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PREFACE

Volume 20 contains the works of V., I. Lenin written
between December 1913 and August 1914, with the excep-
tion of the article “Critical Remarks on the National
Question”, which was written somewhat earlier and pub-
lished serially in October to December 1913.

The bulk of the volume is devoted to the Bolsheviks’
struggle against opportunism in the Russian and internatienal
labour movement: against the liquidators, the Trotskyists,
the Vperyod group, the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the
opportunists of the Second International. Among these are
the articles: “The Break-up of the ‘August’ Bloc”, “Disrup-
tion of Unity Under Cover of Outcries for Unity”, “Narodism
and Liquidationism as Disintegrating Elements in the
Working-Class Movement”, “The Ideological Struggle in
the Working-Class Movement”, “The Vperyodists and the
Vperyod Group”, Report of the C.C. of the R.S.D.LL.P. to
the Brussels Conference and Instructions to the C.C. Dele-
gation, “A Fool's Haste Is No Speed”, “Comment on Kaut-
sky’s Letter”.

The Bolshevik programme on the national question is
elaborated_in the articles “Critical Remarks on the Nation-
al Question” and “The Right of Nations to Self-Determi-
hation”,

A conspicuous place in the volume is occupied by articles
on the agrarian question, among them “The Peasantry and
Hired Labour”, “Serf Economy in the Rural Areas” and
“The Agrarian Question in Russia”.

Articles published for the first time in Lenin's Collected
Works are “The Liquidators and the Decisions of the Lettish
Mgrxistg”, “Reply to the Article in Leipziger Volks-
2eltung”, In these articles Lenin denounces the liquidalors’
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attempts to distort Party decisions and conceal objective
data concerning monetary contributions to the Marxist
and liquidationist newspapers. Other articles included for
the first time in the Collected Works are: “Bill on the
Equality of Nations and the Safeguarding of the Rights of
National Minorities”, and “The Polish Social-Democratic
Opposition at the Parting of the Ways”. These were ub-
lished previously in Lenm Miscellany XX X.

The Instructions to the Central Commlttee Delegation to
the Brussels Conference have been supplemented by a new
letter of Lenin’s.

In previous editions of the Collected Works the draft
speech on “The Estimates of the Ministry of Agriculture”
was published from the manuscript, four pages of which
were missing. In the present edition the missing pages,
which were found in 1941, have been restored.
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It is obvious that the national question has now becomse
promincut among the problems of Russian public life. The
aggressive nationalism of the reactionaries, the transition
of counter-revolutionary bourgeois liberalism to national-
ism (particularly Great-Russian, but also Polish, Jewish,
Ukrainian, etc.), and lastly, the increase of nationalist
vacillations among the different “national” (i. e., non-
Great-Russian) Social-Democrats, who have gone to the
length of violating the Party Programme—all these make
it incumbent on us to give more attention to the national
question than we have done so far,

This article pursues a special object, namely, to exam-
ine, in their general bearing, precisely these programme
vacillations of Marxists and would-be Marxists, on the
national question. In Severnaya Pravda® No. 29 (for Sep-
tember 5, 1913, “Liberals and Democrats on the Language
Question”*) I had occasion to speak of the opportunism of
the liberals on the national question; this article of mine
was attacked by the opportunist Jewish newspaper Zeit,?
in an article by Mr. F. Liebman. From the other side, the
programme of the Russian Marxists on the national ques-
tion has been ecriticised by the Ukrainian opportunist
Mr. Lev Yurkevich (Dzvin,* 1913, Nos. 7-8). Both these
writers touched upon so many questions that to reply to
them we are obliged to deal with the most diverse aspects
of the subject. I think the most convenient thing would be
to starl with a reprint of the article from Severnaya Pravda.

* Bee present edition, Vol, 19, pp. 354-57.—Ed.
2F
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1., LIBERALS AND DEMOCRATS ON THE LANGUAGE
QUESTION

On several occasions the newspapers have mentioned the
report of the Governor of the Caucasus, a report that is
noteworthy, not for its Black-Hundred * spirit, but for its
timid “liberalism”. Among other things, the Governor ob-
jects to artificial Russification of non-Russian nationali-
ties. Representatives of non-Russian nationalities in the
Caucasus are themselves striving to teach their children Rus-
sian; an example of this is the Armenian church schools,
in which the teaching of Russian is not obligatory.

Russkoye Slovo® (No. 198}, one of the most widely cir-
culating liberal newspapers in Russia, points to this fact
and draws the correct conclusion that the hostility towards
the Hussian language in Russia “stems exclusively from”
the “artificial” (it should have said “forced”) implanting
of that language.

“There is no reason to worry about the fate of the Russian
language. It will itself win recognition throughout Russia,”
says the newspaper. This is perfectly true, because the
requirements of cconomic exchange will always compel the
nationalities living in one state (as long as they wish to
live together) to study thc language of the majority. The
more democratic the political system in Russia becomes,
the more powerfully, rapidly and extensively capitalism
will develop, the more urgently will the requirements of
economic exchange impel various nationalities to study the
Janguage most convenient for general commercial relations,

The liberal newspaper, however, hastens to slap itself
in the face and demonstrate its liberal inconsistency.

“Even those who oppose Russification,” it says, “would hardly
be likely to deny that in a country as huge as Russia there must
be one single official language, and thal this language can be obnly
Russian.”

Logic turned inside out! Tiny Switzerland has not lost
anything, bui has gained from having not one single official
language, but three—German, French and [ialian. In
Switzerland 70 per cent of the population are Germans (ip
Russia 43 per cent are Great Russians), 22 per cent French
(in Russia 17 per cent are Ukrainians) and 7 per cent Italians
(in Russia 6 per cent are Poles and 4.5 per cent Byelorus-
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sians). If Italians In Switzerland often speak French in
their common parliament they do not do so because they are
menaced by some savage police law (there are none such in
Switzerland), but because the civilised citizens of a demo-
cratic state themselves prefer a language that is un;lerstood
by a majority. The French language does not instil hatred
in Italians because it is the language of a free civilised
nation, a language that is not imposed by disgusting police
measures. .

Why should “huge” Russia, a much more varied and ter-
ribly backward country, inkibit her development by the
retention of any kind of privilege for any one language?
Should ndt the contrary be true, liberal gentlemen? Should
not Russia, if she wants to overtake Europe, put an end to
every kind of privilege as quickly as possible, as completely
as possible and as vigorously as possible?

If all privileges disappear, if the imposition of any one
language ceases, all Slavs will easily and rapidly learn to
understand each other and will not he frightened by the
“horrible” thought that specches in different languages
will be heard in the common parliament. The requirecments
of economic exchange will themselves decide which language
of the given country it is to the advantage of the majority to
know in the interests of commercial relations. This decision
will be all the firmer because it is adopted voluntarily by a
population of various nationalities, and its adoption will
be the more rapid and extensive the more consistent the
democracy and, as a consequence of it, the more rapid the
development of capitalism,

The liberals approach the language question in the same
way as they approach all political questions—like hypo-
critical hucksters, holding outr one hand (openly) to democ-
racy and the other (bshind their backs) to the feudalists
and police. We are against privileges, shout the liberals,
and under cover they haggle with the feudalists for first
one, then another, privilege.
nUffuch] 1sGthe nature of all liberal-bourgeois nationalism—
of l(;n y ]reat-R ussian (it is the worst of them all because

. 1Is violent character and ity kinship with the Purishke-
viches?), but Polish, Jewish, Ukrainjan. Georgian and every
other nationalism. Under the slogan of “natignal culture”
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the bourgcoisic of all nations, both in Austria and in Russia,
are in fact pursuing the policy of splitting the workers,
emasculating democracy and haggling with the foudalists
over the sale of the people’s rights and the people’s liberty.

The slogan of working-class democracy is not “national
culture” but the international culture of democracy and the
world-wide working-class movement. Let the bourgeoisie
deceive the people with various “positive” national pro-
grammes, The class-conscious worker will answer the bour-
geoisie—there is only one solution to the national problem
(insofar as it can, in gencral, be solved in the capitalist
world, the world of profit, squabbling and exploitation),
and that solution is comnsistent democracy.

The proof—Switzerland in Weslern Europe, a country
with an old culture and Finland in Eastern Europe, a coun-
try with a young culture.

The national programme of working-class democracy
is: absolutely no privileges for any one nation or any one
language; the solution of the problem of the political seli-
determination of nations, that is, their separation as states
by completely free, democratic methods; the promulgation
of a law for the whole state by virtue of which any mecasure
(rural, urban or communal, etc., etc.) introducing any priv-
ilege of any kind for one of the nations and militating
against the cquality of nations or the rights of a national
minority, shall be declared illegal and ineffective, and
any citizen ot the state shall have the right to demand
that such a measure be annulled as unconstitutional, and
that those who attempt to put it into effect be punished.

Working-class democracy contraposcs to the nationalist
wrangling of the various bourgeois parties over questions
of language, ete., the demand for the unconditional unity
and complcte amalgamation of workers of all nationalities
in all working-class organisations—trade union, co-opera-
tive, consumers’, educational and all others—in contra-
distinction to any kind of bourgeois nationalism. Only this
type of unity and amalgamation can uphold democracy and
defend the interests of Lhe workers against capital—which
is already international and is becoming more so--and pro-
mole the development of mankind towards a new way of
life that is alien to all privileges and all exploitation.
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2. “NATIONAL CULTURE”

As the reader will see, the arlicle in Severnaya Pravda,
nade use of a particular example, i. e., the problem of the
official language, to illustrale the inconsistency and op-
portunism of the liberal 1‘1011rgeoisi.e, which, in the national
question, extends a hand to the feudalists and the police.
Iiverybody will understand that, apart from the problem of
an official language, the liberal bourgeoisie behaves just
as treacherously, hypocritically and stupidly (even from
the standpoint of the interests of liberalism) in a number
of other rclated issues.

The conclusion to be drawn from this? It is that all
liberal-bourgeois nationalism sows the greatest corruption
among the workers and does immense harm to the cause of
freedom and the proletarian class struggle. This bourgeois
(and bourgeois-feudalist) tendency is all the more dangerous
for its being concealed behind the slogan of “national cul-
ture”. It is under the guise of national culture—Great-
Russian, Polish, Jewish, Ukrainian, and so forth—that the
Black-Hundreds and the clericals, and also the bourgeoisie
of izll nations, are doing their dirty and reactionary
work.

Such are the facts of the national life of today, if viewed
from the Marxist angle, i. e., from the standpoint of the
class struggle, and if the slogans are compared with the
Iteresls and policies of classes, and not with meaningless
general principles”, declamations and phrases.

The slogan of national culture is a bourgeois (and often
also & Black-FTundred and clerical) fraud. Our slogan is:
the international culture of democracy and of the world
working-class movement.

Ilere the Bundist® Mr. Liebman rushes into the fray and
dnnihilates me with the following deadly tirade:

tha t*“}ﬂ?’one in the least f_amiliar wilh .the. national question knows
. ;la tlll:) €rnational culture is not non-national culture (culture wm}out
) et nal i(:rrr.l); non-national culture, which must not be Russian,
ideas ¢ or Polish, but only pure culture, is nonsense; international
to ile“l‘fl appeal to the working class only when they are adapted
conditi anguagc SPOIFGII by phe worker, and to the concrete nfltlonal
to th s under which he lives; the worker should not be indifferent

¢ condition and development of his national culture, because
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it is through it, and only through it, that he is able to participate ind
the 'international culture of democracy and of the world working-3
classilmovement’. This is well known, but V. I. turns a deaf ear to3
it a \000’, s

Ponder over this typically Bundist argument, designed,
if you please, to demolish the Marxist thesis that I advanced. }
With the air of supreme self-confidence of ome who is
“familiar with the national question”, this Bundist passes
off ordinary bourgeois views as “well-known” axioms. ]

It is true, my dear DBundist, that international culture |
is not non-national. Nobody said that it was. Nobody has i
proclaimed a “pure” culture, either Polish, Jewish, or:
Russian, etc., and your jumble of empty words is simply’
an attempt to distract the reader’s attention and to obscure
the issue with tinkling words.

The elements of democratic and socialist culture arve’
present, if only in rudimentary form, in every national
culture, since in every nation there are toiling and exploited !
masses, whose conditions of life inevitably giverise to the'
ideology of democracy and socialism. But every nation,
also possesses a bourgeois culture (and most nations a reac-|
tionary and clerical culture as well) in the form, not merely!
of “elements”, but of the dominarnt culture. Therefore, the
general “national culture” is the culture of the landlords,
the clergy and the bourgeoisie. This fundamental and, for a_
Marxist, elementary truth, was kept in the background by
the Bundist, who “drowned” it in his jumble of words, i. e.,
instead of revealing and clarifying the class gulf to the
reader. he in fact obscured it. I'n fact, the Bundist acted like
a bourgeois, whose every interest requires the spreading
of a belief in a non-class national culture.

In advancing the slogan of “the international culture
of democracy and of the world working-class movement”,
we take from eack national culture ornly its democratic and
socialist elements; we take them ornly and absolutely in
opposition to the bourgeois culture and the bourgeois na-
tionalism of each nation. No democrat, and certainly no
Marxist, denies that all languages should have equal status,
or that it is necessary to polemise with one’s “native” bour-
geoisie in one’s native language and to adyvocate anti-clerical
or anli-bourgeois ideas among one’s “native” peasantry and
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petly hourgoeoisie. -Thaj: goes without saiing, bu}t the Bl;nfi-
ist uses these u;d:sputlal:?le {ruths to obscure the point in

; e, 1. e., the real Issue,
dlS’II‘]};l(: question is whether it is permissible for a Mar‘xist,
directly or indirectly, to advance the slogan of nathnal
culture, or whether he should oppose it by advocatlpg,
in all languages, the slogan of workers' internationalism
while “adapting” himself to all local and national fea-

res,
1;uThe significance of the “national culture” slogan is not
determined by some petty intellectual’s promise, or good
intention, to “interpret” it as “meaning the development
through it of an international culture”. It would be puerile
subjectivism to look at it in that way. The significance of
the slogan of national culture is determined by the objective
alignment of all classes in a given country, and in all coun-
tries of the world. The national culture of the hourgeoisie is
a fact (and, I repeat, the bourgeoisie everywhere enters into
deals with the landed proprietors and the clergy). Aggres-
sive bourgeois nationalism, which drugs the minds of the
workers, stultifies and disunites them in order that the
bourgeoisie may lead them by the halter—such is the funda-
mental fact of the times.

Those who seek to serve the proletariat must unite the
workers of all nations, and unswervingly fight bourgeois
nationalism, domestic and foreign. The place of those who
advocate the slogan of national culture is among the nation-
alist petty bourgeois, not among the Marxists.

Take a concrete example. Can a Great-Russian Marxist
accept the slogan of national, Great-Russian, culture? No,
he cannot. Anyone who does that should stand in the ranks
of the nationalists, nqt of the Marxists. Our task is to fight
the dominant, Black-Hundred and bourgeois national
culture of the Great Russians, and to develop, exclusively
In the internationalist spirit and in the closest alliance
Wlph.the .workers of other countries, the rudiments also
ei‘ﬂstmg in the history of our democratic and working-
fia;s movement. .Fight your own Great-Russian landlords
;‘i?mﬁ?“lrgeome{ fight their “culture” in the name of interna-
featd 1sm, and, in s0 ﬁghtlpg, “adapt” yourself to the special

ures of the Purishkeviches and Struves—that is your
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task, not preaching or tolerating the slogan of national;
cullure,

The same applies to the most oppressed and persecuted
nalion—the Jews. Jewish national culture is the slogan of
the rabbis and the bourgeoisie, the slogan of our cnemies.
But there are other elements in Jewish culture and in Jew-
ish history as a whole, Of the ten and a half million Jews
in the world, somewhat over a half live in Galicta and
Russia, backward and semi-barbarous countrics, where the
Jews are forcibly kept in the status of a caste. The other
half lives in the civilised world, and there the Jews do not
live as a segregated caste. There the great world-progressive
features of Jewish culture stand clearly revealed: its inter-
nationalism, its identification with the advanced movements
of the epoch (the percentage of Jews in the democratic and
proletarian movements is cverywhere higher than the per-
centage of Jews among the population).

Whoever, directly or indirectly, puts forward the slogan
of Jewish “national culture” is (whatever his good intentions
may be) an enemy of the proletariat, a supporter of all that
is outmoded and connected with caste among the Jewish
people; he is an accomplice of the rabbis and the bourgeoi-
sie. On the other hand, those Jewish Marxists who mingle
with the Russian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian and other work-
ers in international Marxist organisations, and make their
coutribution (both in Russian and in Yiddish) towards
creating thc international culture of the working-class
movement—those Jews, despite the separatism of the
Bund, uphold the best traditions of Jewry by fighting the
slogan of “national culture”.

Bourgeois nationalism and proletarian internationalism —
these are the two irrcconcilably hostile slogans that cor-
respond to the two great class camps throughout the capi-
talist world, and express the two policies (nay, the two world
outlooks) in the national question. In advocating the slogan
of national culturc and building up on it an cutire plan
and practical programme of what they call “cultural-nation-
al autonomy”, the DBundists are in effect instruments of
bourgeois nationalism among the workers,
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s TJlE NATIONALIST BOGEY OF “ASSIMILATION”

The question of assimilatiqn, i. e,, of the sh.edding‘of
national features, and absorption by another nation, strik-
ingly illustrates the consequences of the n_atmnallst vacil-
lations of the Bundists and their fellow-thinkers.

Mr. Liebman, who Eaithfully conveys and repeats the
stock arguments, or rather, !;mcks, o:f the Bundists, has
qualified as “the old qssémilaiton story” the deman_d for. t-he
unity and amalgamation of the Workers, of all nationalitics
in a given country in united workers’ organisations (sce
the concluding parl of the article in Severnaya Pravda).

“Consequently,” says Mr. F. Liebman, commenting on
the concluding part of the article in Severnaye Pravda,
“it asked what nationality he belongs to, the worker must
answer: I am a Social-Democrat.”

Qur Bundist considers this the acme of wit. As a maftter
of fact, he gives himself away completely by such witti-
cisms and outcries about “assimilation”. levelled against
a consistently democratic and Marzist slogan.

