Qevmtlons in Fhe. na-
tional question and against attempts to compromise with tl.lese dev1.ano‘ns,
and at the same time devote increased attention to the practical apphcau.cm
of the Leninist national policy, the elimination of elements of national 1nf-
equality and the wide development of the national cultures of the peoples o

the Soviet Union.
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EXTRACT FROM THE PARTY PROGRAMME

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

IN THE SPHERE OF NATIONAL RELATIONS

IN the national question the Russian Communist Party is guided by the
following propositions:

1. Tl‘1e cornerstone is the policy of drawing together the proletarians and
Eh? semi-proletarians of the various nationalities for the purpose of waging a
]om't.revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the landlords and the bour-
geoisie.

2. ?n 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 what-
soever, to establish complete equality of rights for all nationalities, to recog-
nise the right of colonies and non-sovereign nations to secession. ’

) 3. With the same aim in view the Party proposes, as one of the transi-
tional 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 to secede
the Ru.ssxan Communist Party adopts the historical class viewpoint and in thix;
takfss 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 proletarian democracy, etc.

'In any case, the proletariat of the nations which have been oppressing
n.anons must exercise special caution and pay special attention to the sur-

_vivals .of national sentiment among the toiling masses of oppressed or non-
sovereign nations. Only by pursuing such a policy will it be possible to create
conditions for really lasting, voluntary unity among the nationally hetero-
geneous elements of the international proletariat, as has been shown by the

Rxpefiencc of uniting a number of national Soviet republics around Soviet
ussia. ‘

S

II. EXPLANATORY NOTES

Nore 1 (p. 3). “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 National 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 People’s Commissariat of Nationalities in
a Collection of Articles by Stalin on the national question. It was supplied
with a preface by the author which contained the following passage relating
1o the present article:

“The article reflects the period when a controversy on the fundamental
principles of the national problem was being waged within the ranks of
the Russian Social-Democratic Party; it was the era of the landlord-
tsarist reaction, a year and a half before the outbreak of the imperialist
war, the era of the growth of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in
Russia. At that time there were two conflicting theories of nations and,
.correspondingly, two national programmes: the Austrian programme, sup-
ported by the Bund and the Mensheviks, and the Russian programme,
the programme of the Bolsheviks. The reader will find a description of
these two currents in this article. Subsequent events, particularly the im-
perialist war and the disintegration of Austria-Hungary into several na-
tional states, clearly demonstrated which side was right. Now, when
Springer and Bauer are standing over the spilt milk pail of their national
programme, there can hardly be room for doubt that history has con-
‘demned the ‘Austrian school.” Even the Bund has been obliged to admit
that ‘the demand for national cultural autonomy [i.e., the Austrian na-
tional programme.—~J.S.], which was put forward under the capitalist
system, loses all meaning in the conditions of a socialist revolution.’ (The
Tuwelfth Conference of the Bund, 1920.) The Bund does not even suspect
that it thereby admitted (inadvertently admitted) the fundamental un-
substantiality of the theoretical basis of the Austrian national programme
and the fundamental unsubstantiality of the Austrian theory of nations.”

Note 2 (p. 4). Zionism—a reactionary and nationalist political movement
which recruited its followers from among the Jewish petty and middle bour-
geoisie, intellectuals, business employees, artisans and the more backward
sections of the Jewish workers. Its aim is to organise a Jewish bourgeois
state in Palestine and it endeavours to isolate the Jewish working-class masses
from the general struggle of the proletariat.

Stalin 289
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Note 3 (p. 4). Pan-Islamism—ithe political ideology of the upper classes
(khans, mullahs, landlords, merchants) of the Turkish and Tatar peoples,
which aims at uniting into & single unit all the nations professing Islam, or
Mohammedanism. Pan-Islamism is akin to Pan-Turkism, which aims at uniting
all the Turkic-Mohammedan peoples under the supremacy of the Turks.