Developing capitalism knows Lwo historical tendencics
in the national question. The first is the awakening of
national life and national movements, the struggle against
all national oppression, and the creation of national states.
The second is the development and growing frequency of
international intercourse in every form, the break-down of
national barriers, the creation of the international unity
O’E capital, of economic life in general, of politics, science,
etlc.

Both tendencies are a universal law of capitalism. The
former predominates in the beginning of its development, the
latter characterises a mature capitalism that is moving
towards its transformation into socialist society. The Marx-
ists’ national programme takes both tendencies into ac-
connt, and advocates, firstly, the equality of nations and lan-
guages and the impermissibility of all privileges in this
fespect (and also the right of nations to self-determination,
With which we shall deal separalely later); secondly, the
Principle of internationalism and uncompromising struggle
“8aIst contamination of the proletariat with bourgeois
Nationalism, even of the most refined kind.
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The question arises: what does our Bundist mean when!
he cries out to heaven against “assimilation”? He could not
have meant the oppression of nations, or the privileges
enjoyed by a particular nation, because the word “assimila-
tion” here does not fit at all, because all Marxists, individ-
ually, and as an official, united whole, have quite definite-
ly and unambiguously condemned the slightest violence
against and oppression and inequality of nations, and
finally because this general Marxist idea, which the Bundist
has attacked, is expressed in the Severnaya Pravda article
in the most emphatic manner.

No, evasion is impossible here. In condemning “assimi-
lation” Mr. Liebman had in mind, not violence, not inequal-
ity, and not privileges. Is there anything real Jeft in the
concept of assimilation, after all violence and all inequality
have been eliminated?

Yes, there undoubtedly is. What is left is capitalism’s
world-historical tendency to break down national barriers,
obliterate national distinctions, and to assimilate nations—a
tendency which manifests itself more and more powerfully
with every passing docade, and is onc of the greatest driving
forces transforming capitalism inlo sogialism,

Whoever does not recognise and champion the equality
of nations and languages, and does not fight against all
national oppression or inequality, is not a Marxist; he is
not even a democrat. That is beyond doubt. But it is also
beyond doubt that the pseudo-Marxist who ' heaps abuse
upon a Marxist of another nation for being an “assimilator”
is simply a nationalist philistine. In this unhandsome cate-
gory of people are all the Bundists and (as we shall shortly
see) Ukrainian nationalist-socialists such as L. Yurkevich,
Dontsov and Co.

To show concretely how reactionary the views held by
these nationalist philistines are, we shall cite facts of three
kinds.

It is the Jewish nationalists in Russia in general, and
the Bundists in particular, who vocifcrate most about
Russian orthodox Marxists being “assimilators”. And yet,
as the afore-mentioned figures show, out of the ten and a
half million Jews all over the world, about half that number
live in the civilised world, where conditions favouring
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«nusimilation” are strongest, wliereas the unhappy, down-
trodden, disfranchised Jews in Russia and Galicia, who are
crushed under the heel of the Purishkeviches (Russian and
Polish), live where conditions for “assimilation” least
prevail, where there is most segregation, and even a “Pale
of Settlement”,® a numerus clausus'® and other charming
features of the Purishkevich regime.

The Jews in the civilised world are not a nation, they
have in the main become assimilated, say Karl Kautsky and
Otto Bauer. The Jews in Galicia and in Russia are not a
nation; unfortunately (through no fault of their own but
through that of the Purishkeviches), they are still a caste
here. Such is the incontrovertible judgement of people who
are undoubtedly familiar with the history of Jewry and take
the above-cited facts into consideration.

Wha.t do these facts prove? It is that only Jewish reaction-
ary philistines, who want to turn back the wheel of history
?{nd make (it C}:ri}ceed, not from the conditions prevailing il;

ussia an ICi il ' i :
York, but in fhiac;the(;'s;hgfgeali.z;{—ﬂggylfclhf; Ig gnalgﬁmlj ur
ag%iﬁlst “assimilation”, ou

e best Jews, those who are celebrated in world hi
: ’ t
and have given the world foremost leaders of t]emzscl?;y’
and sociali h i T oy
_socialism, have never clamoured against assimilation
?; wl: OVIVI'It},Th those who contemplate the “rear aspect” of
ilati(?n. ith reverential awe that clamour against assim-

A rough idea of the scale whi

oo : ch the .
assimilation of nations is assumin unde%e?}?fal process of
ditions of advanced capitali g _he present con-
" N nced capitalism may be obtained, for example
Aom the immigration statistics of the United States o’f
semfl'}gca- During the decade between 1891-1900, Europe
; nt 3,700,000 people there, and during the nine years b%—
ween 1901 and 1909, 7,200,000. The 1900 cens . 3 tl
United States recorded over 10 oners. Noo
York S ; . ;000,000 foreigners. New

tate, in which, according t
were ? , according to the same census, there
were over 78,000 Austrians, 136,000 Englishmen, 20,000
Ir‘iiﬁ(’hfé‘zﬂéofimyooo Germans, 37,000 Hufgarians ' 425.000
» 162,000 Itali 0 Pe ' ’
Russia (mostly .? elv?*;l)s, 47‘9’()0(00 -oles, 166,000 people from
nati At » 43,000 Swedes, etc., grinds d
lonal distinctions. And what is taki y .
1at is taking place on a grand,
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international scale in New York is also to be seen in every
big city and industrial township.

No one unobsessed by nationalist prejudices can fail to
perceive that this process of assimilation of nations by
capitalism means the greatest historical progress, the break-
down of hidebound national conservatism in the various
backwoods, especially in backward countries Jike Russia.

Take Russia and the attitude of Great Russians towards
the Ukrainians. Naturally, every democrat, not to mention
Marxists, will strongly oppose the incredible humiliation
of Ukrainians, and demand complete equality for them.
But it would be a downright betrayal of socialism and a
silly policy even from the standpoint of the bourgeois “nation-
al aims” of the Ukrainians to weaken the ties and the alli-
ance between the Ukrainian and Great-Russian proletariat
that now exist within the confines of a single state.

Mr. Lev Yurkevich, who calls himself a “Marxist” (poor
Marx!), is an example of that silly policy. In 1906, Sokolov-
sky (Basok) and Lukashevich (Tuchapsky) asserted, Mr.
Yurkevich writes, that the Ukrainian proletariat had be-
come completely Russified and needed no separate organisa-
tion. Without quoting a single fact bearing on the direct
issue, Mr. Yurkevich falls upon both for saying this and cries
out hysterically —quite in the spirit of the basest, most
stupid and most reactionary nationalism—that this is
“national passivity”, “national renunciation”, that these
men have “split [1!] the Ukrainian Marxists”, and so forth.
Today, despite the “growth of Ukrainian national conscious-
ness among the workers”, the minority of the workers are
“nationally conscious”, while the majority, Mr. Yurkevich
assures us, “are still under the influence of Russian culture”.
And it is our_duty, this nationalist philistine exclaims,
“not to follow the masses, but to lead them, to explain to
theg:b ) their national aims (ratsionalna sprava)’ (Dzvin,
p. :

This argument of Mr. Yurkevich’s is wholly bourgeois-
nationalistic. But even from the point of view of the bour-
geois nationalists, some of whom stand for complete equality
and autonomy for the Ukraine, while others stand for an
independent Ukrainian state, this argument will not wash.
The Ukrainians’ striving for liberation is opposed by the
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Great-Russian and Polish landlord clgss and by.the bourgeoi-
sic of these two nations. What social force is capable of
standing up to these classes? The first decade of the twentieth
century provided an actual reply to this q_uestmn‘: that
force is none other than the working class, which rallies the
democratic peasantry behind it. By striving to divide, and
thereby weaken, the genuinely democratic forcg, whoss
victory would make natiopal oppression impossible, Mr,
Yurkevich is betraying, not only the interests of democracy
in general, but also the interests of his own country, the
Ukraine. Given united action by the Great-Russian and
Ukrainian proletarians, a free Ukraine is possible; without
such unity, it is out of the question.

But Marxists do not confine themselves to the bourgeois-~
national standpoint. For several decades a well-defined
process of accelerated economic development has been
going on in the South, i. e., the Ukraine, attracting hun-
dreds of thousands of peasants and workers from Great Russia
to the capitalist farms, mines, and cities. The “asstmila-~
tion"—within these limits—of the Great-Russian and
Ukrainian proletariat is an indisputable fact., And this
fact is undoubtedly progressive. Capitalism is replacing the
ignorant, conservative, settled muzhik of the Great-Russian
or Ukrainian backwoods with a mobile proletarian whose
conditions of life break down specifically national narrow-
mindedness, both Great-Russian and Ukrainian. Even if
we assume that, in time, there will be a state frontier be-
twoen Great Russia and the Ukraine, the historically progres-
sive nature of the “assimilation” of the Great-Russian and
Ukrainian workers will be as undoubted as the progressive
nature of the grinding down of nations in America. The
freer 1:,he Ukraine and Great Russia become, the more
¢xiensive and more rapid will be the development of capital-
1sm, which will still more powerfully attract the workers,
timt werking masses of all nations from all regions of the
State and from all the neighbouring states (should Russia

li)}(‘jcomq a neighbouring state in relation to the Ukraine) to
¢ cities, the mines, and the factories,

N Mr, _Lev Yurkevich acts like a real bourgeois, and a
i’:ft-ﬁlgllte(l, _barrow-minded, obtuse bourgeois at that,
+ 8.4 like a philistine, when he dismisses the benefits to be



gained {rom the intercourse, amalgamation aand assimila-
tion of the proletariat of the two nations, for the sake of
the momentary success of the Ukrainian national cause
(sprava). The national cause comes first and the proletarian
cause second, the bourgeois nationalists say, with the Yur-
keviches, Dontsovs and similar would-be Marxists repeat-
ing it after them. The proletarian cause must come first,
we say, because it not only protects the lasting and funda-
mental interests of labour and of humanity, but also those
of democracy; and without democracy neither an autonomous
nor an independent Ukraine is conceivable.

Another point to be noted in Mr. Yurkevich’s argument,
which is so extraordinarily rich in nationalist gems, is this: the
minority of Ukrainian workers are nationally conscious, he
says; “the majority are still under the influence of Russian
culture” (bilshist perebuvaye shche pid vplyvom rosiiskoi
kultury)

Contraposing Ukrainian culture as a whole to Great-
Russian culture as a whole, when speaking of the proletar-
iat, is a gross betrayal of the proletariat’s interests for the
benefit of bourgeois nationalism,

There are two nations in every modern nation—we say
to all nationalist-socialists. There are two national cultures
in every national culture. There is the Great-Russian cul-
ture of the Purishkeviches, Guchkovs and Struves—but
there is also the Great-Russian culture typified in the
names of Chernyshevsky and Plekhanov. There are the
same two cultures in the Ukraine as there are in Germany,
in France, in England, among the Jews, and so forth, If
the majority of the Ukrainian workers are under the influ-
ence of Great-Russian culture, we also know definitely
that the ideas of Great-Russian democracy and Soma]-
Democracy operate paralle] with the Great-Russian clerical
and bourgeois culture. In fighting the latter kind of “cul-
ture”, the Ukrainian Marzist will always bring the former
into focus, and say to his workers: “We must snatch at,
make use of, and develop to the utmost every opportunity
for intercourse with the Great-Russian c¢lass-conscious
workers, with their literature and with their range of ideas;
the fundamental interests of both the Ukrainian and the
Great-Russian working-class movements demand it.”
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._p__._-—f

[f a Ukrainian Marxist allows himsclf to be swayed
by his quite legitimate and natural hatred of the Great-
R ugsian oppressors £o such a c_iegree that he transfers even a
particle of this hatred, even if it be only estrangement, to
the proletarian culture and proletarian cause of the Great-
Russian workers, then such a Marxist will get bogged down
in bourgeois nationalism. Similarly, the Great-Russian
Marxists will be bogged down, not only in bourgeois, but
also in Black-Hundred nationalism, if he loses sight, even
for a moment, of the demand for complete equality for the
Ukrainians, or of their right to form an independent state.

The Great-Russian and Ukrainian workers must work
together, and, as long as they live in a single state, act
in the closest organisational unity and concert, towards a
common or international culture of the proletarian move-
meut, displaying absolute tolerance in the question of the
language in which propaganda is conducted, and in the
purely local or purely national details of that propaganda.
This is the imperative demand of Marxism. All advocacy of
the segregation of the workers of one nation from those of
another, all attacks upon Marxist “assimilation”, or at-
tempts, where the proletariat is conecerned, to contrapose
one national culture as a whole to another allegedly inte-
gral national culture, and so forth, is bourgeois nationalism,
against which it is essential to wage a ruthless struggle.

4. “CULTURAL-NATIONAL AUTONOMY™

The question of the “national culture” slogan is of enor-
mous importance to Marxists, not only because it determines
the ideological content of all our propaganda and agita-
tion on the national question, as distinct from bourgeois
Propaganda, but also because the entire programme of the
much-discussed cultural-national autonomy is based on
this slogan.

The main and fundamental flaw in this programme is
'that 1t aims at introducing the most refined, most absolute
flfld ost extreme nationalism. The gist of this programme
:e t1§hat every citizen registers as belonging to a particular
t}? ton, ‘and every nation constitutes a legal entity with

® right to impose compulsory taxation on its members,
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with national parliaments (Diets) and national secretaries of-
state (ministers).

Such an idea, applied to the natienal question, resem-
bles Proudhon’s idea, as applied to capitalism. Not ab-:
olishing capitalism and its basis—commodity production—
but purgirg that basis of abuses, of excrescences, and so
forth; not abolishing cxchange and exchange value, but,
on the contrary, making it “constitutional”, universal,
absolute, “fair”, and free of fluctuations, crises and
ahuses—such was Proudhon’s idea.

Just as Proudhon was petty-bourgeois, and his theory
converted exchange and commodity production into an
absolute category and exalted them as the acme of perfec-
tion, so is the theory and programme of “cultural-national
autonomy” petty bourgeois, for it converts bourgeois nation-
alism into an absolute category, exalts it as the acme of
perfection, and purges it of violence, injustice, etc.

Marxism cannot be rcconciled with nationalism, be it
even of the “most just”, “purest”, most refined and civilised
brand. In place of all forms of nationalism Marxism ad-
vances internationalism, the amalgamation of all nations in
the higher unity, a unity that is growing before our eyes
with every mile of railway line that is built, with every
international trust, and every workers’ association that is
formed (an association that is international in its economic
activities as well as in its ideas and aims).

The principle of nationality is historically inevitable in
bourgeois society and, taking this society into due account,
the Marxist fully recognises the historical legitimacy of
national movements. But to prevent this recognition from
becoming an apologia of nationalism, it must be strictly
limited to what is progressive in such movements, in order
that this recognition may not lead to bourgeois ideology
obscuring proletarian consciousness.

The awakening of the masses: from feudal lethargy, and
their struggle against all national oppression, for the sov-
ereignty of the people, of the nation, are progressive. Hence,
it is the Marxist’s bounden duty to stand for the most resolute
and consistent democratism on all aspects of the national
question, This task is largely a negative onc. But this is
the limit the proletariat can go Lo in supporting nationalism,
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for beyoud that begins the “positive” activity of the hour-
geoisie striving to fortify nationalism. . 1

To throw off the feudal yoke, all natmnalpppressmn, an
all privileges enjoyed by any particular nation or language,
is the imperative duty of the proletarfai as a democratic
force, and is certainly in the interesis of the prolefcaraan
class struggle, which is obscured and retarded by bickering on
the national question. But to go beyond these sirictly hz_ml;-
ed and definite historical limits in helping bourgeois nation-
alism means betraying the proletariat and siding with the
bourgeoisie. There is a border-line here, which is often very
slight and which the Bundists and Ukrainian nationalist-
socialists completely lose sight of,

Combat all national oppression? Yes, of course! Fight
for any kind of national development, for “national culture”
in general?—Of course not. The economic development of
capitalist society presents us with examples of immature
national movements all over the world, examples of the
formation of big nations out of a number of small oncs, or
to the detriment of some of the small ones, and also exam-
ples of the assimilation of nations. The development of nation-
ality in general is the principle of bourgeois nationalism:
hence the exclusiveness of bourgeois nationalism, -hence the
endless national bickering, The proletariat, however, far
from undertaking to uphold the national development of
every nation, on the contrary, warns the masses against
such illusions, stands for the fullest freedom of capitalist
Intercourse and welcomes every kind of assimilation of
ilea;éons, except that which is founded on force or privi-

Consolidating nationalism within a certain “justly” deli-
?111[ ted Sphelje, “constituti_onalising” nationalism, and securing
‘ e s_e;lyaratlox} of ‘all nations fro.m one another by means of a
a%%mio Statt: 1nfst1tut10n——-suqh is the ideological foundation
thore, gl’llﬂenbo cul}:ura];inat.lonal autonomy. This idea is
canmats gf 01;rg?ozs an thorqugh]y falsg. Th:g proletariat
contrary g)tpor dny‘cm}secragon of nationalism; on the
nations) o trajUpQ()rts everything that helps to obliterate
- ‘IS Imctions and remove national barriers: it

DOrts everything that makes the ties between nation-

alities
tes closer and closer, or tends Lo merge nations. To
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act differently means siding with reactlionary nationalist
philistinism,

When, at their Cougress in Brinn ' (in 1899), the Aus-
trian Social-Democrats discussed the plan for cultural-
national autonomy, practically no attention was paid to a
theoretical appraisal of that plan. It is, however, note-
worthy that the following two arguments were levelled
against this programme: (1) it would tend to strengthen cler-
icalism; (2) “its result would be the perpetuation of chau-
vinism, its introduction into every small community, into
every small group” (p. 92 of the official report of the Briinn
Congress, in German. A Russian translation was published
by the Jewish nationalist party, the J.S.L.P, **).

There can be no doubt that “national culture”, in the
ordinary sense of the term, i. e., schools, etc., is at present
under the predominant influence of the clergy and the
bourgeois chauvinists in all countries in the world. When
the Bundists, in advocaling “cultural-national” autonomy,
say that the constituting of nations will keep the class strug-
gle within them clean of all cxtraneous considerations, then
that is manifest and ridiculous sophistry. It is primarily
in the economic and political sphere that a serious class
struggle is waged in any capitalist society. To separate the
sphere of education from this is, firstly, absurdly utopian,
because schools (like “national culture” in general) cannot be
separated from economics and politics; secondly, it is the
economic and political life of a capitalist country that
necessitates at every step the smashing of the absurd and
outmoded national barriers and prejudices, whereas separa-
tion of the school system and the like, would only perpetu-
ate, intensify and strengthen “pure” clericalism and “pure”
bourgeeis chauvinism. '

On the boards of joint-stock companies we find capi-
talists of different nations sitting together in complete
harmony. At the factories workers of different nations work
side by side. In any really serious and profound political
issue sides are taken according to classes, not nations. With-
drawing school education and the like from state control
and placing it under the control of the nations is in effect an
attempt to separale from economics, which unites the na-
tions, the most highly, so to speak, ideological sphere of social
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life, the sphere in which “pure” national culture or the nation-
21 cultivation of clericalism and chauvinism has the
freest play. .

In practice, the plan for “extra-territorial” or “cultural-
national” aulonomy could mean only one thing: the division
of educational affairs according to nationality, i.e., the
introduction of national curias in school affairs. Sufficient
thought to the real significance of the famous Bund plan
will enable one to realise how utterly reactionary it is even
from the standpoint of democracy, let alone from that of
the proletarian class struggle for socialism.

A single instance and a single scheme for the “nation-
alisation” of the school system will make this point abun-
dantly clear. In the United States of America the division
of the States into Northern and Southern holds to this day
in all departments of life; the former posscss the greatest
traditions of freedom and of struggle against the slave-own-
ers; the latter possess the greatest traditions of slave-
ownership, survivals of persecution of the Negroes, who are
economically oppressed and culturally backward (44 per
cent of Negroes are illiterate, and 6 per ccut of whites),
and so forth. In the Northern States Negro children attend
the same schools as white children do. In the South there
are separate “national”, or racial, whichever you please,
:iaglslfols ’1'01:f Ne;grol children. I think that this is the sole

ance of a “nati isation”

In Eastemrlc Eiro;:eat;l{;élrlhse;?s(g aof:ostfz}ilt(;'(;rlsivhere thi
illke the Beilis case '* are stjll possible, and Jews are (l:g%f
oﬁfedbe the Pur:shkevighes to a condition worse than that

e Negroes. In that country a scheme f ‘ 51
Jewish schools was recentl . d i ® M ponallsing
ly, this reactionary ut y tooted in the Ministry. Happi-
than the ] y utopia is no more likely to be realised

A1¢ utopia of the Austrian petty bourgeoisi

despaired of achieving consist % do BRols e o have
an end to national %ickns'lb GHF democrac.y or of putting
nations SChOOI-e(]ucqtjof] ering, and have invented for the
bickering over the di;trib f e weponds Lo keep them from
tuted” | ution of schools ... but have “consti-

themselves for an eternal bicker f “nati
culture” with another. ering of one “national

n s .
maiﬂ&“f;i;ii ;h: 11 _ﬁefill tOf fcil.ltural-national autonomy has re-

ght of literary fancy, which the Austrian
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Social-Democrats themselves have nol taken seriously,
In Russia, however, it has been incorporated in the pro-
grammes of all the Jowish bourgeois partics, and of several
petty-bourgeois, opportunist elements in the different na-
tions—for example, the Bundists, the liquidators in the
Caucasus, and the conference of Russian national parties
of the Left-Narodnik trend. (This conference, we will
mention parenthetically, took place in 1907, its decision
being adopted with abstention on the part of the Russian
Socialist-Revolutionaries '* and the P.S.P.,"" the Polish
social-patriots, Abstention from voting is a method sur-
prisingly characteristic of the Socialist-Revolationaries
and P.S.P., when they want to show their attitude towards
a most important question of principle in the spherc of the
national programme!)

In Austria it was Otto Bauer, the principal theorctician
of “cultural-national autonomy”, who devoted a special
chapter of his book to prove that such a programme cannot
possibly be proposed for the Jews. In Russia, however, it
is precisely among the Jews that all the bourgeois parties—
and the Bund which echoes them—have adopted this pro-
gramme.* What does this go to show? It goes to show that
history, through the political practice of another state, has
exposed the absurdily of Bauer’s invention, in exactly the
same way as the Russian Bernsteinians (Struve, Tugan-
Baranovsky, Berdayev and Co.), through their rapid evolu-

* That the Bundists often vehemently deny that all the Jewish
bourgeois parties have accepted “cultural-national autonomy” is
understandable. This fact only too glaringly exposes the actual role
being played by the Bund. When Mr Manin,a Bundist, tried, in Luch, 18
to repeat his denial, he wag fully expaosed by N. Skop (see Prosve-
shcheniye No. 3'7). But when Mr. Lev Yurkevich, in Dzvin (1913, Nos.
7-8, p. 92), guotes from Prosveshcheniye (No. 3, p. 78) N. Sk.'s state-
ment that “the Bundists together with all the Jewish bourgcois par-
ties and groups have long been advocating cultural-national auton-
omy” and distorts this statement by dropping the word “Bundists”
and substituting the words “national rights” for the woeds “cultural-
national autonomy”, one can only raise one's hands in amazement!
Mr. Lev Yurkevich is not only a nationalist, not only an astonishing
ignoramus in matters concerning the history of the Social-Democrats
and their programme, but a downright falsifier of quotations tor the
benefit of the Bund. The affairs of the Bund and the Yurkeviches
must be in a bad way indced|
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tion from Marxism to liberalism, have exposed thﬁs real
ideological content of the German Bernstetnism. |

Neither the Austrian nor the Russian Social-Democrats
have incorporated “cultural-national” autqnomy in t_,heu'
programme. However, the Jewish hourgeois parties in a
most backward country, and a number of petty-bourgeois,
so-called socialist groups kave adopted it in order to spread
ideas of bourgeois nationalism among the working class
in a refined form. This fact speaks for itsell.

Since we have had to touch upon the Austrian programme
on the national guestion, we must reassert a truth which
is often distorted by the Bundists. At the Briinn Congress a
pure programme of “cultural-national autonomy” was pre-
sented. This was the programme of the South-Slav Social-
Democrats, §2 of which reads: “Iivery nation living in
Austria, irrespective of the territory occupied by its mem-
bers, constitutes an autonomous group which manages all
its national (language and cultural) affairs quite independ-
ently.” This programme was supported, not only by Kristan
but by the influential Ellenbogen. But it was withdrawn;
not a single vote was cast for it. A territorialist programme
was adopted, i. e., one that did not create any national
groups “irrespective of the tlerritory occupied by the mem-
bers of the nation”.

_ Clausg 3 of the adopted programme reads: “The self-govern-
Ing regions of one and the same nation shall jointly form
a 13at10na11y- united association, which shall manage its
national affairs on an absolutely aulonomous basis” (ct.
Prosvesheheniye, 1913, No. 4, p. 28%). Clearly, this compro-
“ﬁl'se programme is wrong too. An example will illustrate
:'IS. The German colonisls’ community in Saratov Guber-
Ea, plus the German working-class suburb of Riga or
et(::dz,‘glu?dthe German hmi‘:‘sing. estate near St. Potersburg,
ot 'i}erlzgn constitute a nationally umteq association”
canmay d;rrs l(;l Russia. Obviously the Socnal~Democrgts
tion, alth, la;i l;31.1ch a thing or enforce such an associa-
dom' o lelg ol course they.do. not in the.least deny free—
of an ery kind of association, including associations

Y communities of any nationality in a given state. The
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segregation, by a law of the state, of Germans, etc., in
different localities and of different classes in Russia into
a single German-national association may be practised by
anybody—priests, bourgeois or philistines, but not by
Social-Democrats.

5. THE EQUALITY OF NATIONS
AND THE RIGHTS OF NATIONAL MINORITIES

When they discuss the national question, opportunists
in Russia arc given to citing the example of Austria. In
my article in Severnaya Pravda* (No. 10, Prosveshcheniye,
pp. 96-98), which the opportunists have attacked (Mr.
Semkovsky in Nowvaya Rabochaya Gazeta,® and Mr. Lieb-
man in Zeit), I asserted that, insofar as that is at all possi-
ble under capitalism, there was only one solution of the
national question, viz., through consistent democracy. In
proof of this, I referred, among other things, to Switzer-
land.

This has not been to the liking of the two opportunists
mentioned above, who are trying to refute it or belittle its
significance. Kautsky, we are told, said that Switzerland
is an exception; Switzerland, if you please, has a special
kind of decentralisation, a special history, special geograph-
ical conditions, unique distribution of a population that
speak different languages, etc., etc.

All these are nothing more than attempts to evade the
issue. To be sure, Switzerland is an exception in that she
is not a single-natinn state. But Austria and Russia are
also exceptions (or are backward, as Kautsky adds). To be
sure, it was only her special, unique historical and social
conditions that ensured Switzerland greater democracy than
most of her European neighbours.

But where does all this come in, if we are speaking of the
model to be adopted? In the whole world, under present-day
conditions, countries in which any particular institution
has been founded on consistent democratic principles are the
exception. Does this prevent us, in our programme, from
upholding consistent democracy in all institutions?

¥ See pp. 20-22 of this volume.—Fd.
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gwitzerland’s special features lie in !lefr history, her geo-
graphical and other conditions. Russia’s special features
lie in the strength of her proletariat, which has no precedent
:n the epoch of bourgeois revolutl.ons_, and in her.shockmg
general backwardness, which objectively necessitates an
exceptionally rapid and resolute advance, under the threat
of all sorts of drawbacks and reverses.

We are evolving a national programme from the prole-
tarian standpoint; since when has it been recommended that
the worst examples, rather than the best, be taken as a
model?

At all events, does it not remain an indisputable and
undisputed fact that national peace under capitalism has
been achieved (insofar as it is achievable) exclusively in
countries where consistent democracy prevails?

Since this is indisputable, the opportunists’ persistent
references to Austria instead of Switzerland are nothing but
a typical Cadet device, for the Cadets *' always copy the
worst European constitutions rather than the best.

In Switzerland there are three official languages, but
bills submitted to a referendum are printed in fve lan-
guages, that is to say, in two Romansh dialects, in addition
to the three official languages. According to the 1900 census,
these two dialects are spoken by 38,651 cut of the 3,315,443
inhabitants of Switzerland, i. e., by a little over one per
cent. In the army, commissioned and non-commissioned
c_)fﬁcers. “are given the fullest freedom to speak to the men
in their native language”. In the cantons of Graubiinden
and Wallis (each with a population ofa little over a hundred
thousand) both dialects gnjoy complete cquality.*

Th(} question is: should we advocate and support this,
the living experience ol an advanced country, or horrow
fI'OIrL the Austrians inventions like “extra-territorial auton-
gvmsid, V:Jhich have not yet been tried out anywhere in the
S&?f’es)'gdnd not yet becn adopted by the Austrians them-
SC{II(‘)(()) lﬂigocatg this invention is to advocate the division of
Joworio 1}mi‘i‘?lonf alccprda_ng 1o nationality, and that is a

ght harmiul idea. The cxperience of Switzerland

¥ See René Henry: La Suisse ¢l Ig question des langues, Berne, 1907,
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proves, however, that the greatest (relative) degrec of
national peace can be, and has been, ensured in practice
where you have a consistent (again relative) democracy
throughout the state,

“In Switzerland,” say people who have studied this guestion,
“there is no national question in the Fast-European scnse of the term.
The very phrase (national question) is unknown there....” “Swilzer-

land lefl the struggle between nationalities a long way behind, in
1797-1803." *

This means that the epoch of the great French Revolu-
tion, which provided the most democratic solution of the
current problems of the transition from feudalism to capital-
ism, succeeded incidentally, en passant, in “solving” the
national question.

Let the Semkovskys, Liebmans, and other opportunists
now try to assert that this “exclusively Swiss” solution is
inapplicable to any uyezd or cven part of an uyezd in Russia,
where out of a population of only 200,000 forty thousand
speak two dialects and want to have complete equality of
language in their areal

Advocacy of complete equality of nations and languages
distinguishes only the consistently democratic elements in
cach nation (i. e., only the proletarians), and unifes them,
not according to nationality, but in a profound and carnest
desire to improve the entire system of state. On the contrary,
advocacy of “cultural-national autonomy”, despite the
pious wishes of individuals and groups, divides the nations
and in fact draws the workers and the bourgeoisie of any
one nation closer together (the adoption of this “cultural-
national autonomy” by all the Jewish bourgeois parties).

Guaranteeing the rights of a national minority is insep-
arably linked up with the principle of complete equality.
In my article in Severnaya Pravda this principle was ex-
pressed in almost the same terms as in the later, official and
more accurate decision of the conference of Marxists. That
decision demands “the incorporation in the constitution of
a fundamental law which shall declare null and void all
privileges enjoyed by any one nation and all infringements
of the rights of a national minorily”.

* See Ed. Blocher: Di¢ Nationalititen in der Schweiz, Berlin, 1910,
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Mr. Liebman trics to ridicule this formul.a a_nd ask‘s:
«Who knows what the rights of a national minority are?”
Do Lhese rights, he wants to know, inciude the right O‘f the
mipority to have “its own programme’j f01: the national
schonls? How large must the national n}u}onty be to have
the right to have its own judges, officials, and schools
with instruction in its own Janguage? Mr. Liebman wants
it to be inferred from these questions that a “positive” national

rogramme 18 essential,

Actually, these questions clearly show what reactionary
ideas our Bundist tries to smuggle through under cover of a
dispute on supposedly minor details and particulars.

“Tts own programme” in its national schoolsl... Marxists,
my dear nationalist-socialist, have a general school pro-
gramme which demands, for example, an absolutely secular
school, As far as Marxists are concerned, no depariure from
this general pregramme is anywhere or at any time permis-
sible in a democratic state (the gquestion of introducing any
“local” subjects, languages, and so forth into it being decided
by the local inhabitants). However, from the principle of
“laking educational affairs out of the hands of the staie”
and placing them under the control of the nations, it ensues
that we, the workers, must allow the “nations” in our demo-
cratic state to spend the people’s money on clerical schools!
Without being aware of the fact, Mr. Liehman- has clearly
demonstrated the reactionary nature of “cultural-nalional
autonomy™!

“How large must a national minority be?” This is not
defined even in the Auslrian programme, of which the
Bundists ave enamoured. It says (more brietly and less
Cle&l‘.}y than our programme does): “The rights of the nation-
al minoritics are protected by a special law to bo passed by
the Tmperial Parliament” (§4 of the Briinn programme).

Why has nobody asked the Austrian Social-Democrats
the question: what cxactly is that law, and exactly which
l'lghts and of which minority is it to protect?
imf' hat s because all sensible people understand that it is

“Ppropriate and impossible to define particulars in a pro-
ff';if:itile A programmme lays down only fundamental prin-
t'hl‘ b%: In this case the fundarmental principle is implied with

© Austrians, and directly cxpressed tn the decision of the
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latest conference of Russian Marxists. That principle is:
no national privileges and no national inequality.

Let us take a concrete example to make the point clear
to the Bundist. According to the school census of January
18, 1911, St. Petersburg eclementary schools under the
Ministry of Public “Education” were attended by 48,076
pupils, Of these, 390, i. e., less than one per cent, were
Jews. The other figures are: Rumanian pupils—2, Geor-
gians—1, Armentans—3, ete.*® Is it possible to draw up
a “positive" national programme that will cover this diver-
sity of relationships and conditions? (And St. Petersburg
is, of course, far from being the city with the most mixed
population in Russia.) Even such speccialists in national
“subtleties” as the Bundists would hardly be able to draw
up such a programme,

And yet, if the constitution of the country contained a
fundamental law rendering null and void every measure
that infringed the rights of a minority, any citizen would
be able to demand the rescinding of orders prohibiting, for
example, the hiring, at state cxpense, of special teachers
of Hebrew, Jewish history, and the like, or the provision
of state-owned premises for lectures for Jewish, Armenian,
or Rumanian children, or even for the one Georgian child.
At all events, it is by no means impossible to meet, on the
basis of equality, all the reasonable and just wishes of the
national minorities, and nobody will say that advocacy of
equality is harmful. On the other hand, it would certainly
be harmful to advocate division of schools according to
nationality, to advocate, for example, special schools
for Jewish children in St. Petersburg, and it would be utterly
impossible to set up national schools for every national
minority, for one, two or three children.

Furthermore, it is impossible, in any country-wide law,
to define how large a national minority must be to be en-
titled te special schools, or to special teachers for supple-
mentary subjects, efc.

On the other hand, a country-wide law establishing
equality can be worked out in detail and developed through
special regulations and the decisions of regional Diets,
and town, Zemsivo, village commune and other author-
ities.
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6. CENTRALISATION AND AUTONOMY

In his rejoinder, Mr. Liebman wriles:

wiake OUT Lithuania, the Baltic province, Poland, Volhynia,
th Russia, etc.—everywhere you will find a mized population;
there is ol a single city that does not have a large national minority.
flowever 1ar deccntrah.'.sagion is carrmgl out, different natlo_nalltlps
will always be found living together in different places (chleﬂy in
urban communitics), and it is Qemocratlsm that surrenders a national
minority to the national majority. But, as we know, V. I. is opposed
to the federal state structure and the boundless decentralisation that
oxist in the Swiss Fedcration. The question is: what was his point
in citing the example of Switzerland?”

My object in citing the example of Switzerland has already
heen explained above. I have also explained that the prob-
lem of protecting the rights of a national minority can be
solved only by a country-wide law promulgated in a con-
sistently democratic state that does not depart from the
principle of equality, But in lhe passage quoted above,
Mr. Liebman repecats still another of the most common (and
most fallacious) arguments (or sceptical remarks) which are
usually made against the Marxist national programme, and
which, therefore, deserve cxamination,

Marxists are, of course, opposed to federation and decen-
tralisation, for the simple reason that capitalism requires
for ils development the largest and most centralised possible
states. Other conditions being equal, the class-conscious
proletariat will always stand for the larger state. It will
always fight against medieval particularism, and will al-
ways welcome the closest possible economic amalgamation
of large territories in which the proletariat’s struggle against
the hourgeoisie can develop on a broad basis.