Note 4 (p. 4). The Bund—the General Jewish Labour League of Lithu-
ania, Poland and Russia—was formed in September 1897 at a congress held
in Vilna. It developed widespread activity, principally confined to the masses
of Jewish artisans. The Bund joined the Russian Social-Democratic Labour
Party in 1898 at the First Congress of the latter, “as an autonomous organisa-
tion, independent only in matters specifically affecting the Jewish prole-

tariat.” Up to 1901 the Bund put forward only one political demand of its

own, the demand for civil equality for the Jews. At the Second Congress of
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party held in 1903, the Bund withdrew
from the Party when the congress rejected its claim to be recognised as the
sole representative of the Jewish proletariat and its demand that the Party
should be constructed on federal lines. At its own Sixth Congress in 1905,
the Bund adopted “national cultural autonomy,” as expressed in the demand
that “all functions connected with cultural matters (popular education, etc.)
shall be removed from the control of the state and local and territorial
government bodies and shall be transferred to the nation itself as represented
by specific institutions, both local and central, elected by all the members
on the basis of universal, equal, direct and secret suffrage.” The Bund re-
joined the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party after the Fourth (Stock-
holm) Congress of the latter, held in 1906. The congress did not discuss the
national programme of the Bund and left the question open. In the internal
Party struggle the Bund as a rule adopted a Right position, supporting the
Mensheviks; in 1912 it formed close organisational contacts with the Liquida-
tors. During the war, the Bund (with the exception of a few internationalists)
advocated national defence. After the February Revolution it supported the
coalition government and fought the Bolsheviks. Towards the end of 1918
Left groups began to form within the Bund and in May 1919 the first con-
ference of the Communist Bund of the Ukraine, which had split away from
the main body,. was held in Kiev. At this conference the Communist Bund
of the Ukraine merged with the United Jewish Communist Party to form
a joint Jewish Communist League, which was admitted into the Russian
Communist Party in August 1919. In White Russia, the Left wing of the
Bund, which had formed a Jewish Communist Party, also merged with the
Russian Communist Party in March 1919. Finally, at a conference held in
Minsk in March 1921, the remnants of the Bund decided to join the Russian
Communist Party officially, only an insignificant section of the Bund, headed
by Abramovich, remaining outside the Party. Still earlier, at its Twelfth
Conference held in 1920, the Bund decided that its oppositional tactics towards
the Soviet government should be abandoned and admitted that its principal
nationalist demand, “national cultural autonomy,” was superfluous, declaring
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that “the demand for national cultural autonomy, which was put forfva.rd
ander the capitalist system, loses all meaning in the conditions of a socialist

revolution.”

Note 5 (p. 4). The Ninth Conference of the Bund was held in Vienna in
June 1912 and discussed the elections to the Fourth State Duma .and tl.xe sum-
moning of the August (Liquidator) Conference (cf. Note 6), in which the
Bundists took part. The decisions of the Ninth Conference of the Bund were
of an extremely opportunist and Liquidationist character (the demand for a
republic was abandoned, illegal work was pushed into the background and
the revolutionary aims of the proletariat were forgotten?. T}le 'conference
sanctioned an open alliance of the Bund with the Menshevik Liquidators and

the Left wing of the Polish Socialist Party.

Note 6 (p. 5). The reference is to the conference of the Liquidators held
in Vienna in August 1912 (known as the August Conference), the purpose
of which was to organise an anti-Bolshevik bloc. Represented at the confer-
ence were the Liquidators, the Bund, the Lettish Social-pemocrats an(! a
section of the Caucasian Social-Democrats. The prime initiator and moving
spirit of the conference was L. Trotsky. For the resoluti‘on of the conference
on the national question and a criticism of this resolution, see pp. 51-56 of

this book.

Nott 7 (p. 22). The Fourth Congress of the Bund was held at the.end .of
April 1901 in Byelostok. The congress declared that “the' concept nationality
is also applicable to the Jewish people,” and that Russia shou}d be trans-
formed into a federation of nationalities, each of which should enjoy complete
autonomy, irrespective of the territory it occupied. In place of .the former
demand for civil equality, the congress demanded national equality and the
reconstruction of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party on federal
lines. These decisions, as well as the demand for national cultural autonomy
advanced at this congress and then supported in Bund literature, called fox:th
the severe criticism of the old Iskra and particularly of Lenin (cf. Lenin,
Collected Works, Vols. V and VI).