Capitalism’s broad and rapid development of the pro-
ductive forces calls for large, politically compact and united
territories, since only here can the bourgeois class—together
with its inevitable antipode, the proletarian class—unite
and sweep away all the old, medieval, caste, parochial,
POt‘ty-naiional, religious and other barriers.

The right of nations to self-determination, i. c., the right
1o secede and form independent national states, will be
dealt with elsewherc.* But while, and insofar as, different

———

——
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" See pp. 393-454 o this volume.— £4d.
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nalions constitute a single state, Marxists will never, undep.
any circumstances, advocate either the federal principle or:
decentralisation. The great centralised state is a tremendous
historical step forward from medieval disunity to the future}
socialist unity of the whole world, and only wia such a statef
(inseparably connected with capitalism), can there be any}
road to socialism, f-

It would, however, be inexcusable to forget that in advo-}
cating centralism we advocate exclusively democratic cen-i
tralism. On this point all the philistines in general, and the!
nationalist philistines in particular (including the late!
Dragomanov **), have so confused the issue that we are]
obliged again and again to spend time clarifying it.

Far from precluding local self-government, with auton-,
omy for regions having special economic and social condi-|
tions, a distinct national composition of the population,
and so forth, democratic centralism necessarily demands
both, In Russia centralism is constantly confused with |
tyranny and bureaucracy. This confusion has naturally
arisen from the history of Russia, but even so it is quite ;
inexcusable for a Marxist Lo yield to it.- ’

This can best be explained by a concrete example.

In her lengthy article “The National Question and Auton- |
omy”,* Rosa Luxemburg, among many other curious errors 1
(which we shall deal with below), commits the exceptionally
curious one of trying to resirict the demand for autonomy !
to Poland alone,

But first let us sec kow she defines autonomy.

Rosa Luxemburg admits—and being a Marxist she is of
course bound to admit—that all the major and important |
economic and political questions of capitalist society must i
be dealt with exclusively by the central parliament of the |
whole country concerned, not by the autonomous Diets of |
the individual regions. These questions include tariff policy, !
laws governing commerce and industry, transport and
means of communication (railways, post, telegraph, tele-
phone, ete.), the army, the taxation system, civil ** and erim-

* Przeglad Socjaldemokraiyczny,®® Krakéw, 1908 and 1909,

** In elaborating her ideas Rosa Luxemburg goes into details,
mentioning, for example—and quite rightly—divorce laws (No. 12
p. 162 of the above-menlioned journal),
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law on purely secular schools, on universal educa lon,
i;hﬁ'c} o minimum programme, on democratic school manage-
"“ent’ etc.), the labour protection laws, and political liber-
?iles ’(righﬁ of associgt.ion), ete., etc_.

The autonomous Diets—on the basis of the general laws
of the country—should deal with questions ‘of purely loca},
regional, or national significance. Amplifying this idea in
great—not to say excessive—detail, Rosa Luxemburg men-
tions, for example, the construction of local railways
(No. 12, p. 149) and local highways (No. 14-15, p. 376),
etc.

Qbviously, one cannot conceive of a modern, truly demo-
cratic state that did rnot grant such autonomy to every region
having any appreciably distinct economic and social fea-
tures, populations of a specific national composition, ete. The
principle of ceniralism, which is essential for the develop-
ment of capitalism, is not violated by this (local and region-
al) autonomy, but on the contrary is applied by it demo-
cratically, not bureaucratically. The broad, free and rapid
development of capitalism would be impossible, or at least
greatly impeded, by the absence of such autonomy, which
facilitates the concentration of capital, the development of
the productive forces, the unity of the bourgeoisie and the
unity of the proletariat on a country-wide scale; for bureau-
cratic interference in purely local (regional, national, and
other) questions is one of the greatest obstacles to economic
and political development in general, and an obstacle to
centralism in serious, important and fundamental matters
In particular.

One cannot help smiling, therefore, when reading how
our magnificent Rosa Luxemburg tries to prove, with a very
Sertous air and “purely Marxist” phrases, that the demand
for autonomy is applicable orly to Poland and orly by way
of €xception! Of course, there is not a grain of “parochial”
batriotism in this; we have here only “practical” considera-
tions .., in the case of Lithuania, for example,

, osa Luxemburg takes four gubernias—Vilna, Kovno,
, ﬁ‘f)flno and Suvalki—assuring her readers (and herself)
a:d‘(}' these are inhabited “mainly” by Lithuanians; and by

g the inhabivants of these gubernias together she finds
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that Lithuanians constitute 23 per cent of the total popula
tion, and if Zhmuds are added, they constitute 31 pe
cent—Iless than a third. The natural inference is that the idey
of autonomy for Lithuania is “arbitrary and artificial
(No. 10, p. 807). '

The reader who is familiar with the commonly knowr
defects of our Russian official statistics will quickly see
Rosa Luxemburg’s mistake. Why take Grodno Gubernia
where the Lithuanians constitute only 0.2 per cent, one
fifth of one per cent, of the population? Why take the whole
Vilna Gubernia and not its Troki Uyezd alone, where thg
Lithuanians constitute the majority of the population?
Why take the whole Suvalki Gubernia and put the number
of Lithuanians at 52 per cent of the population, and not the
Lithuanian uyezds of that gubernia, i. e., five out of the
seven, in which Lithuanians constitute 72 per cent of the
population?

1t is ridiculous to talk about the conditions and demands
of modern capitalismm while at the same time taking not
the “modern”, not the “capitalist”, but the medieval, feudal
and official-bureaucratic administrative divisions of Russia,’
and in their crudest form at that (gubernias instecad of
uyezds). Plainly, there can be no question of any serious!
local reform in Russia until these divisions are abolished and:
superseded by a really “modern” division that really meets’
the requirements, not of the Treasury, not of the bureaucracy,!
not of routine, not of the landlords, not of the priests, but of’
capitalism; and one of the modern requirements of capi-
talism is undoubtedly the greatest possible national uni-
formity of the population, for nationality and language
identity are an important factor making for the complete
conquest of the home market and for complete freedom of
economic intercourse, ‘

Oddly enough, this obvious mistake of Rosa Luxemburg's
is repeated by the Bundist Medem, who sets out to prove, not
that Poland’s specilic features are “exceptional”, but that
the principle of national-territorial autonomy is unsuitable
(the Bundists stand for national extra-territorial autonomy!).
Our Bundists and liquidators collect from all over the
world all the errors and all the opportunist vacillations
of Social-Democrats of different countries and different
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: nd appropriate to themselves the worst they can
E?;i]min; \?vorld ITSI[:)CiI;l-Derm:)cr‘.my. A scrap-book of DBundist
and liquidator writings could, taken together, serve as a
model Social-Democratic museum of bac? taste. .

Regional autonomy, Medem tells us d]dactl.cally, is good
for a region or a “territory”, but not for Lettish, Estonian,
or other areas (okrugs), which have populations ranging from
half a million to two million and areas equal to a gubernia,
«Phat would not be autonomy, but simply a Zemstvo.... Over
this Zemstvo it would be necessary to establish real auton-
omy” ... and the author goes on to condemn the “break-up”
of the old gubernias and uyezds.*

As a matter of fact, the preservation of the medieval,
feudal, official administrative divisions means the “break-
up” and mutilation of the conditions of modern capitalism.
Only people imbued with the spirit of these divisions can,
with the learned air of the expert, speculate on the contra-
position of “Zemstvo” and “autonomy”, calling for the ster-
eotyped application of “autonomy” to large regions and
of the Zemstvo to small ones. Modern capitalism does not
demand these bureaucratic stereotypes at all. Why national
areas with populations, not only of half a million, but even
of 50,000, should not be able to enjoy autonomy; why
such areas should not be able to unite in the most diverse
ways with neighbouring areas of different dimensions into
a single autonomous “territory” if that is convenient or neces-
sary for economic intercourse—these things remain the
secret of the Bundist Medem.

We would mention that the Briinn Social-Democratic
national programme is based entirely on national-territo-
rial autonomy; it proposes that Austria should be divided
Into “pationally distinct” areas “instead of the historical
crown lands” (Clause 2 of the Briinn programme), We would
ot go as far as that. A uniform national population is
undoubtedly one of the most reliable factors making for
g‘ee, broad and really modern commercial intercourse. It is
f}Wond doubt that not a single Marxist, and not even a single
'm democrat, will stand up for the Austrian crown lands
—_‘H—-—-—-

Ou :k V. Medem: “A Contribution 1o the Presentation of the National
wUestion in Russia®, Vestnik Yevropy,® 1912, Nous. 8 and 9.

3—85,
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and the Russian gubernias and uyezds (the latter are not a
bad as the Austrian crown lands, but they are very bag
nevertheless), or challenge the necessity of replacing thess
obsolete divisions by others that will conform as far as pos
sible with the national composition of the population. Lastlyj
it is beyond doubt that in order to eliminate all nationa}
oppression it is very important to create autonomous arcas
however small, with entirely homogeneous populations
towards which members of the respective nationalitief
scattered all over the country, or even all over the world;
could gravitate, and with which they could enter into relag
tions and free associations of every kind. All this is indispu{
table, and can be argued against only from the hidebound|
bureaucratic point of view. i_

The national composition of the population, howsver}
is one of the very important economic factors, but not ihe
sole and not the most important factor., Towns, for example.%
play an extremely importart economic role under capitalism,
and everywhere, in Poland, in Lithuania, in the Ukraine,j
in Great Russia, and elsewhere, the towns are marked by
mixed populations. To cut the towns off from the villages
and areas that economically gravitate towards them, for
the sake of the “national” factor, would be absurd and impos-
sible. That is why Marxists must not take their stand en-
tirely and exclusively on the “national-territorial” principle.

The solution of the problem proposed by the last con-
ference of Russian Marxists is far more correct than the Aus-
trian. On this question, the conference advanced the follow-
ing proposition:

“..must provide for wide regional autonomy [not for Poland
alone, of course, but for all the regions of Russia]* and fully demo-
cratic local self-government, and the boundaries of the self-govern-
ing and autonomous regions must be determined [not by the bounda-
ries of the present gubernias, uyezds, efc., but} by the local inhabitants
themselves on the basis of their economic and social conditions,
national make-up of the population, etc.” **

Here the national composition of the population is placed
on the same level as the other conditions (economic first,

* Inlerpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) are by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—F4d.
“* See present edition, Vol. 19, pp. 427-28.—Ed.
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then social, etc.) which must serve as a basis for determining
the new boundaries that will meet the needs of modern capi-
tulism, not of bureaucracy and Asiatic barbarism. The local
population alone can “assess” those conditions with full
precision, and on that basis the central parliament of the
country will determine the boundaries of the autonomous
regions and the powers of autonomous Diets.

% *
L 2

We have still to examine the question of the right of
nations to self-determination. On this question a whole
collection of opportunists of all nationalities—the liquidator
Semkovsky, the Bundist Liebman and the Ukrainian nation-
alist-socialist Lev Yurkevich—have set to work to “popu-
Jarise” the errors of Rosa Luxemburg. This question, which
has been so utterly confused by this whole “collection”, will
be dealt with in our next article, **

3%
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ONCE MORE
ABOUT THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST BUREAU
AND THE LIQUIDATORS

The characteristic feature of the publicists of the Novaya
Likvidatorskaya Gazeta, namely, hypocrisy goaded on by
impotent malice, has never reached such limits as it has in
their articles concerning the decision of the International
Bureau. *'

To what lengths they have gone can be seen from the fact
that, after their very first articles on this subject, Huys-
mans, the Secretary of the International Socialist Bureau,
felt constrained to authorise Comrade Popov to convey to
the Russian workers his protest against the attempts of
Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta to “exploit, in its factional inter-
ests, the lack of information” of the Russian readers, his
protest against the “utter inaccuracy and disloyalty” of the
liquidators’ published reports concerning the Bureau's deci-
sions.

Since the Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta publicists have re-
ceived such a resounding ... testimonial from the Bureau’s
Secretary, we can calmly ignore their attempts to accuse us
of distorting the true character of the decisions passed in
London. People who have been publicly accused by the
Secretary of the Bureau of “cxploiting” the Bureau's deci-
sions “in their factional interests” and of being “disloyal”
to them, may shout as much as they please about their re-
spect for the International, etc., but scarcely anyone will
believe them. Every worker knows now what name to give
the manipulations by which Mr. D.*® tries so hard to read
into the resolution of the Burcau such things as “the methods
of building” the Party, “condemnation” of the Six,** “rejec-
tion” of our “claims” and “recoguition” of the Social-Demo-
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cratic character of the Left wing."’ Literary juggling with
the resolutions qf the Bureau is hardly a sign of respect
for those resolutions, Mr. D.! ’ ‘

How great, though, is the confusion of these jugglers! See
how they are forced to contradict themselves at every turn!

1) [n No. 102, Mr. D. solemnly stated: “The International
gocialist Bureau censured the six deputies for resigning from
the Duma group. In issue No. 104, another juggler, Mr,
.S..** no less solemnly declared: “The International Social-
ist Bureau handed out neither testimonials nor censure.”
And—please note!-—both gentlemen are highly pleased
with the Bureau's decision; one because it “censured”, and
the other because it did not! Can one imagine a picture of
reater confusion?

Indeed, there was good reason for the liquidators’ con-
fusion! The main point of the Bureau’'s resolution states
unequivocally the following: “Any practical step towards
unity must be preceded by a preliminary clarification of
existing differences.”

This decision is a perfectly corrcct one.

If we do not want to present the working class with a
hodgepodge of miscellanecus elements miscalled “unity”, and
if we want real unity of action, the first obligatory step in
this direction must be to ascertain exactly what the “points
of disagreement” are. Let us first ascertain exactly the
“points of disagreement” by means of a “general exchange
of opinion”, and then it will become clear whether it is
possible to talk about any practical steps towards unity.
That is how the question is formulated in the Bureau's
resolution. We whole-heartedly approve of this formula-
tion. We responded to the proposal of the International
Socialist Bureau by calling upon the workers calmly and
thoughtfully to discuss our disagreements once more, and to
Cxpress their views on the points of disagreement. We, for
our part, promised to do all we could to help familiarise
our foreign comrades with the existing differcnces. The
resolution published in Proletarskaya Pravda, No. 9, gives
& quite correct summary of the points on which we and
the liguidators®® disagree. This is what our reply to the

ureau’'s proposal should be, aund of course, there could
be no other line of action for those who have serious
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consideration for the Burcau’s decision to promote a “gen.
eral exchange of opinion on the points of disagreement”,

But—and this is the whole point—no task is more uns
pleasant, undesirable, and unacceptable to the liquidators
than that of ascertaining our main differences on questions,
of theory, programme, tactics and organisation. All their
subterfuges, distortions and abuse in connection with thel
Bureau’s resolution are solely designed to obscure its;
demand for a preliminary clarification of diiferences.’
Both Mr. L.S. and Mr. D. run ahead zealously: could
we not somehow “unite” without “certificates” giving the:
ideological “service record” of those uniting? Could we not’
do without “quotations from old journals and newspapers”? —:
Mr. L. S. worries. Could we not stop recalling “thc past”?—{
Mr. D. pleads. We understand them very well: there is:
nothing pleasant for Mr. L. S. in the recollections of articles:
about the “underground” (Zuck No. 15 [101]), or for Mr. D.:
in recollections of the “fight-for-legality” slogan. And we,
fully endorse the Bureau's decision insofar as it proposes:
that the errors of the past should not be raked up. We shall
not deny the liquidators the amnesty for the “errors of the
past”, for which they plead. The past, as such, does not:
interest us; what does interest us is the work of today and !
tomorrow. As regards that work, we want to know whether
the campaign against the “underground” conducted in the :
liguidationist press is to continue, whether they will contin-
ue to argue that the “thrce pillars”*® are inapplicable at
the present time, whether they will defend the distortion of .
the programme by the August bloc pcople*®* and so forth.

The clarification of these questions and of the degree to
which we differ on them is, according to the Bureau’s resolu-
tion, a precorndition to any progress towards unity, if we are
not to accept “unity” in the liquidationist meaning of lump-
ing together, without regard for principles, aill who care to
call themselves Social-Democrats.

“The counts of the indictment have already been drawn
up,” Mr. L. S. thunders. We should not like to recall here
the story about the thiel who fears his own shadow, but why
does Mr. L. S. take ordinary peacc terms to be an “indict-
ment”? We say: the organisation to be created as a result of
unity should be based on such and such principles—accept-
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ance of the old programme, a definite form of organisation,
ancurlailed slogans,® resolute tactics, elc. But you immedi-
ately declare that this formulation of the programme, tactics
snd tasks of the organisation, is nothing but a “complete
list of liquidators’ sins”. We are sorry for you, but neither
we nor the Bureau know of any method of building new organ-
isations other than by clarifying their programme, their
tactics, and so forth,

We are guilty of a still more grievous sin, however, Not
only have we proposed the conditions for the creation of an
organisation, 1. e., ¢larified the terms of peace, but we have,
moreover, submitted these terms to the bar of the workers’
opinion.

We maintain that there is no other way of carrying out
the Bureau's decision than the one we have chosen.

The Bureau calls upon all those who profess to be Social-
Democrats to clarify their differences as a preliminary step
towards solving the problem of unity.

The resolution we published responded to the Bureau’s
appeal by giving a “list” of views on the basic questions of
programme, tactics and organisation, and by submitting
our “list” to the workers, for their consideration. If the liqui-
dators were to follow our example, we would have, in the
more or less near future, the clearly formulated opinions
of all partics, and a clear idea as to which side has the support
of the majority of the organised workers. The task set before
the Russian proletariat by the International Socialist Bureau
would be brought nearer to fulfilment. But the liquidators,
of course, will to the very last shun this path, for the simple
reason that neither a precise formulation of their political
views nor the submission of these views to the bar of the broad
tircles of the workers is in the interests of their group.

Under these circumstances they will inevitably strive to
substitute for the definite“clarification of differences” demand-
ed by the Burcau, petty personal squabbles, distortions, and
wilful misrepresentations, which can only hamper its work,
aﬂ,d they will constantly necessitate those lessons in “loyal-
YY" which the Secrotary of the International has already

¢en compelled to teach the liquidators,

Proletarskaya Prgvda No. 11, Published according to
December 19, 1918 the text in Prolelarshaya Pravda
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NATIONAL-LIBERALISM
AND THE RIGHT OF NATIONS
TO SELF-DETERMINATION

Coming to the aid of the muddled Mr. Mogilyansky, t
editors of the liberal Rech*®® recently (in issue No. 340
published an unsigned, i. e., official and editorial statemen
on an important issue, namely, the right of nations to self
determination.

Evading a direct answer, Mr. Mogilyansky had asserte
that his views had “nothing in common with the repudiatio
of the right of nations to self-determination”. Now Rec
officially declares that Clause 11 of the Constitutional-Demo+
cratic Party programme gives a “direct, precise and cleas
answer to the question of the right to free cultural selfg
determination”.

The word we have underlined is particularly 1mportant%
since it was nof “cultural” self-determination that was dis¢
cussed in Mr. Mogllyansky s first article, or in Mr. Doné
tsov’'s reply to it, or in Mr. Mogalyansky s polemic with
Mr. Dontsov. The question discussed was the political self-
determination of nations, i. e., the right of nations to secede,
whereas by “cultural self-determination” (a meaningless,
pompous phrase, which contradicts the entire history of
democracy) the liberals really mean only freedom of lan-
guages.

Rech now declares that Proletarskaya Pravda hopelessly
confuses self-determination with “separatism”, with seces-
sion by a nation.

Which side is revealing hopeless (or perhaps deliberate...)
confusion?

Will our enlightened “Constitutional-Democrats” deny
that, throughout the entire history of international demoec-
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racy, and especially since the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury, self-determana.tl.on of nations has l_)een_understoc)(_i to
mean precisely political self-determination, i. e., the right
to secede, to form an independent national state?

will our enlightened “Constitutional-Democrats” deny
that the International Socialist Congress held in London in
1896, in reaffirming the established democratic principle
(to which, of course, the Congress did not confine itself)
also had in mind political and not some sort of “cultural”
self-determination?

Will our enlightened “Constitutional-Democrats” deny
that Plekhanov, for example, who wrote about self-deter-
mination as far back as 1902, thereby understood political
self-determination?

Please, gentlemen, explain yourselves more clearly; do
not conceal the fruits of your “enlightenment” from the
“mob”!

On the main issue Rech states:

“Actually, the Cadets have never pledged themselves to
advocate the right of ‘nations to secede’ from the Russian
state.”

Splendid! Thank you for being so candid, and for making
such an explicit statement of principles! We draw the at-
tention of Rossiya, Novoye Vremya, Zemshchina,®” and
others, to this “most Joyal” statement by the Cadets’ semi-
official organ!

But stay your ire, gentlemen of the Cadet Party, should
you be called national-liberals precisely for that reason.
Herein lies one of the root causes of your chauvinism and
of your ideological and political blo¢ with the Purishkeviches
(or of your ideological and political dependence upon them).

he Purishkeviches and their class inculcate in the ignorant
;II&SSG,S the “firm” helief that it is “right” to “grab ’em and
t‘°1d em”.” The Cadets have studied history and know only
tgo wull' what—to put it mildly—“pogrom-like” actions

€ practice of this “ancient right” has often led to. A demo-
¢fal could not remain a ‘lemocrat (let alone a proletarian
afﬁnocrat) without systematically advocating, precisely
g’l]aong the 9reat—Russian magses and in the Russian lan-
o dge, the “self-determination™ of nations in the political
& not in the “cultural” sense, \
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Always and overywhere the characteristic feature of
national-liberalism lies in its taking a stand entirely on the
basis of relations (and boundaries) determined by the Purish-
kevich class and protected (often to the detriment of eco-
nomic development and of “culture”) by Purishkevich meth-
ods. In effect, this means adapting oneself to the interests
of the feudal-minded landlords and to the worst nationalist
prejudices of the dominant nation, instead of systemati-
cally combating those prejudices.

ProlelarsRaya Pravda No 12, Published according to
December 20, 1313 the text in Proletarshaya Pravda
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NARODISM AND LIQUIDATIONISM
AS DISINTEGRATING ELEMENTS
IN THE WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT

The St. Petersburg Narodnik newspaper Severnaya Mysl**
recently published a report from Riga concerning the prog-
ress of the insurance campaign,*® Among other things the
author, B. Braines, wrote:

“The boycottist trend is apparent only among the shoemakers,
where boycottist groups have been formed. Unfortunately, the Na-

rodniks are the leading spirits in these groups. At the other factories
the campaign is making little headway ”

This candid confession throws a strong light on the pres-
ent condition and political significance of Narodism in
Russia. The correctness of the appraisal of Narodism made by
the conference of Marxists *' is unexpectedly and strikingly
confirmed by the Narodniks themselves.

Just think of it: a Left-Narodnik newspaper, unable to
make any refutation whatsoever, publishes the regrets of
its correspondent that the Narodniks are the “leading spir-
its” of the boycottist groups!

Here is a splendid illustration of the political disintegra-
tion of Narodism. Here is an example of Russian non-party-
ism and indifference to the party principle. We must deal
with this example, because an example from the life of
“another” party reveals to us with striking clarity the true
cause of an evil which is generally very widespread, and
from which we suffer considerably.

During the period of counter-revolution a great variety
of trends and groups, all practically independent of one
another, arose among the Narodniks. In this respect, both
the Narodniks and the Marxists were evidently affected by
the operation of the general causes stemming from the
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entire historical situation created by the Third of June
system.** Amoung the Narodniks, individual groups came out
in the press, for example, in a fur more liquidationist vein
than was the case with us (the Paris publications of 1908-10),
and there were groups of quite an anarchist character, and
the most prominent writers of that trend began to talk and
write like liberals and rencgades (Mr. V. Chernov in
Zavety **), and so forth.

Nevertheless, formally and outwardly, the Narodniks
appear to be much more “united’ than the Marxists are.
There is no definite split among the Narodniks, no intense,
stubborn, systematic and prolonged inner struggle among
them. It seems, at first glance, as though they are all the
time held together by certain common ties. In their litera-
ture one constantly comes across proud references to Narod-
nik “unity”, in contrast with the “Marxist” (and most often
“Bolshevik”) “tendency towards discord and splits”,

Those who want to understand the meaning and signifi-
cance of what is taking place in the working-class and so-
cialist movements in Russia must ponder very, very care-
fully over this contraposing of “Marxist splits” and “Narod-
nik unity”,

Among us Marxists and near-Marxists thérc are also no
few groups and grouplets which are practically almost inde-
pendent of one another, and which sedulously preach “unity”
(quite in the Narodnik spirit), and still more sedulously
condemn “Marxist splits”.

What does it all mean? Are we to envy “Narodnik unity”?
Are we to secek the reasons for this distinction in the per-
nicions qualities of “certain” “leaders” (a very widespread
method) or in the Marxists’ pernicious lendency towards
“dogmatism”, “intolerance”, and so forth?

Consider the facts. These tell us that the Narodniks are
far more tolerant and concilialory, that they are far more
“united”, and that the abundance of groups among them does
not lead to sharp splits. At the same time the facts tell us
quite incontrovertibly that the Narodniks are politically
impotent, that they have no organised or durable contacts
with the masses, that they are incapable of any mass politi-
cal action. The example of the Narodnik boycottists in Riga
merely serves to illustrate most strikingly what was revealed
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not only in the insurance campaign, but also in the Duma
elections, the strike movement, the working-class press (even
more broadly, the democratic press at large), the trade unions,
and so forth. For example, we read the following in issue
No. 2 of the Left-Narodnik Severnaya Mysli:

«To the honour of the Marxists be it said that at present they
enjoy considerable influence in the unions li. e., the trade
unions| whereas we Left Narodniks work in them without a
definite plan, and for that reason our influence is scarcely felt.”

Strange, is it not? The conciliatory, tolerant, “united”,
non-splitting, broad-minded, non-dogmatic Narodniks—
notwithstanding their ardent desire and siriving—conduct no
insurance campaign, exercise no influence on the trade
unions, and have no organised group in the Duma. But the
“dogmatic” Marxists, who are “for ever splitting” and therchy
enfeebling themselves, fought a splendid election campaign
during the Fourth Duma elections, are conducting success-
ful activities in the trade unions, are running a splendid
and vigorous insurance campaign, carry on fairly effective
activities in the strike movement, pass unanimous decisions
which are consistent in principle, and are unanimously,
firmly and with conviction supported by an obvious and
unquestionable majority of the class-conscious workers.

Strange, is it not? Are not the “conciliatoriness”, and all
the other splendid spiritual qualities of the Narodniks
merely sterile things?

That is exactly what they are—sterile! The “unity” of
the varied intellectualist little groups is bought by the
Narodniks at the price of their utter political impotence
among the masses. And with us Marxists, too, it is the
Trotskyists,** the liquidators, the “conciliators”, and the
“Tyszka-ites”,** those who shout loudest about group unity,
who display the same intellectualist impotence. while the
real political campaigns, not the imaginary ones, but those
that grow out of actual conditions (election, insurance,
daily press, strike campaigns, etc.) show that the majority
of the class-conscious workers are rallied around those who
are most often, most zealously and most fiercely accused of
being “splitters”.

The cohiclusion to be drawn is clear, and however unpalat-
able it may be to the host of intellectualist groups the course
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of the working-class movement will compel them to admit
it. This coneclusion is that attempts to create "unity” by
means of “agreements” or “alliances” among intellectualist
groups, which in fact express tendencies that are injurious
to the working-class movement (Narodism, liquidationism,
etc.), lead only to complete disintegration and impotence,.
Both Narodism and liquidationism have proved this by
their lamentable example.

Only in opposition to these groups and grouplets (in a
strenuous struggle, which is inevitable under bourgeois
conditions and amidst a host of petty-bourgeois vacilla-
tions) is real unity building up among the working-class
masses led by the majority of the class-conscious proletari-
ans.

Naive people will ask: How are we to distinguish the
intelloctualist groups which are causing damage to the
working-class movement by disintegrating it and condemn-
ing it to impotence, from that group or groups which
ideologically express the working-class movement, rally,
unite and strengthen it? There are only two ways of dis-
tinguishing one from the other: theory and practical experi-
ence, It is necessary seriously to examine the theoretical
content of such trends of thought as Narodism and liquida-
tionism (the principal petty-bourgeois trends that are disin-
tegrating the working-class movement). It is necessary to
carefully study the practical experience of the mass work-
ing-class movement as a means of rallying the majority of
class-conscious workers around integral and considered
decisions, based on principle and applied in elections, in
insurance campaigns, in activities in the trade unions, in
the strike movement, in the, “underground”, and so forth,

He who gives close thought te the theory of Marxism and
close attention to the practical experience of the last few
years will realise that the elements of a genuine workers’
party are rallying in Russia irn spite of the motley, noisy,
and vociferous (but essentially futile and harmful) groups
of Narodniks, ligquidators, and so forth. Unity of the work-
ing class is emerging from the disintegration of these
groups and their isolation from the proletariat,

Proletarskaya Pravda No. 12, Published according fto
December 20, 1918 the text in Proletarshaya Pravda
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COMMENT ON KAUTSKY'S LETTER®

K. Kautsky has realised {(at last!) that the Tyszka group
of “Tyszka” and Rosa Luxemburg does not represent the
Polish Social-Democratic workers and that the Warsaw and
Lodz organisations have to be reckoned with.

[t is a good thing that he has at last understood facts
which have been known to Russian Marxist workers for
years. But the very fact that for years Rosa L. and Tyszka
could pass off a fiction for reality shows how deplorably
misinformed are the German Social-Democrats, including
Kaulsky!

Kautsky reveals still greater ignorance of the subject
when he writes that “as far as he knows” the Polish
Socialist Party “Left wing” split away from the P.S.P.
“Right wing” ** in order to take a fully Social-Democratic
stand.

It is well known—one may say here—that this time
Kautsky does not at all know what he is writing about. Our
readers should make themselves familiar with at least the
article by Henryk Kamiefiski “From Nationalism to Liqui-
dationism” (Prosveshcheniye No. 10). The author of this ar-
ticle is a Pole and knows what he is writing about. From
this article our readers will see that the P.S.P. Left wing is
net Social-Democratic at all. Besides, it would be ridi-
culous to think that people who desire to take a fully Social-
Democratic stand, and are capable of doing so, would retain
“their own” programme and the title of a mnon-Social-
Democratic party.

The forthcoming “exchange of opinions” among all Social-
Democratic groups in Russia and Poland through the medium
of the Executive Committee of the International Socialist
Bureau will reveal Kautsky’s error and show that none
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of the Polish Social-Democrats regard, nor can regard, the
P.S.P. Left wing as a Social-Democratic Party.

We would add that Kautsky says nothing to repudiate
(although he wrote in Vorwdiris*®) the report of his state-
ment made in this very Vorwdrts that “the old Party has
disappeared” in Russia. The forthcoming “exchange of
opinions” will also expose this monstrous blunder of Kaut-
sky's.

Proletarshaya Pravda No 12, Published according to
Dccember 20, 1913 the text in Proletarshoye Provda
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NOVOYE VREMYA AND RECH
ON THE RIGHT OF NATIONS
TO SELF-DETERMINATION

As was to be expected, the controversy between the Social-
Democrats and the Cadets on the question of the right of
nations to self-determination has aroused the interest of
Novoye Vremya. In issue No. 13563, this mouthpiece of
Great-Russian nationalism writes :

“What to Social-Democrats is an axiom of political wisdom {i. e.,

recognition of the right of nations to self-determination, to secession),
is today beginning to cause disagrcement even among the Cadets.”

Despite this Black-Hundred dig at the liberals (the word
“cven”), Novoye Vremya is compelled to quote the Rech
statement that “the Cadets have never undertaken to de-
fend the right of nations to secede from the Russian state”.

This statement is so forthright that Nowoye Vremya is
compelled to prevaricate. It writes:

“Judging by the facts, the loose concept of cultural self-determi-

nation evidently differs, from the Cadets’ point of view, from the
advocacy of separatism, only in its mode of operation.”

But Nowvoye Vremya understands perfectly well the differ-
ence between the absurd “cultural”, and real, i. e., political,
sclf-determination, for further on we read:

“Indeed, the Cadets have never pledged themselves to advocate
the right of nations to secede from the Russian state ... except by the

Immeasurably more polished method of accepting subsidies for their
Press organs from non-Russians and Jews.”

The old, crude and ridiculous Black-Hundred device of
taunting the liberals for receiving assistance from the Jews!
But we must not allow these silly little tricks to obscure
the main thing: and the main thing is that Novoye Vremya,
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in admitting that the Cadets have never undertaken to
defend the right io secede, has come to fully realise the differ-
ence between the Social-Democrats and the Cadets.

The difference between the Constitutional-Democrats and
the Social-Democrats is the distinction between national-
liberals and consistent deinocrats.

Proletarskaya Pravda No 186, Publigshed according to
December 25, 1913 the text in Proletarskaye Pravda
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A LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Mr. Martov has confirmed the fact already noted in Pro-
letarskaye Pravda that I was not a member of the Strike
Subcommittee, and that on the committee I opposed the clause
concerning “criminal liability”.* I need now only add that
[ advocated not only “mitigation” of penalties, as Mr.
Martov “remembers”, but of course the complete deletion of
such a clause. There was no need for me to move any amend-
ments, because the draft then under discussion did not con-
tain, any such clause, and it was Mr. F. Dan who unsuccess-
fully tried to introduce it (even L. Martov found the courage
to oppose Mr. F. Dan on that occasion).

Proletarshaya Pravde No. 17, Published according fo
December 29, 1913 the text in Proletarskaya Pravda
Signed: N, Lenin

e

* See present edition, Vol. 19, pp. 522-24.— Ed,
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FOUR THOUSAND RUBLES A YEAR
AND A SIX-HOUR DAY

This is the battle-cry of the class-conscious American
workers. They say: We have only one political question be-
fore us, and that is the question of the workers’ earnings
and their working day.

To Russian workers it may at first sight seem very strange
and puzzling to have all social and political questions
reduced to a single one. But in the United States of Amer-
ica, the most advanced country in the world, which has
almost complete political liberty, where democratic institu-
tions are most developed, and where tremendous prog-
ress has been made in labour productivity, it is quite
natural that the question of socialism should come to the
fore.

Thanks to the existence of complete political liberty, it
is possible in America, better than in any other country,
to calculate the total production of wealth and draw up a
statistical report of production. That calculation, based on
reliable data, shows that in America there are, in round
numbers, 15,000,000 working-class families.

Together, these working-class families annually produce
consumers’ goods to the value of sixty thousand million
rubles. This works out at 4,000 rubles a year per working-
class family.

But at present, under the capitalist social system, only
half this vast amount of wealth, only thirty thousand milli-
ons, goes to the workers, who constitule nine-tenths of the
population. The other half is pocketed by the capitalists,
who, with all their apologists and hangers-on, constitute
only one-tenth of the population.
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In America, as in other countries, uncmployment is rife
and the cost of living is steadily rising. Want among the
workers is becoming more and more distressful and intoler-
able. American statistics show that about half the workers
are working part time. And what an immense amount of
social labour is still being wasted owing to the preservation
of senseless, backward and scattered small production, par-
ticularly in agriculture and in commerce!

Thanks to complete political liberty and the absence of
feudal landlords in America, machinery is employed there
on a wider scale than anywhere else in the world. The aggre-
gate power of the machines employed in the manufacturing
industry alone amounts to eighteern million steam h.p. At the
same time, an investigation of all power resources in the
form of waterfalls showed, according to the report of March
14, 1912, that by converting the power of waterfalls into
electricity America could immediately obtain an additional
sixty million h.p.!

Already a land of boundless wealth, it can at one stroke
treble its wealth, treble the productivity of its social
labour, and thereby guarantee to all working-class famil-
ies a decent standard of living worthy of intelligent hu-
man beings, and a not excessively long working day of six
hours.