Notk 8 (p. 22). The Briinn Parteitag, or Congress, of the {Xustri_an Social-
Democratic Party was held on September 24-29, 1899. The discussion at the
congress mainly centred around the national question. The congress rejected
the resolution of the South-Slavic Social-Democrats, which advocated extra-
territorial national cultural autonomy, and adopted a resolution Proposed .hy
the Joint Executive Committee (the Central Committee) advocan.ng a union
of nationally-delimited states, which, of course, was a compromise between
the Austro-German Social-Democrats, who advocated a centralised sta:ce, a{ld
the South-Slavic, Czech and other Social-Democrats, whon held a nationalist
position. On the question of Party organisation, the Briinn Congress went
even further than the Wimberg Congress (cf. Note 11) towards forming

19%
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isolated national Social-Democratic groups and reformed the central adminis-
tration, of the Party into a federal body made up of the executive committees
of the national Social-Democratic organisations (German, Czech, Polish,
Ruthenian [Ukrainian], Ttalian and South-Slavic).

Note 9 (p. 25). “Here there is no parliament, thank God,” were the words
attered by V. Kokovtsov, the tsarist Minister of Finance (later Prime Min-
ister), in the State Duma on April 24, 1908.

Nortk 10 (p. 33). These words are taken from Chapter II (“Proletarians and
Communists”) of The Communist Manifesto of Karl Marx and Frederick
Engels. '

Note 11 (p. 34). The Vienna (or Wimberg—as it was called after the
name of the hotel in which it met) Congress of the Austrian Social-Demo-
cratic Party was held June 6-12, 1897. The party, which had till then been a
united party, was at this congress dismembered into six independent national
Social-Democratic groups (German, Czech, Polish, Ruthenian [Ukrainian],
Italian and South-Slavic), which were united only by the fact that they held
joint congresses and had a joint Central Committee.

Note 12 (p. 35). The reference is to an article by Karl Marx entitled
“Zur Judenfrage” (“The Jewish Question”), published in 1844 in the Deutsch-
Franzosische Jahrbiicher (German-French Annual), in which Marx argued
against the leader of the German freethinking radicals, Bruno Bauer.

Note 13 (p. 36). The Sixth Congress of the Bund was held in October
1905 in Ziirich, Switzerland. At this congress the Bund gave final form to its
national programme, which demanded “the creation of public institutions”
which “can only result in extra-territorial autonomy in the form of national
cultural autonomy . . . which presumes: 1) that all functions connected with
cultural matters (popular education, etc.) shall be removed from the control
of the state and local and territorial government bodies and 2) that these
functions shall be transferred to the nation itself as represented by specific
institutions, both'local and central, elected by all the members on the basis
of universal, equal, direct and secret suffrage.”

Notk 14 (p. 40). The Eighth Conference of the Bund 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 are evidence of the further accentuation of nationalism in the Bund.

Note 15 (p. 42). “Adapting socialism to nationalism”—this phrase was
used of the Bundists and the Caucasian Social-Democrats by Plekhanov in
an article entitled “Another Schismatic Conference,” printed in Za Partiyu
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(For the Party—the 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 condemned both the fact of convo-
cation and the resolutions of the August Conference of the Liquidators.

Note 16 (p. 42). The reference is to a letter by V. Kossovsky to the jour
nal of the Liquidators, Nasha Zaryae (Our Dawn), 1912, Nos. 9-10, under the
caption “Unpardonable Demagogy,” in which Kossovsky criticised Plekhanov’s
article, “Another Schismatic Conference,” mentioned in the previous note.

Note 17 (p. 43). 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 reserva-
tion, however, thay “while joining the R.S.D.L.P. and adopting its pro-
gramme, the Bund holds to its own programme on the national question.”
After the Seventh Congress the Bund definitely and finally went over to
Menshevism.

Note 18 (p. 44). Nashe Slovo (Our Word)—a legal weekly of the Bund
which was published in Vilna in 1906. Only nine numbers appeared.

Note 19 (p. 44). The reference is to the election to the Fourth State Duma
as deputy from Warsaw of Jagiello, a member of the Left wing of the Polish
Socialist Party. His election was secured with the help of a bloc of the
Bundists and the Polish Socialist Party with the Jewish bourgeois nationalists
as against the vote of the Polish Social-Democratic electors whe 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 schismatic action of the Bund and
accentuated the split among the workers of Poland.

Note 20 (p. M4). The old Iskra—this was the way the Iskra of the period
190003 (down to No. 51), when Lenin was an active member 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 Iskra vigorously combated the nationalism of the Bund. A number of
articles in the Iskra, including articles by Lenin, were devoted to criticising
the Bund and its views on the national question and on the organisational
structure of the Party.