But owing to the capitalist social system we see in most
of the big cities of America—and in the rural districts too
for that matter—appalling unemployment and poverty, a
wanton waste of human labour side by side with the unprece-
dented Juxury of the multimillionaires, of the rich, whose
fortunes run into thousands of millions.

The American working class is rapidly becoming enlight-
enedt and is organising in a powerful proletarian party.
Sympathy for this party is growing among all the working
people. Working with the aid of first-class machines, and
sceing at every turn marvels of engineering and the magnif-
icent successes of labour resulting from the organisation of
large-scale production, the wage-slaves of America are begin-
ning clearly to realise what their tasks are, and are advanc-
ing the plain, obvious and immediate demands for an income
of four thousand rubles a year for every working-class family,
and a six-hour day.
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The aim of the American workers is quite attainable
ip any civilised country in the world; but to achieve
it, the country must enjoy the fundamental conditions of
freedom....

And there is no road to a free future other than by way of
an independent working-class organisation, educational,
industrial, co-operative and political.

Proletarskaya Pravda No., 19, Published according to

January 1, 1914 the text in Proletarskaya Pravda
Signed: 1.
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IS A COMPULSORY OFFICIAL
LANGUAGE NEEDED?

The liberals differ from the reactionaries in that they rec-
ognise the right to have instruction conducted in the native
languagey at least in the elementary schools. But they are
completely at one with the reactionaries on the point that
a compulsory official language is necessary.

What does a compulsory official language mean? In prac-
tice, it means that the language of the Great Russians, who
are a minority of the population of Russia, is imposed upon
all the rest of the population of Russia. In every school the
tecaching of the official language must be obligatory. All
official correspondence must be conducted in the official
language, not in the language of the local population.

On what grounds do the parties who advocate a compulsory
official language justify its necessity?

The “arguments” of the Black Hundreds are curt, of course,

They say: All non-Russians should be ruled with a rod of
iron to keep them from “getting out of hand”. Russia must
be indivisible, and all the peoples must submit to Great-
Russian rule, for it was the Great Russians who built up and
united the land of Russia. Hence, the language of the ruling
class must be the compulsory official language. The Purish-
keviches would not mind having the “local lingoes” banned
altogether, although they are spoken by about 60 per cent
of Russia’s total population.
_ The attitude of the liberals is much more “cultured” and
Tefined”. They are for permitting the use of the native lan-
guages within certain limits (for example, in the elementary
schools). At the same time they advocate an obligatory
official language, which, they say, is necessary in the in-
terests of “culture”, in the interests of a “united” and “indi-
visible” Russia, and so forth.
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“Statehood is the affirmation of cultural unity.... An official
language is an essential consiituent of state culture.... Statehood is
based on unity of authority, the official language being an instrument
of that umity. The official language possesses the same compulsory
and universally coercive power as all other forms of statehood....

“If Russia is to remain united and indivisible, we must firmly
insist on the political expediency of the Russian literary language.”

This is the typical philosophy of a liberal on the neces-
sity of an official language.

We have quoted the above passage from an article by
Mr. S. Patrashkin in the liberal newspaper Dyen ** (No. 7).
For quite understandable reasons, the Black-Hundred
Novoye Vremya rewarded the author of these ideas with a
resounding kiss. Mr. Patrashkin expresses “very sound ideas”,
Menshikov's newspaper stated (No. 13588). Another paper
the Black Hundreds are constantly praising for such very
“sound” ideas is the national-liberal Russkaye Mysl.’® And
how can they help praising them when the liberals, with the
aid of “cultured” arguments, are advocating things that
please the Nowvoye Vremya people so much?

Russian is a great and mighty language, the liberals
tell us. Don't you want everybody who lives in the border
regions of Russia to know this great and mighty language?
Don’t you see that the Russian language will enrich the lit-
erature of the non-Russians, put great treasures of culture
within their reach, and so forth?

That is all true, gentlemen, we say in reply to the lib-
erals. We know better than you do that the language of Tur-
genev, Tolstoy, Dobrolyubov and Chernyshevsky is a great
and mighty one. We desire more than you do that the closest
possible intercourse and fraternal unity should be established
between the oppressed classes of all the nations that inhabit
Russia, without any discrimination. And we, of course, are
in favour of every inhabitant of Russia having the opportu-
nity to learn the great Russian language.

What we do not want is the element of coercion. We do
not want to have people driven into paradise with a cudgel;
for no matter how many fine phrases about “culture” you
may ulter, a compulsory official language involves coercion,
the use of the cudgel. We do not think that the great and
mighty Russian language needs anyone having to study it
by sheer compulsion. We are convinced that the development
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of capitalism in Russia, and the whole course of social life
in general, are tending to bring all nations closer together.
Hundreds of thousands of people are moving from one end
of Russia to another; the different national populations are
intermingling; exclusiveness and national conservatism must
disappear. People whose conditions of life and work make
it necessary for them to know the Russian language will
Jearn it without being forced to do so. But coercion (the
cudgel) will have only one result: it will hinder the great
and mighty Russian language from spreading to other na-
tional groups, and, most important of all, it will sharpen
antagonism, cause friction in a million new forms, increase
resentngent, mutual misunderstanding, and so on.

Who wants that sort of thing? Not the Russian people,
not the Russian democrats. They do not recognise national
oppression in any form, even in “the interests of Russian
culture and statehood”.

That is why Russian Marxists say that there must be no
compulsory official language, that the population must be
provided with schoo's where teaching will be carried on in
all the local languages, that a fundamental law must be in-
troduced in the constitution declaring invalid all privileges
of any one nation and all violations of the rights of national
minorities.

Proletarshaya Pravda No. 1§ (32), Publtshed according fo
January 18, 1914 the text in Proletarshaya Pravda




TO CAMILLE HUYSMANS

At your personal request I am writing the following brief
report (bref rapport) in my own name, and apologise in
advance for any gaps in this report (rapport), as I am hard
pressed for time. The Central Committee of our Party will
probably find occasion to send its own official report* to
the Executive Committee of the International Socialist
Bureau, and to correct any possible errors in my own private
report.

What are the differences (dissentiments) between the Cen-
tral Committee of our Party and the Organising Committee?
That is the question. These differences may be reduced to the
following six points:

1

The Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party was formed
in 1898 as an illegal Party, and has always remained such.
Today too our Party can exist only as an illegal Party, since
in Russia even the party of the moderate liberals has not
been legalised.

Until the 1905 Revolution in Russia, however, the liberals
published an illegal organ abread.’' When the revolution
was defeated, the liberals turned their backs upon it and
indignantly rejected the idea of an illegal press. And so
after the revolution the idea arose in the opportunist wing
of our Party of renouncing the illegal Party, of liguidating
it (hence the name “liguidators”) and of substituting for it
a legal (“open”) party.

On two occasions, in 1908 and in 1910, our entire Party
condemned liquidationism ** formally and unqualifiedly. On

* See pp. 233-36 of this volume.— Ed.
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this point the differences are absolutely irreconcilable. It
is impossible to restore and build up an illegal Party with
people who do not believe in it and have no desire at all to
build it up.

The Organising Committee and the Conference of August
1912 ** which clected it, recognise the illegal Party in word,
In deed, however, after the decisions of the August Con-
ference, the liquidators’ newspaper in Russia (Luck and
Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta in 1912-13), continued to attack,
in the lpgal press, the very existence of the illegal
Party (pumerous articles by L.S., F.D., Zasulich, and
others).

Thus, we disagree with the Organising Committee because
the latter is a fiction, which in word denies that it is liqui-
dationist. but in fact screens and whitewashes the liqui-
dators’ group in Russia,

We disagree with the Organising Committes because the
latter is unwilling (and unable, for it is helpless against
the liguidators’ group) to condemn liguidationism emphati-
cally and irrevocably,

We cannot build up an illegal Party except by fighting
those who attack it in the legal press.InRussia there are now
(since 1912) fivo St. Petersburg workers’ dailles: one fulfils
and carries out the decisions of the illegal Party (Pravda).
The other (Luch and Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta) attacks the
illegal Party, defies it, and tries to convince the workers that
it is unnecessary. Unity between the illegal Party and the
group that is fighting against the existence of the illegal
Party is impossible until the paper run by the liquidators’
group radically changes its line, or until the Organising
Committee emphatically condemns it and breaks with it.

1L

Our differences with the liquidators are the same as those
between reformists and revolutionaries everywhere. How-
ever, these differences are greatly aggravated and made ir-
reconcilable by the fact that the liquidators, in the legal
press, fight against revolutionary slogans. Unity is impos-
sible with a group which, forexample, declares in the }egal
press that the slogan of a republic, or of the confiscation of
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the big landed estates, is unsuitable for agitation among the
masses. In the legal press we cannot refute such propaganda,
which is objectively tantamount to betraying socialism and
making concessions to liberalism and the monarchy.

And the Russian monarchy is such that a few more revo-
Iutions will be needed to teach the Russian tsars constitu-
tionalism,

There can be no unity between our illegal Party, which
secretly organises revolutionary strikes and demonstrations,
and the group of publicists who in the legal press call the
strike movement a “strike craze”.

11

We disagree on the national question. This question is
a very acute one in Russia. The programme of our Party em-
phatically rejects so-called “extra-territorial and national
autonomy”. Advocacy of the latter actually amounts to the
preaching of refined bourgeois nationalism. Nevertheless, the
August Conference of the ligquidators (1912) recognised this
“extra-territorial national autonomy” thereby deliberately
violating the Party Programme. Comrade Plekhanov, who
takes a neutral stand between the Central Committce and
the Organising Committee, protested against this violation
of the Programme, describing it as adaptation of socialism
to nationalism.

We disagree with the Organising Committee because the
latter refuses to rescind a decision which violates our Party
Programme,

IV

Furthermore, we disagree on the national question in re-
spect of organisation. The Copenhagen Congress definitely
condemned the division of trade unions according to nation-
ality.** Moreover, the experience of Austria has shown that
in this respect it is impossible to draw a distinction be-
tween the trade unions and the political party of the prole-
tariat.

Our Party has always stood for a united, international
organisation of the Social-Democratic Party. In 1908, be-
fore the split, the Party repeated its demand for the amalga-
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mation of all the national Social-Democratic organisations
in the local areas.

We disagree with the Bund, the separate Jewish workers’
organisation, which supports the Organising Committee,
hecause, despite Party decisions, the Bund {latly refuses
{op proclaim the principle of the unity of all national organi-
sations in the local areas, and to bring about such an amal-
gamation,

It must be emphasised that the Bund refuses to amalga-
mate not only with organisations subordinated to our Cen-
tral Committee, but also with the Lettish Social-Democratic
Party, the Polish Social-Democratic Party and the Polish
Socialist Party (the Left wing). Consequently, when the Bund
poses a¢ an amalgamator, we reject its claim, and declare
that it is the Bund that is splitting the movement, since
it refuses to bring about international unity among the
Social-Democratic workers in the local organisations,

\'

We disagree with the step taken by the Organising Com-
mitlee in defending the alliance of the liquidators and the
Bund with a non-Social-Democratic party, the P.S.P. (the
Left wing), despite the protests of the two sections of the
Polish Social-Democratic Party,

The Polish Social-Democratic Party has been affiliated to
our Party ever since 1906-07.

b The P.S.P. (the Left wing) was never affiliated with our
arty.

By entering into an alliance with the P.S.P. in opposition
to the two sections of the Polish Social-Democratic Party the
Organising Committee is guilty of scandalous splitting action.

By accepting in the Social-Democratic group in the Duma
the non-Social-Democrat Jagiello, a member of the P.S.P.,
despife formal protests by the two sections of the Polish
Social-Democratic Party, the Organising Committee and
1ts supporters among the deputies in the Duma are guilty
of scandalous splitting action.

We disagree with the Organising Committec because the
latter is unwilling to condemn and annul this splitting
alliance with the P.S.P, (the Left wing).
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Lastly, we disagree with the Organising Committee, and
with many of the groups and fictitious organisations abroad,
because our opponents are unwilling to admit openly, loy-
ally and unequivocally that our Party enjoys the support of
the overwhelming majority of the class-conscious workers
of Russia.

We attach extremely great importance to this because, on
the basis of bald statements unsupported by precise and veri-
fiable facts, the most glaring falsehoods are often circulated
abroad about the state of affairs in Russia.

The alternative is clear: either our opponents admit that
there are irreconcilable differences between us (in which
case their talk about umity is hypocrisy), or they see no ir-
reconcilable differences (in which case, if they do not want to
be regarded as splitters, they must loyally admit that we
are the absolute majority).

By what public and verifiable facts can it e proved which
side enjoys the support of the real majority of the class-
conpscious and organised Social-Democratic workers in Rus-
sia‘

First, by the Duma elections.

Secondly, by the information published in both Social-
Democratic newspapers during the whole of 1912 and nearly
the whole of 1913.

It can be readily understood that the only convincing
material on the question at issue is provided by the daily
newspapers of the two trends in St. Petershurg for two years.

Thirdly, by public statements made by workers in Rus-
sia (in the columns of both newspapers) in favour of one or
the other of the two Social-Democratic groups in the Duma.

All these three sets of facts were given in our Central
Committee’s official report to the International Socialist
Bureau (session of December 14, 1913). I will briefly recapit-
ulate these facts.

First: 47 per cent of the deputies elected by the worker
curia in the elections to the Second Duma (1907), 50 per cent
of such deputies in the elections to the Third Duma (1907-12),
and 67 per cent in the elections to the Fourth Duma were
Bolsheviks (i. e., our adherents).
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Sacondly, during 21 months between January 1, 1912 and
October 1, 1913, the two workers’ newspapers in St. Peters-
burg published reports of the funds collected by workers'’
graups: 5506 groups collected funds for the liquidators and
all their allies, while 2,181 groups collected funds for our
Party.

Th%rdly, up to November 20, 19132, 4,850 workers cxpressed
support, over their signafures, for our group in the Duma,
as against 2,539 workers who expressed support for the ligui-
dators {and all their allies, the Bund, the Caucasians, and
so on and so forth).

These precise and verifiable facts prove that during the
two years, we united the overwhelming majority of Social-
Democratic workers’ groups in Russia, despite the incredible
difficulties the illegal Party in Russia has to contend with.

(In tie matter of publishing illegal literature and or-
ganising illegal, strictly Party conferences, the odds in our
favour are even greater.)

Since we have in two years united the overwhelming ma-
jority of Social-Democratic workers’ groups in Russia, we
claim recognition for our method of organisation. We cannot
depart from that method.

Those who recognise the illegal Party, but refuse to recog-
nise our method of organisation, which has been endorsed
by two years’ of experience and by the will of the majority
of the class-conscious workers, are guilty of splitting tactics.

Such is my bricf report.

With Social-Democratic greetings, N. Lenin
Brussels, January 31-February 1, 1914

Jrirst published in 1924 Published according to
in the journal Prolelarshaya the manuscript
Revolutsta No. 8§ (26)
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THE PURPOSE OF ZEMSTVO STATISTICS

(Penza Gubernia Zemstvo, Summary of a Valurtion and
Statistical Investigation of Penza Gubernia. Series 111,
Imvestigation of Landed Property. Part I1. Census of Peas-
ant Households. Section I. Reference Data on Villages and
Detailed Tables of Complete House-to-House Returns Census.
Vol. 3: Krasnoslobodsk Uyezd, Penza, 1913. Price 1 ruble.
Preface 10 pages. Text 191. Total 201 pp.)

The Penza Zemstvo °* is conducting a valuation and sta-
tistical investigation on the basis of a programme so full
and detailed that it must arouse exceptional interest in every
student of Russia’s economic system.

A complete census is being taken of all peasant households
according to an abbreviated household card. In addition,
every third housechold is described according to a more
detailed brief household card; every ninth houschold is
described in a still fuller household card, called the detailed
card; every twenty-seventh household is described in a still
fuller household card, called the special card; and, lastly,
twenty-five households in the uyezd (probably representing
about one-thousandth of the total households) gave their
budgets in still greater detail.

In all, we have five degrees of more or less detailed inves-
tigation, and the fuller programme contains all the questions
that are included in the abbreviated programme. In the
preface, the authors indicate the degree of fullness of each
of these five descriptions in the following manner:

“The budget covers the entire production and consumption of the
peasant household.

“The special description studies, in each household, the sale and
purchase of agricultural produce and the turnover of stock-breedin
ilon a special form), and all the questions contained in the detaile

ousehold card.
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«The detailed household card lists all the properties, undertak-
.ios and ocoupations of the members of the household, registers the
sex, age and literacy of the members of the family and the value of
jivestock, dead stock and buildings, and records the incomes from
updertakings and occupations and crops, and expenditure on hiring

Jabour. .
: «Phe brief household card contains only data on the sex, age and

jiteracy of the members of the family, and lists their properties, un-
dertakings and occupations, livestock and dead stock.

“The ahbreviated household card registers the size of the family
divided according to sex, the number of male workers, the properties
and undertakings of the family, except remted land, the principal
livestock, the literacy and outside occupations of the male workers,
and also the number of boys and girls attending school.”

It is to be regretted that the volume contains no appendix
with a full list of the questions contained in all the five types
of deseriptions. Only the briefest (“abbreviated”) household
card is appended, and this gives (approximately) a no less de-
tailed description of the households than is given in the cards
“used in agricultural censuses organised on European lines,

It may be said without exaggeration that if the Penza
statisticians investigate the whole gubernia according to
the above programmse the data they will collect will be al-
most ideal. Let us assume that there are 270,000 houscholds
in the gubernia (actually the figure is probably higher),
This will give us 90,000 descriptions containing data on the
.amount of land rented, and on all the live and dead stock;

it will also give us 30,000 descriptions containing data on
the crops (of each household), on expenditure on hired labour,
and value of farm implements and buildings. It will give
us a further 10,000 descriptions of the sale and purchase of
agricultural produce as well as the “turnover of stock-breed-
Ing” (i. e., probably a precise description of the conditions
under which livestock is kept and fed, the productivity of
stock-breeding, etc.). And lastly, it will give us fwo hundred
and fifty budgets which, counting ten typical groups of
Peasant households, will give exhaustive descriptions of
each group based on twenty-five budgets per group, i.e.,
quite sutficient to obtain steady averages.