Note 21 (p. 45). Karel Vanek—a Czech Social-Democrat member of the
Austrian Reighsrat and the Briinn Landtag, a director of the Sick Benefit
Society of Briinn and one of the lea.ders of the Czech separatists. In 1910
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Karel Vanek published a number of articles in the journal Rovnost (Equality)
under the general title “Do We Want Tutelage or Freedom?” devoted to a
defence of separatist ideas and imbued with a nationalist chauvinist spirit.
These articles (which had also been published in pamphlet form) were
reproduced with other documents in a collection of articles, Dokumente des
Separatismus (Documents on Separatism), published by the Austrian Metal
Workers’ Union, which by means of this book endeavoured to prevent the
development of the split to which Vanek, Burian, Tusar and other leaders
of the Czech separatists were leading the Czech working-class movement.

The passage from Karel Vanek’s pamphlet here referred to by Stalin runs
as follows:

“How can the Czech worker hope, before the complete renaissance of
society, to save his son or daughter from ruin, or to secure for them in
the future a better existence than has fallen to his lot if the Czech people
as consumers do not consider it necessary to utilise 4he services of our
own artisans, merchants and industrialists?

“And how can the Czech working-class masses expect that they will
secure what is due to them in the state of the future and that they will
acquire an equal status politically, socially and nationally, if they place
their economic base at the disposal of others and surrender the productive
opportunities, the power embodied in money, to their comrades of another
nationality ?”

Note 22 (p. 46). N.—the pseudonym of Noah Jordania, leader of the Geor-
gian Mensheviks, former head of the Menshevik government in Georgia and
now a White émigré and rabid advocate of intervention against the U.S.S.R.

Nore 23 (p. 47). Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life)—a daily newspaper pub-
lished by the Georgian Mensheviks in Kutais in 1912. Nineteen numbers
appeared.

The quotations given here are taken from an article by N. (Noah J ordania)
entitled “The Old and the New,” which appeared in Chveni Tskhovreba,
Nos. 11-14.

Note 24 (p. 51)., The clause on self-determination in the programme of the
R.S.D.L.P. adopted at the Second Congress in 1903 runs as follows:

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

Note 25 (p. 56). The reference is to 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 Britnin, and Russia) and 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 over the division of the spoils
and which ended in the defeat of Bulgaria, only tightened the knot of im-
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perialist contradictions in the Balkans and served as a prologue to the world
imperialist war.

NoTe 26 (p. 61). The reference is to the resolutions of the Fourth (also
known as the Third All-Russian) Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., held Novem-
ber 5-12, 1907 (Old Style), and the Fifth (known as the December) Confer-
ence of the R.S.D.L.P., held December 21-27, 1908 (0.S.).

NoTE 27 (p. 62). The Seventh (known as the April) All-Russian Conder-
ence of the Bolsheviks, held in Petrograd April 24-29, 1917 (0.S.), devoted
considerable attention to the national question. Stalin’s report defending the
draft resolution written by Lenin (see pp. 269-70) on behalf of the Commission
on the National Question was opposed by a counter-report made by Y. Pyata-
kov, who held an anti-Leninist position and rejected the slogan “the right of
nations to self-determination.” Pyatakov’s position was supported by F.
Dzerzhinsky, who expressed the point of view of the Polish Social-Democrats
(R. Luxemburg) and by F. Makharadze. An important speech on this ques-
tion was delivered by Lenin (Selected Works, Vol. V). The conference
rejected the resolution proposed by Pyatakov and by an overwhelming majority
adopted the resolution supported by Stalin,

Note 28 (p. 65). The reference is to the conference between the Central
Committee and Party workers held in Cracow on December 28, 1912-January
1, 1913 (0.S.). On the subject of national cultural autonomy the conference
adopted the following decision: \

“The advocacy of national cultural autonomy by Comrade Chkhenkeli,
on behalf of the [Dumal fraction, under the pretext of ‘creating the
institutions necessary for the free development of every nationality,” repre-
gents a direct violation of the Party programme. Essentially the same
formulation was rejected by a special vote of the Second Party Congress,
at which the Party programme was endorsed. A proletarian party cannot
maftke S,l’lch a concession to nationalist sentiments even in so concealed
a form.