 In short, if this programme is fulfilled, peasant husbandry
I the Penza Gubernia will have been studied magnificently,
and far hetter than in West-European censuses (which, it
'8 true, cover the whole country, not a gubernia).

4*
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The whole point is, how these excellent data will be
tabulated. That is the main difficully. Ierein lies the weakest
spot of our Zemstvo statistics, which as far as thoroughness
and care for detail are concerned, arc splendid. The data on
each of the 300,000 households (or each of the 90,000, 30,000
or 10,000) may be splendid, but if they are not properly
tabulated they will be utterly useless for scientific purposcs,
for an understanding of Russia’s cconomics, inasmuch as

eneral averages per village commune, volost, uyezd or
gubernia, tell us very little. .

It is precisely ab the present time that semi-medieval
(patriarchal and feudal) agriculture in Russia is undergoing
a process of capitalist transformation. This process started
over half a century ago. During this long period of time, a
vast amount of miscellaneous information on the various
features of this process has been collected in Russian eco-
nomic literature. The important thing now is that this mass
of Zemstvo statistics, so admirable in details, thoroughness
and authenticity, should be properly tabulated. These sta-
tistics must be tabulated in such a way as to provide an an-
swer, a precise and objective answer, based on mass data,
to all the questions indicated or outlined in the course of
over half a century’s analysis of the post-Reform economics
of Russia (and at the present time the Stolypin agrarian
legislation poses a great number of new and extremely inter-
esting questions concerning Russia’s post-revolutionary eco-
nomics).

The statistical returns must be tabulated in such a way
as to make it possible to study from them the process by which
the old, feudal, natural economy, based on the corvée and
labour service, is being destroyed and superseded by commer-
cial, capitalist economy. No person in Russia at all familiar
with politics and economics can now doubt that this process
is going on. The only question is kow fo tabulate these excel-
lent house-to-house data so as to prevent them from being
wasted, and to facilitate the study of all aspects of this ex-
tremely complex and varied process.

To meet these requirements, the tabulation of the house-
to-house statistics should yield the greatest number of
group and complex tables drawn up in the most rational and
detailed mannpet, so that all the types of households that have
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been noted—or evidence of which have been noted (this is
no less important)—may be studied separately. Without
varied and rationally compiled group and complex tables,
this wealth of house-to-house statistics will simply be
wasted, That is the greatest weakness of present-day statis-
tics, which of late have been suffering increasingly from what
I would call “statistical cretinism”—an inability to see the
wood for the trees; economic types of phenomena are sub-
merged in a welter of figures, types that can be brought out
only in varied ‘and rationally compiled group and complex
tables.

To be called rationally compiled, such tables must first
of all enable one to trace the process of development of capi-
talism in all its ramifications and forms. Only such a tabu-
lation®*can be regarded as rational as will bring into focus
the best preserved types of natural economy and the various
degrees to which it is being superseded by commercial and
capitalist agriculture (in different areas commercial agricul-
ture assumes different forms, drawing first one and then
another branch of agriculture into the process of production
for the market). The various types of economy that are in the
process of transition from exclusively natural agriculture
to the sale of labour-power (what we call “industries”, which
consist in the sale of labour-power) and also to the purchase
of labour-power, should be dealt with separately in special
detail. So also must the various types of households according
to their level of wealth (degree of accumulation of capital,
and of opportunity of forming and accumulating it), and
according to size of aggregate agricultural production,
and the size of those branches of agricultural production
which in the given locality and at the given time lend
themselves most easily to transformation into commercial
?griﬁulture or commercial stock-breeding, and so on and so
orth,

This transformation of natural economy into commercial
agriculture is the crux of the matter in a study of the modern
economics of agriculture. The endless errors and prejudices
of official, liberal-professorial, petty-bourgeois Narodnik
and opportunist “theory”, are due to failure to understand
this transformation or to inability to trace it in its extremely
varied forms.
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Judging from the volume mentioned above, the work of
the Penza statisticians is being performed by people who
do not go about the job in bureaucratic fashion, but are
really interested in their subject and capable of producing
scientific research of immense value, Nevertheless this
work seems to be suffering from an excess of statistical red
tape or statistical zeal and from a lack of politico-economic
common sense and purpose.

The volume under review contains, first of all, reference
material on the villages. This material takes up a little less
than one-tenth of the book. The other nine-tenths consist
of tables drawn up according to village communes. Each
group of peasants (according to size of holdings) in each com-
mune in each village-is given a separate horizontal line (there
are altogether 1,009 for the whole uyezd) containing 139
columns. The information is given in remarkable detail,
Nine-tenths of this information will probably never be
required for any kind of reference even by the most inquis-
itive of the local inhabitants.

But remarkable detail verges on something like sta-
tistical mania when we see columns 119-139, i. e., fwenty-one
columns, giving the relative numbers, i. e., the percentages,
for each of the thousand uyezd divisions! The statisticians
have made thousands and tens of thousands of calculations
for asingle uyezd, which even the local inhabitants may need
only in highly exceptional cases. The statisticians have made
about 15,000 to 20,000 calculations, of which probably only
a dozen or two will be needed by local inhabitants alone,
who could have made these calculations themselves on the
rare occasions they required them.

The vast labour wasted by the statisticians detracts
from the amount of work they are able (with the available
personnel and the available budget—the Zemstvo budgets
provide very modest funds for statistics!) to devote to in-
vestigation. The volume under review contains thousands
of figures constituting an unnecessary statistical “luxury”,
but it does nrot contain e single summary. All summaries
have been left for subsequent volumes. In the first place,
we are not sure that other volumes will appear, nor can the
Russian Zemstvo statisticians, who are too dependent on
police tyranny, be sure of this. And secondly, without a
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test being made of the various group and complex tables
according to uyezd, it is never possible to obtain a full and
scientifically satisfactory system of summarised, group and
complex tables according to gubernia.

So far we have a deplorable fact—a volume of Zemstvo
stalistics of negligible, almost negatory scientific value,
on which an immense amount of labour has been wasted, and
which contains a wealth of valuable and up-to-date data
(the result of the law of November 9!) that have not been
summarised, collated, grouped, or combined.

We shall mention at least some of the groups that could
and should have been established in order to render this
wealth of Zemstvo statistics serviceable. The uyezd and the
gubernia should be divided into districts showing where
commercial agriculture of the various types is most prevalent
(the distilling of liguor from grain and potatocs; the sale
of dairy products; butter and oil making; special commercial
crops, and so on, and so forth); then according to the preva-
lence of non-agricultural and migratory industries; conditions
of landlord economy (the nearness of landed estates, or the
absence of same; the predominance of serf-like corvée, la-
bour service, métayage, share-cropping, and so forth, or of
capitalist. landlord farming employing hired labour); also
the degree to which commerce and capitalist turnover in
general are developed (an extremely important division
which must positively be made as an elementary requirement
of political economy, and which can easily be made, although
that is usually not done: that is to say, to group villages
according to their distance from railways, market-places,
trade centres, and so forth); according to size of village (in
the Krasnoslobodsk Uyezd there are about 30,000 house-
holds distributed over 278 villages, but 19 of the largest
villages have a total of 9,000 households; in all probability
the conditions vary).

It is desirable and necessary to group households not only
according to the size of their holdings but also according
to the c¢crop area (in their preface the compilers say that
peasant farming in Penza Gubernia is conducted “mainly
on the peasants’ own land and not on rented land”; but this
statement is too sweeping, and the question of renting land
15 of vast importance and should be elaborated in detail);
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likewise, according to the area under commercial crops,
wherever and whenever they are to be observed and can be
itemised; further, according to “industries” (but not in the
crude way that this is usually done, as if in mockery of po-
litical economy, by taking “households with members en-
gaged in industries” and those without such members; it is
absolutely necessary to indicate the status of the person in
the industry: households in which a large, medium, or small
number of the members go out to work as hired labourers;
houscholds which own small or large establishments employ-
ing a small, medium or large number of wage-workers,
and so forth), and according to the number of livestock
owned (this has partly been done in this volume), etc.

Complex tables, ten of them, say, with the households
divided (again approximately) into ten groups according to
the various indications of capitalism's penetration into
agriculture, would give—assuming that we have 80 columns
—8,000 new calculations, i. e., would take up much Jess
space than the 20,000 worthless calculations of percentages
for each separate village commune.

The scientific value of such varied complex tables which
show the great diversity of forms in which agriculture and the
agriculturalist are subordinated to the market, would be
tremendous. It may be said without exaggeration that they
would revolutionise the science of agricultural economics.

Prosveshcheniye No. {1, Published according to
January 1914 the text In Prosveshcheniye

Signed: V. Iyin
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BOOK REVIEW

Labour Protection Exhibits at the All-Russia Hygiene
Ezxhibition in St. Petersburg in 1913.
St. Petersburg 1913. Pp. 78. Price not indicated.

This extremely useful book briefly catalogues the material
on labour protection exhibited at the All-Russia Hygiene
Exhibition. It contains a vast amount of valuable statistical
data on a number of questions affecting the lives of the work-
ers, such as the number of workers employed in various
industries, female and child labour, the working day and
wages, sanitary conditions and labour protection, sickness
and mortality among the workers, alccholism, workers’
insurance, and so on and so forth.

Appended is an excellent index to the literature on labour
protection.

The absence, in many cases, of absolute figures (only
percentages are given) is a shortcoming of the book, as is
the absence of a general subject index that would enable the
reader quickly to find the data he needed on different
questions.

It would be desirable to have these faults eliminated in
subsequent editions. All who are interested in the labour
question, and all trade unions, insurance and other working-
class organisations, will undoubtedly avail themselves of
this book. Subsequent editions can and should make this
book a systematic catalogue of material on questions con-
cerning the conditions and protection of labour in Russia.

Prosveshcheniye No. 1, Published according to
January 1014 the text in Prosveshcheniye

Signed: V. I.




THE LIBERALS' CORRUPTION
OF THE WORKERS

The boycott, or rather the frothy radical chatter that
is increasingly becoming the sole content of liquidator writ-
ings, often obscures from the reader the principles under-
lying liquidator propaganda. That is exactly what the
liberal-labour politicians are after—that amidst the din,
hullabaloo, and fireworks of radical claptrap the workers
should more easily swallow bourgeois platitudes against the
Marxist organisation,

But class-conscious workers will not be deceived by the
rantings of sham “political campaigns” launched by the dis-
ruptors of the workers’ organisation. What class-conscious
workers appreciate most of all and first of all in every press
organ is adherence to high principle. What are the workers
really being taught under cover of the “opposition” claptrap,
clamour and claims to defend the interests of the workers? —
that is the main, the basic and, properly speaking, the only
important question that every thinking worker asks himself.
The thinking worker knows that the most dangerous of
advisers are those liberal friends of the workers who claim
to be defending their interests, but are actually trying to
destroy the class independence of the proletariat and its
organisation.

It is therefore our bounden duty to open the workers'
eyes to the manner in which the liquidators are destroying
the organisation. Take, for example, the progfammatic
leading article in the New Year’s issue of the liquidators’
organ., We are told:

“The working class is heading towards a political party of the
proletariat, which will function openly and be sufficiently powerful
and broad to resist the efforts of any political regime to deprive it
of all rights, to deprive it of the possibility of fulfilling its normal
functions of political leadership.”
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There you have an example of “normal” liberal claptrap
in all its glory! No sensible liberal would refuse to raise both
hands in favour of this splendid formula, by means of which
the liquidator newspaper tries to conceal the fact that it is
“heading” and striving towards the destruction of everything
the proletariat has during the last twenty years achieved
in the way of Marxist organisation, at the cost of so much
cffort.

Further on it is still more candid:

“The road to the open political party of action is also the road to
Party unity.”

It has becn stated thousands and thousands of times, in
the most formal and most soleinn declarations, stated as far
back as*1908 and 1910, that this kind of talk is tantamount
to renouncing, to liquidating, the past. But the liquidators,
nothing daunted, go on harping on the same theme in the
hope of deceiving some terribly ignorant people with their
outcries about “unity”.

Traitors to the entire Marxist past clamouring about an
“open party’—and “unity”!... Why, this is an insult
{o the class-conscious workers. It is an insult even to the
“August” Conference of 1912, at which a handful of naive
people believed that the liquidators had abandoned the
shameful liberal slogan of an open party.

But the whole point is that this gang of liberal hacks,
all those F.D.’s, Gammas, L.M.’s, Em-El’s, Rakitins, **
etc., etc., are waging their liberal campaign to destroy the
Marxist organisation, deliberately flouting the resolutions
of both 1908 and 1910, and trying to deceive the non-class-
conscious workers. They think there are still ignorant people
about, who will believe their promises of an “open party” and
fail to see that this is simply a variety of the liberal cam-
paign against the existence of the genuine Marxist organi-
sation! And whilst there are ignorant people about, this
handful of liberal hacks, who seek to liquidate the past,
will continue their dirty work, no matter how many times
they are told that “unity” with these disruptors and disorga-
nisers is an absurdity and a fraud.

The New Year “leaderist” of the liquidator newspaper
does not stand alone. He is backed by all the liquidators,
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There you have an example of “normal” liberal claptrap
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the liquidator newspaper tries to conceal the fact that it is
«heading” and striving towards the destruction of everything
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Further on it is still more candid:

“Fhe road to the open political party of action is also the road to
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It has hecn stated thousands and thousands of times, in
the most formal and most solemn declarations, stated as far
back as*1908 and 1910, that this kind of talk is tantamount
to renouncing, to liquidating, the past. But the liquidators,
nothing daunted, go on harping on the same theme in the
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Traitors to the entire Marxist past clamouring about an
“open party”—and “unity”!... Why, this is an insult
to the class-conscious workers. It is an insult even to the
“August” Conference of 1912, at which a handful of naive
people believed that the liguidators had abandoned the
shameful liberal slogan of an open party.

But the whole point is that this gang of liberal hacks,
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Mr. P. Karpov, for example, who, in issue No. & (123) of
Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta, assures us that

“overcoming [all the obstacles that are put in the way of organis-
ing workers’ congresses] is nothing more nor less than a genuine strug-
gle for freedom of association, i. e., for the legalisation ol the working-

class movement, which is closely linked with the struggle for the open
existence of the workers' Social-Democratic Party”.

No liberal or even Octobrist will deny sympathy with the
struggle for the legalisation of the working-class movement!
No liberal will utter a sound of protest against an “open par-
ty”; he will even support those who advocate it as his best
accomplices in fooling the workers.

In fulfilment of our duty, we shall never tire of repeating
to the class-conscious workers that advocacy of an open
workers’ party is empty liberal chatter, designed to corrapt
the workers and to destroy the Marxist organisation. The
latter cannot exist and grow unless a determined and relent-
less struggle is waged against those who are directing all
their efforts towards destroying the Marxist organism, into
which the upsurge of the last two years has infused new and
healthy blood.

Put Pravdy No. 9, Published according to
January 31, 1914 the text in Py Pravdy
Signed: K. T.




LETTER TO THE EDITOR

In his letter, published in Nowvaya Rabochaya Gazeta
No. 16, A. Bogdanov concealed the main reason for his dis-
agreement with Pravda.

That reason is that A. Bogdanov has for many years been
opposing the philosophy of Marxism and upholding bour-
geois idealist views against the materialism of Marx and
Engels.

For that xeason, the Marxist Bolsheviks several years agao
considered it their duty to come out against Bogdanov. For
the same rcason the Marxist Mensheviks, in the person of
G. V. Plekhanov, are conducting a literary struggle against
Bogdanov. And lastly, for the very same rcason, even the
so-called Vperyod group ** has broken with Bogdanov.

True, ever since Bogdanov began to contribute to Prevda,

we doubted whether he would refrain from carrying his
fight against the philesophy of Marxism into the columns of
the workers’ newspaper. Unfortunalely, A. Bogdanov has-
tened to confirm our fears. After getting several small pop-
ular articles on innocuous subjects, published in Pravda,
he _shortly submitted an articlo entitled “Ideclogy”, in
which, in the most “popular” manner, he launched an attack
upon the philosophy of Marxism. The editors refused to
publish that anti-Marzist article. This was the cause of
the conflict.
.. We advise A. Bogdanov, instead of complaining about
family rows” to get that article entitled “Ideoclogy” pub-
lished (the liquidationist newspaper will not, of course,
refuse hospitality to an anti-Marxist article). All Marxists
Will then be able to see the real reason for our disagreement
}’“th Bogdanov, concerning which he said not @ word in his
engthy letter,
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We believe that the workers have set up a newspaper of
their own in order that it should advocate Marxism, and not
have its columns used to distort Marxism in the spirit of
bourgeois “scholars”.

We are also very glad that A. Bogdanov has once again
raised the question of the article on the Vperyod group,
which he sent to Pravda last summer. Since A. Bogdanov
desires it, he will receive (in Prosveshcheniye) a detailed
statement about the number of untruths that article con-
tained, and about the immense harm that adventurist group
has caused the working-class movement in Russia.*

Put Pravdy No B8, Published according to
January 31, 1014 the text in Put Pravdy

* See pp. 487-93 of this volume.— 77d.



THE LIQUIDATORS’ LEADER
ON THE LIQUIDATORS’ TERMS OF “UNITY”

Every crisis, every turning-point in any movement, is
particularly interesting (and particularly useful to those
who belong to it) in that it brings into clear and sharp focus
that movement’s fundamental trends, its fundamental
Jaws,

The International Socialist Bureau's decision to arrange
an “exchange of opinions” among all groups in Russia’s work-
ing-class movement also marks a certain crisis or turning-
point in the movement. It will undoubtedly be very useful
“loyally”, as the resolution of the International Socialist
Bureau expresses it, i.e., sincerely, to “exchange opinions”
before an authoritative international body. It will make
everybody take a closer and more serious look at the course
of the working-class movement in Russia.

We ought to be extremely grateful to Mr. F. D., the well-
known lcader of the liquidators, for having of kis own accord
published in Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta No. 108 an extreme-
ly valuable statemont of his views on “amalgamation”,
covered with only a thin veil of convention and bashfulness.
Our best greetings to Mr. F.D.! It is pleasanter by far to
talk with the opponent himself than with muddled or feeble
go-betweens, etc.!