Note 29 (p. 68). 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: ’

“Fhe article is a reflection of the period that followed the October
Revolution, when the Soviet government, having overcome counter-revolu-
tion in Central Russia, came into conflict with the bourgeois nationalist
governments in the border countries, which were hotbeds of counter-
revolution, when the Entente, alarmed at the growing influence of the
Soviet government in its (the Entente’s) colonies, began openly to sup-
port the bourgeois nationalist governments in order to stifle Soviet Russia,
anq when, in the course of the triumphant fight against the bourgeois
nationalist governments, we were confronted with the practical problem of
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deciding on the concrete forms of regional Soviet autonomy, the organisa-.
tion of autonomous Soviet republics in the border regions, the extension:
of Soviet Russia to the oppressed countries of the Fast vig the Eastern
regions of Russia, and the creation of a united revolutionary front of the
West and the East against world imperialism. The article notes the in-

separable connection between, the national question and the question of’

power, and represents the national policy as being 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 Inter-

national usually objected and which was subsequently confirmed by the-
whole course of events.”

Note 30 (p. 68). The Central Rada in the Ukraine was organised at a
congress of Ukrainian petty-bourgeois parties and nationalist organisations
held in Kiev in April 1917. The Rada frequently came into sharp collision
with the Provisional Government, which resorted to Tepressive measures in
order to crush the national movements. After the October Revolution the-
Rada became the stronghold of “bourgeois counter-revolution clothed in a
national democratic form” (Stalin). In his report to the Third Congress of
Soviets (January 1918), Stalin thus characterised the petty-bourgeois kulak
“Socialists” who controlled the Rada:

“In words, and in the edict, they declared themselves in favour of
transferring all the land to the people, but later they published an inter-
pretation which limited this transfer, proclaiming that a certain part of
the }anded estates were inviolable and not subject to transfer to the-

eople.

r “In words, they proclaimed their loyalty to the Soviets, but in actual

fact they waged bitter war on the Soviets, disarmed the Soviet troops,

arrested the Soviet officials, and rendered the continued existence of the

Soviets impossible.

“In words, they proclaimed their loyalty to the revolution, but in
actual fact they proved themselves to be malicious enemies of the revolu-
tion, They said they were neutral in the struggle against the Don, but
in actual fact they rendered direct and open support to 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 after restored by the Austro-German
troops when they invaded the Ukraine. In April 1918, 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’état of Hetman Skoropadsky put an end to the Central Rada once
and for all before the negotiations could be held.

Note 31 (p. 68). The Rada in White Russia was a petty-bourgeois nation-
alist organisation, formed at a congress of White-Russian nationalist organisa-
tions held in Minsk in July 1917. Controlled by chauvinist nationalists, the
Rada after the October Revolution joined the enemies of the Soviet govern--
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i local Soviets, proclaimed the independence of the White-
llz{lﬁlslsti,agl?g});ig’: }Ilfepublic and sent a letter of thanks to the Ge?rman quper((;l:
Wilhelm II, for having sent German troops to occupy \X:'hlte Russm.t olf
January 1, 1919, the Provisional Workers’ a.nd Peasa}lts Goxtemmeél N
White Russia outlawed the Rada and proclaimed White Russia a Sovi

republic.

Note 32 (p. 68). The Sfatul Tarii (Regifmal Council), the ll‘fgicﬁlal “p.ar—
liament” organised in Kishinev (Bessa.rabla) by' agents of t e umama)n
general staff (Bessarabia was at that time occupied by I'{umaman tro?psd,
lasted from November 1917 to November 191.8 a!‘x‘d c?n51sted of gppm(;xtef
(not elected) representatives of the Moldavian Natl'ona.l Party,” an o
several fake organisations boycotted by a number of d'lstncts and (lJ)rgamsa-v
tions. In March 1918, the Sfatul-Tarii, although a consxderab](? number ex{)e‘n
of its own members abstained from voting, passed an act making Bfassara ia
an autonomous part of Rumania, and in November 1918 the ﬁumanfzfl at;ny
of occupation caused a vote to be passed in the _Sfatu'l-Tam prow.ulxlf th:
the complete annexation of Bessarabia to Rur.nama without l:1.ny ll'ig sand
autonomy whatever. As we know, the annexation of Bessara }:a, t en1 and
subsequently, has evoked energetic resistance on the part of t fe popl; a 1en
to the army of occupation. This resistance at times assumed the form of op
revolts, which were savagely suppressed.

Note 33 (p. 68). The Kurultai in the Crimea was cogvokec'i on Dfecembltir
10, 1917, in Bakhchisarai (it subsequently hel.d its sessions m.51m ero¥oth.
.The majority of its members reflected the asplratlor.ls aqd s:?ntlmler:tspon S-
Tatar petty bourgeoisie, who followed the Tatar natlonahst” Peo‘I‘) e: s Pa }",.)‘
The Kurultai set up a Crimean Tatar “National Government” (a Du'ectOI;yh
headed by Chelebiyev and Saidamet and. backed by armefl tmopsﬂi the
“Squadron”) under the command of Russian counter-revohftmnary dofcers:
In January 1918, when the Kurultai endeavoulted to oppose its arrx(;e o:}ciec
to the Sevastopol Revolutionary Military Committee, it was dlsperse‘ ftoge i e;
with the National Government, although it re-emerged for a brief perio
during the German occupation of the Crimea.

Note 34 (p. 68). The Kurultai in Bashkiria was convoked in N(;;/ex;\bil‘r'
1917 in Orenburg. It was controlled by nationalisj,t elements, head(?d yf4al i
Validov, representing the interests of the bourgeois .and kulak sectlﬁnsdod t l:e
Bashkir population. The Kurultai set up a‘Bashklr gove¥nment caded | });
Validov, which carried on anti-Soviet activities and established contact wllt1

Generals Dutov and Kolchak. However, the Great-Powgr .character of the
policy of Kolchak, who, incidentally, issued a d.ecree abolishing the aulonom);
of Bashkiria, compelled Validov’s government in 1919, under the presBsurflkt?

the masses, to declare adherence to the Soviet go-vernfnent. When the da{s1 bxr
Soviet Republic was formed, the bourgeois nationalist elements, headed by
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Validov, soon raised the standard of revolt against the Soviet government, but
did not meet with the support of the toiling masses of Bashkiria.

Note 35 (p. 68). The Autonomous Government in Turkestan, headed by
Tanyshbayev, Shagi-Akhmetov and Chokayev, was formed in opposition to
the Tashkent Council of People’s Commissars at what was called a Pan-
Mussulman Congress convened by bourgeois nationalist organisations in
November 1917 in Kokand (hence the term “Kokand autonomy”). With the
support of Russian Whiteguards, this government started civil war in
Turkestan, but was overthrown in February 1918 by Tashkent and Samarkand
Red Army divisions.

Note 36 (p. 78). “The Policy of the Soviet Government on the National
Question in Russia” is referred to in the author’s preface to the Collection of
Articles on the national question by Stalin issued by the People’s Commis-
sariat of Nationalities in 1920 as follows:

“This article deals with the present period of the still uncompleted
administrative reconstruction of Russia on the basis of regional autonomy
and the organisation in the border regions of administrative communes
and autonomous Soviet 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 inter-
vention on the part of imperialism. It may appear strange that the article
emphatically rejects the demand for the separation of the border regions
from Russia on the grounds that it is a counter-revolutienary proposal.
We are in favour of the separation of India, Arabia, Egypt, Morocco, and
the other colonies from the Entente, for here separation implies the,
liberation of these oppressed countries from imperialism, thus under-
mining the position of imperialism and strengthening the position of revolu-
tion. We 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 strength-
ening the position of imperialism. It is precisely for 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 question
of separation must be decided in accordance with the concrete interna-
tional situation and the interests of the revolution.”

Note 37 (p. 105). 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 Pravda of March 6, 7 and 9, 1921, Nos. 50, 51 and 52, entitled “Against
the Theses of Comrade Stalin.”

Notk 38 (p. 111). The Two-and-a-Half International—the International Asso-
ciation of Socialist Parties formed in Vienna in February 1921 by a number
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of parties (including the Russian Mensheviks) which had for the time being
withdrawn from the Second International during the rising tide of revolution.
Among its leaders were F. Adler, O. Bauer and L. Martov. The aim of the
Two-and-a-Half International was to counteract the growing influence of the
Communist International among the working-class masses, who had turned
away from the discredited Second International. In 1923 the Two-and-a-Half
International merged with the Second International.

Note 39 (p. 114). The Council of Propaganda and Action of the Peoples of
the East was formed in September 1920 at a congress of peoples of the East
held in Baku. Its purpose was to organise propaganda and to support and
unite the movement for the emancipation of the East in the struggle against
imperialism under the slogan of a world proletarian revolution. The Council
existed for about a year and published a journal, The Peoples of the East,
in Russian, Turkish, Persian and Arabic.

Notke 40 (p. 122). Genoa and the Hague—The purpose of the international
economic conference held in 1922 in Genoa (Italy) and at the Hague (Hol-
land), with the participation of capitalist states (Great Britain, France, Italy,
Japan and others) on the one hand, and Soviet Russia on the other, was
ostensibly to discuss measures for the economic restoration of Central and
Eastern Europe, but its real purpose was to settle the “Russian question,”
in other words, to determine the relations between Soviet Russia and the
capitalist world. Soviet Russia came to Genoa “with a practical aim—to extend
trade and to create the conditions which would make for its widest and most
successful development” (Lenin), and at this conference gave a vigorous
rebuff to the attempts of foreign capital to secure the payment by Soviet
Russia of the war and pre-war loans, the return to foreign owners of nation-
alised property, and the establishment in Russia of a legal and financial sys-
tem which would virtually result in the conversion of Soviet Russia into a
colony of West Eurcpean capital.

Notk 41 (p. 122). Leslie Urquhart—a British industrialist who before the
revolution controlled vast territories, forests, mines, etc., in Russia and who
later became one of the organisers of the war against the Soviet government
and an adviser of Kolchak. In September 1922 Urquhart signed a provisional
agreement with the People’s Commissar of Foreign Trade, L. Krassin, accbrd-
ing to which he was to obtain a concession from the Soviet government over
a large part of his former possessions in the Urals and Kazakstan. However,
the extortionate terms of this agreement, coupled with the hostile policy
pursued towards the Soviet government by the British government, headed
at that time by Lord Curzon, which found expression in particular in an
attempt to prevent the representation of Soviet Russia at the Lausanne Con-
ference (cf. Note 42), compelled the Soviet government to refuse to ratify
the agreement with Urquhart.
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Nortke 42 (p. 122). The Lausanne Conference was held in November 1922 for-

the purpese of concluding a treaty of peace between the Greeks and the
Turks. It was attended by representatives of the U.S.A., Great Britain, France,
[taly, Japan, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey. Upon the insistence
of the Allies, particularly of Great Britain, the representatives of Soviet
Russia were permitted to attend only for the discussion of the question of
the Dardanelles. The Soviet government made a number of energetic protests
against this decision of the Allies and at the conference itself put up a vigor-
ous opposition to the imperialist standpoint, which demanded that the Dar-

danelles should be kept open for ships of war both in time of peace and in:
time of war (which was directed against Soviet Russia), propesing instead

that the Dardanelles should be closed to the ships of war of every country,

with the exception of Turkey. The Allies later endeavoured to keep the:

Soviet delegation out of the conference entirely. On May 10, 1923, the Soviet
representative, V. Vorovsky, was assassinated in Lausanne by a Whiteguard,
Conradi.

Nore 43 (p. 141). Smenovekhism (from the words smena vekh, meaning-

a change of landmarks)—a current which arose in 1921 among the Russian

Whiteguard émigrés, particularly among the intellectuals. It was headed,.

among others, by N. V. Ustryalov, published a collection of articles entitled
Smena Vekh and later a journal with the same title.

“Smenovekhism is the ideology of the new bourgeoisie, which is steadily
growing and gradually joining forces with the kulaks and the bureaucratic:
intellectuals. The new bourgeoisie has created its own ideology, the
Smenovekh ideology, which declares that the Communist Party is bound

to degenerate and the new hourgeoisie to consolidate itself. We Bolsheviks,.

it appears, will imperceptibly to ourselves move towards the threshold of
a democratic republic and cross this threshold, and then, with the help
of a Caesar, who is to arise either from the military or from the civil
ranks, we are to find ourselves in the position of an ordinary bourgeois
republic.” (Stalin.)

Note 44 (p. 159). Dashnaks—the Dashnaktsutyun Party, an Armenian
petty-bourgeois nationalist party formed in the beginning of the nineties,
the programme of which closely resembled that of the Russian Socialist-
Revolutionaries. During the years of reaction and war this party served

as a militant vanguard of the Armenian bourgeoisie and as a protector of

the interests of tsarism. In 1918-20, as leaders of the bourgeois Republic
of Armenia set up by the Turkish military command, the Dashnaks made
Armenia a stronghold of the Anglo-French interventionists and the Russian
Whiteguards in their war on the Soviet government and the Communist
Party. Afier Armenia turned Soviet the leaders of this party went abroad,
where they conducted a savage campaign against Soviet Armenia,
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Note 45 (p. 159). Mussevatists—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 émigrés abroad who are working for inter-

vention against the Soviet Union.

Nork 46 (p. 160). The reference is to a statement made by Orjonikidze at
‘the Twelfth Party Congress to the effect that the Georgian “deviators” had
jssued an order closing the frontiers of Georgia to famine refugees from
the Northern Caucasus and the Volga Region and establishing cordons on
the frontiers. The deviators unsuccessfully attempted to lay the blame on
‘L. Serebryakov, who was at that time in Georgia at the head of a commission
-of the Central Committee.

Norte 47 (p. 163). The reference is to a commission consisting of ¥. Dzerzhin-
:sky, V. Mickevicius-Kapsukas and D. Manuilsky and a commission consist-
ing of V. Kuibyshev (at the time Secretary of the Central Committee) and
L. Kamenev, which had in 1923 been sent to Georgia to investigate a number
of questions connected with the activities of a small group of leaders of
the Georgian Communists—known as the “deviators” (Mdivani, Makharadze,
“Tsintsadze, among others) who had frequently violated decisions of the
Central Committee of the Party.

Note 48 (p. 168). Stalin is referring to the following statement made by
‘Bukharin at the Twelfth Congress:

“In the capacity of a former Great-Power nation we must counter
nationalist ambitions and place ourselves in a position of inequality, in
the sense of making still greater concessions to national tendencies.
By such a policy alone, one of a counter movement, a policy whereby we
artificially place ourselves in an inferior pesition as compared with
others, only at such a price can we purchase the real confidence of the
formerly oppressed nations.”

Note 49 (p. 169). The quotation is taken from Lenin’s article “On the
Right of Nations to Self-Determination” (Selected Works, Vol. IV).

Nott 50 (p. 171). Both quotations are taken from Lenin’s theses “The
Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-Determination”
(Selected Works, Vol. V).
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Note 51 (p. 172). The Fourth Conference of the Central Committee with
responsible workers of the national republics and regions was convened on
Stalin’s initiative, and '‘was held in Moscow on June 9-12, 1923, The chief
question on the agenda of the conference was Stalin’s report on practical
measures for putting into effect the resolution on the national question
adopted by the Twelfth Party Congress. Representatives of twenty Party
organisations in the national republics and regions reported on the situation
in their localities. The conference also discussed the question of Sultan-
Galiyev, a Tatar Party worker and member of the Collegium of the People’s
Commissariat of Nationalities, who took advantage of his responsible post
in order to create an illegal organisation with the purpose of opposing the
measures adopted by the Party in connection with the national question
and of establishing contacts with open counter-revolutionary forces, in partic-
ular, the Basmachi of Bokhara and Turkestan. The conference was attended,
in addition to the members and alternate members of the Central Committee,
by fifty-eight representatives of the national republics and regions.

Note 52 (p. 186). The quotation is from a letter written by Karl Marx
to Frederick Engels, dated April 16, 1856. !

Note 53 (p. 216). For further details regarding the Kuomintang, see the
excerpt “China” from Stalin’s speech at the Joint Plenum of the Central
Committee and Central Control Commission on August 1, 1927, pp. 232-52
of this book.

Note 54 (p. 241). Martynovism—after A. Martynov (a former Menshevik
who was admitted into the ranks of the C.P.S.U. at the Twelfth Congress).
In one of his articles on the Chinese revolution Martynov advocated a
peaceful passage to the dictatorship of the proletariat “without decisive
collisions and acute conflicts with the existing government, without a second
revolution.” The anti-Party Trotsky-Zinoviev bloc endeavoured in every
way to lay the responsibility for this erroneous thesis of Martynov’s on the
leadership of the Communist International and the C.P.S.U.

Note 55 (p. 249). Tang Ping-shan was a member of the Central Com-
mittee of the Chinese Communist Party and at one time its representative
on the Executive Committee of the Communist International. In 1927,
while Minister of Agriculture of the Wuhan Government, he endeavoured in
every way to hinder the development of the agrarian revolution in China.
He was later expelled from ‘the Party and went over to the counter-revolu-
tionaries,
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