With praiseworthy candour Mr. F.D. sets forth and com-
Pares fwo points of view on amalgamation: one of them he
rejects as “profoundly erroneous”; the other he approves of
and adheres to.

This is how Mr. F. D. sets forth the first point of view:

“One may argue thus: the differences among the Sociat-Democratic

tl‘ 15 ] ) i LI A}l 9 »
n:ii(i]:_ in Russin are neyligible. Therciore, on the grounds of their
gligibility, we must, with help from the International, devise
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some organisational form of amalgamation—either federation, or g
certain quota restricting the powers of any majority. Once an accept-
able exlernal form of ‘unity’ is found, the negligible differcnces wil}
‘vanish’ of themsclves— cverything will come right in the end.”

Mr. F. D, calls Lhis point of view “profoundly erroneous”,
without, however, naming its advocates (Trotsky, Kautsky,
and all the “conciliators”in general). The veil of convention
and bashfulness must have prevented Mr. F. D, from mention-
ing the well-known names of the supporters of this “pro-
foundly erroneous” idea! But actually concealment of the
truth benelits only the opponents of the working classl

Thus, the views of the conciliators are “profoundly er-
ronecous”’. Why is that?

In answering this question Mr. F. D. winds the veil thrice
round his bashful face. “It will explode,” he says, “it will
lead to collapse”, “be the differences great or smalill”

The words quoted in italics give Mr, F.D. away complete-
ly. Murder will out, however you “veil” it.

With the full candour you reveal, Mr. F. D., your petty
evasions are useless and ridiculous. Are the differences
negligible, or are they not negligible? Give us a straight an-
swer. There is no middle course, for the point at issue is
whether unity is possible (yes, it is possible if the differences
arc negligible, or small) or impossible (ro, it is impossible
if the differences are not “negligible”).

In condemning the “negligible” differences, Mr. F.D,
admitted thereby that the disagreements are important. But
he was afraid to say so openly (what would the “Seven”®
say? What would Trotsky, the Bundists, An,*” and all the
conciliators say?). He tried to wrap his answer in a long-
winded and deadly dull discourse on ihe second point of
view on unily.

But even in this long-winded discourse it is not difficult
to get to the heart of the matter:

“This platform [i. e., the one that Mr F. D. considers desirable
and acceptable] must ensure the non-Leninists full opportunity, with-
in the united Social-Democratic Party, to campaign and fight for
the open existence of Social-Democracy.”

Enough! Quite enough, Mr. F. D.! This is the real gist
of the matter, not phrases or declamations,
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To ensure the liquidators full opportunity to fight the
sanderground”—that is what Mr. F. D.’s “platform” amounts
to. since everybody understands perfectly well that the
fig-leaf of a “fight for open existence” is intended to cover up
the fight against the “underground”, which all workers know
i being waged.

That is the crux of the matter, and all those Tro-
tskys, Ans, Bundists, conciliators, “Sevens”, and so forth,
are nice people, but political nonentities. The heart of the
matter is in Mr. F.D.’s group, the “old” group of liqui-
dafors.

The Marxist organisation’s differences with this group
are absolutely irreconcilable, for agreement (let alone
wnity), not only with those who repudiate the “undergroynd”,
but even with those who have any doubts on that score, is
totally out of the question. The workers have long realised
that this is the erux of the matter as far as the liquidators
are concerned, for they dismissed the latter from office in all
ficlds of the working-class movement.

There was a time when the Marxist organisation condemned
the liquidators (1908-09). That time has long passed away.
There was a time when the Marxist organisation proclaimed
forgiveness and peace to all who were prepared to renounce
liquidationism (1910-14). That time has long ago passed
away. There was a time when the Marxists re-established
their organisation, in opposition to the liquidators (1912-13).
That time, too, has passed away. Then came a time when
the Marxist organisation won over the overwhelming majority
of the class-conscious workers, in opposition to all and sundry
liquidators together with their allies.

This has been proved by incontrovertible facts. The pro-
portion of Bplshevik deputies elected by the worker curia
rose from 47 per cent in the Second Duma elections to 50
Per cent in the Third Duma elections, and to G7 per cent in
the Fourth Duma elections (autump 1912). In the course
of 21 months, between January 1, 1912 and October 1, 1913,
lt'he Party ralliod swo thousand workers’ groups, while the
lquidators and all their allies united only five hundred.
re?t only have. Mr. F.D. and his friends made no attempt to
) lrlte. these incontrovertible facts, but they themselves,
Peaking through Mr. Rakilin in the columns of Nasha
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Zarya,* have admitted that the masses of the workers supporg
the Bolsheviks. ‘

Clearly, anyone who offers the Marxist organisation ¢
“platform” giving the liquidators “every opportunity” tg
liquidate that organisation—anyone who, “in the namg
of unity”, flouts the will of the vast majority of the classs
conscious workers, is simply making a mockery of “unity”,

Do you want unity? Then renounce liquidationism un-
equivocally, renounce the “fight for open existence”, andt
submit loyally to the majority. You do not want unity®
You may please yourself, but do not complain if, in a few,
months’ time, you will have no worker following left at all,
and you will have become not “ncar-Party” but “near—Cadet"’z&
intellectuals. \

{
Put Pravdy No. 12, Published according to’

February 4, 1914 the text in Put Prevdy
Signed: K. T. i




A CONTRIBUTION TO THE HISTORY
OF THE NATIONAL PROGRAMME
IN AUSTRIA AND IN RUSSIA

In Austria the national programme of the Social-Demo-
cratic Party was discussed and adopted at the Briinn Congress
in 1899, There is a very widesprcad but mistaken opinion
that this Congress adopted what is known as “cultural-nation-
al autonomy”, The reverse is true: the latter was unani-
mously rejected there.

The South-Slav Social-Democrats submitted to the Briinn
Congress (see p. XV of the official Minutes of the Congress
in German) a programme of cultural-national autonomy
worded as follows:

(82) “every nation inhabiting Austria, irrespective of the territory
on which iis members reside, shall constilute an aulonomous group,
which shall quite independently administer all its national (language
and cultural) affairs”.

The words underlined by us clearly express the gist of
“cultural-national autonomy” (otherwise called extra-ter-
Itorial). The state is to perpetuate the delimitation of na-
tions in educational and similar affairs, and every citizen
15 free Lo register with any nation he pleases.

At the Congress this programmec was defended both by
Kristan and the influential Ellenbogen. It was later with-
drawn, however, Not a single vote was cast for it. Victor Adler,
the Party’s leader, said, “...] doubt whether anybody would at
Present congider this plan practicable” (p. 82 of the Minutes).
. One of the arguments against it, on principle, was ad-

anced by Preussler, who said: “The proposals tabled by
‘Ywrades Kristan and Ellenbogen would result in chau-

Sm being perpetuated and introduced into every tiny

vinj
coIlllmunity, into every tiny group” (ibid., p. 92).
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equivocally, renounce the “fight for open existence”, and
submit loyally to the majority. You do not want unity?
You may please yourself, but do not complain if, in a few
months’ time, you will have no worker following left at all,
and you will have become not “near-Party” but “near-Cadet”
intellectuals.

Puil Pravdy No. 12, Published according to
February 4, 1914 the text in Put Provdy
signed: K. T.




A CONTRIBUTION TO THE HISTORY
OF THE NATIONAL PROGRAMME
IN AUSTRIA AND IN RUSSIA

In Austria the national programme of the Social-Demo-
cratic Party was discussed and adopted at the Briinn Congress
in 1899, There is a very widespread but mistaken opinion
that this Congress adopted what is known as “cultural-nation-
al autonomy”, The reverse is true: the latter was unani-
mously rejected there.

The South-Slav Social-Democrats submitted to the Briinn
Congress (see p. XV of the official Minutes of the Congress
in German) a programme of cultural-national autonomy
worded as follows:

(§2) “every nation inhabiting Austria, irrespective of the territory
nn which its members reside, shall constitute an autonomous group,
which shall quite independently administer all its national (language
and cultural) affairs.

The words underlined by us clearly express the gist of
“cultural-national autonomy” (otherwise called extra-ter-
ritorial). The state is to perpetuate the delimitation of na-
tions in educational and similar affairs, and every citizen
is free to register with any nation he pleases.

At the Congress this programme was defended both by
Kristan and the influential Ellenbogen. It was later with-
drawn, however. Not a single vote was cast forit. Victor Adler,
the Party’s leader, said, “...1I doubt whether anybody would at
bresent congider this plan practicable” (p. 82 of the Minutes).

One of the arguments against it, on principle, was ad-
vanced by Preussler, who said: “The proposals tabled by
comrades Kristan and Ellenbogen would result in chau-
vinism being perpctuated and introduced inte every tiny
tomimunity, into ¢very tiny group” (ibid., p. 92).
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Clause 3 of the Briinn Congress programme relevant to
this subject reads as follows:

“The self-governing regions of a given nation shall form a single
national association which shall settle all its national affairs quite

autonomously.”

This is a territorialist programme which directly pre-
cludes, for example, Jewish cultural-national autonomy,
Otto Bauer, the principal theoretician of “cultural-national
autonomy”, devoted a special chapter of his book (1907)
to proving that “cultural-national autonomy” for the Jews
could not be demanded.

We would mention on this issue that Marxists stand for
full frcedom of association, including the association of
dny national regions (uyezds, volosts, villages, and so
forth); but Social-Democrats cannot possibly agree to hav-
ing statutory recognition given to single national associ-
ations within the state.

In Russia, as it happens, all the Jewish bourgeois parties
(as well as the Bund, which actually follows in their wake)
adopted the programme of “extra-territorial (cultural-na-
tional) autonomy”, which was rejected by all the Austrian
theoreticians and by the Congress of the Austrian Social-
Democrati¢c Party!

This fact, which the Bundists for quite obvious reasons
have often tricd to deny, can be easily verified by a reference
to the well-known book, Forms of the National Movement
(St. DPetersburg, 1910)—sce also Prosveshcheniye No. 3,
1913.

This fact clearly shows that the more backward and more
petty-bourgeois social structure of Rlussia has resulted in
some of the Marxists becoming much more infected with
bourgeois nationalism.

The Bund’s nationalist vacillations were formally and
unequivocally condemned long ago by the Second (1903)
Congress, which flatly rejected the amendment moved by
the Bundist Goldblatt on “the setting up of institutions
guaranteeing freedom of development for the nationalities”
(a pseudonym for “cultural-national autonomy”).

When, at Lhe August 1912 Conference of liquidators, the
Caucasian Mensheviks, who until then had for decades
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peen strenuously fighting the Bund, themselves slipped into
nationalism, under the influence of the entire nationalist
atmosphere of the counter-revolution, the Bolsheviks were
not the only ones to condemn them. The Caucasian Menshe-
viks were also emphatically condemned by the Menshevik
Plekhanov, who described their decision as “the adaptation
of socialism to nationalism”.

“Phe Caucasian comrades,” Plekhanov wrote, “who have begun
1o talk about cultural autonomy instead of political autenomy, have

merely certitied the fact that they have unwisely submitted to the
hegemony of the Bund.”

Besides the Jewish bourgeois parties, the Bund and the
liquidators, “cultural-national autonomy” was adopted only
by the conference of the petty-bourgeois national parties
of the Left-Narodnik trend. But even here four parties (the
Jewish Socialist Labour PParty; the Byclorussian Hromada;
the Dashnaktsutyun and the Georgian Socialists-Federal-
ists **), adopted this programme, while the two largest
parties abstained from wvoting. these were the Russian Left
Narodniks and the Polish “Fracy” (P.S.P.)!

The Russian Left Narodniks expressed particular opposi-
tion to the compulsory, legal-state associations of national-
ities proposed in the famous Bund plan.

From this brief historical survey it is clear why both the
February and the summer conferences of Marxists in 4913
emphatically condemned the petty-bourgeois and national-
ist idea of “cultural-national autonomy”.*

Put Pravdy No. 13, Published according to
February 5, 1914 the text in Put Pravdy
Signedi M.

* See present edition, Vol. 18, p. 461 and Vol. 19, pp. 427-28,—Ed.
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A HIGHBORN LIBERAL LANDLORD
ON THE “NEW ZEMSTVO RUSSIA”

Deafened by liberal catch-phrases, people in our country
are apt to overlook the actual class stand of the liberal par-
ty's real bosses. In Russkaya Mysl No. 12, Prince Yevgeny
Trubetskoi has splendidly revealed this stand and strikingly
shown to what extent liberal landlords like the Trubetskois,
and reactionary landlords like the Purishkeviches have
drawn closer together on all important issues.

Stolypin's agrarian policy *® is one such momentous issue.
The highborn liberal landlord has this to say of it:

“Ever since Stolypin became Premier, the government’s. entire
concern for the countryside has been prompted largely by two mo-
tives: fear of Pugachovism,®® which caused so much trouble in 1905,
and the desire to offset it with a new type of peasant— one who is well-
to-do and therefore cherishes private properiy, one who will not be
susceptible to revolulionary propaganda....”

By the very use of the word “Pugachovism” our liberal
reveals that he is at one with the Purishkeviches. The
only difference is that the Purishkeviches utter this word
ferociously and menacingly, whereas the Trubetskois pro-
nounce it in the dulcet and sugary Manilov manner,** to the
accompaniment of phrases about culture, disgustingly hypo-
critical exclamations about the “new peasant communitics”
and the “democratisation of the countryside”, and pathetic
speeches on things divine,

Owing to the new agrarian policy, the peasant bourgeoisie
is growing much faster than before. There is no question
about that. The peasant bourgeoisie in Russia cannot help
growing whatever the political and agrarian system may
be, because Russia is a capitalist country which has been
completely drawn into the orbit of world capitalism. His
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Liberal Highness would have known this had he possessed
at lcast an elementary knowledge of the “fundamental prin-
ciples of Marxism”, of which he speaks with such boundless
aplomb and with equally boundless ignorance. But His
Highness exerts cvery effort to obscure the fundamental
question of whai the development of capitalism is like
without any Purishkeviches, and what it is like wit# their
class in complete power. His Highness goes into ecstasies
over the progress of co-operation, fodder grass cultiva-
tion, and “growing prosperity”’; but he does not say a word
about the high cost of living, the mass pauperisation of the
peasants, their desperate poverty and starvation, about
labour rent, and so forth. His Highuess sees that the “peas-
ants are turning bourgeois”, and goes into raptures over
it, but our liberal landlord turns a blind eye to the fact that
they are becoming wage-labourers under conditions in which
the relations of feudal bondage are preserved.

“The intelligentsia’s first contact with the broad masses of the
peasantry,” he writes, “took place as far back as 1903, but at that time
it bore an altogether different character; it was destructive rather than
constructive. At that time the affiliation was established solely for
the purpose of destroying the old forms of life, and was therefore su-
perficial. The demagoguc intellectual did not imbue the peasants’
minds and peasant life with his own independent ideas; if anything,
he himself was guided by the instincts of the musses of the people.
{Ie f}iattered them and adapted his party programme and tactics

0 them.”

Familiar Purishkevich-style talk! A little example: if
eighty peasant homesteads of twenty-five dessiatines each
are set up on 2,000 dessiatines of the Trubetskois® land,
that will be “destructive”; but if a score or so of such home-
steads are set up on the land of the pauperised village-
commune peasants, that will be “constructive”. Is that not
so, Your Highness? Don’t you realise that in the first in-
stance, Russia would really be “bourgeois-democratic”,
and in the second she would remain Purishkevichian for
decades to'come?

However, shying away from unpleasant questions, the
highborn liberal assures his readers that the big landowners,
who are selling their land, will “soon, very soon” disappear
entirely,
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acstion of what the development of capitalism is like
without any Purishkeviches, and what it is like with their
class in complete power. His Highness goes into cestasies
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“If, by its measures, the government does not accelerate the fu.
fure revolution excessively, ‘compulsory alienation’ will no longer
be a problem when that revolution doescome, as thers will be almost

nothing left to alienate.”

According to the latest statistics of the Ministry of the
Interior,*® 30,000 landlords owned 70,000,000 dessiatines
of land in 1905, while a similar area was owned by 10,000,000
peasants. But that does not concern the highborn liberal in
the least! He assures his readers that the Purishkeviches
will disappear very “soon”, because he wishes to defend the
Purishkeviches. The only thing that really interests him is

that:

“there will be in the countryside enough people intcrested in
private property to counler, not only PPugachov propaganda, but
socialist propaganda in all its forms”.

Thanks for being so candid!

“What will the result be?” the liberal prince asks. “Will the govern-
ment, with the aid of the intelligentsia {who are joining co-operative
societies, elc.], re-educate the peasants to become loyal petty landed
proprietors, or, on the contrary, will the infelligentsia educate them

with the aid of government loans?”

The prince anticipates neither of these alternatives. But
that is merely a hypocritical turn of speech. Actually, as
we have seen, he stands heart and soul for peasants being
rc-educated to become “loyal petty landed proprietors”,
and assures us that “the intelligentsia is coming down to
earth”, and that there will be no room for the “demagogic
agrarian programme” of the socialists (which, in the opinion
of His Highness, runs counter to the “fundamental princi-
ples of Marxism”. Don’t laugh, reader!).

That a landlord should entertain such views is not sur-
prising. Neither is his indignation at the growth of atheism
surprising, or his pious speeches. What is surprising is that
there are still foolish people in Russia who do not understand
that while such landlords and such politicians set the tone
in the liberal party, including the Cadet Party, it is ridic-
ulous to hope that the people’s interests can be really de-
fended “with the co-operation” of the liberals and the Cadets.

Put Praidy No. 18, Published according to
February 5, 1914 the text in Put Pravdy
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NARODISM AND THE CLASS
OF WAGE-WORKERS

The tenth anniversary of the death of the liberal-Narod-
nik writer Mikhailovsky has provided the Narodniks with a
pretext for reviving the old dispute about the significance
of the Marxists’ struggle against the Narodniks. That dis-
pute is of no little interest: first, historically, since the rise
of Marxism in Russia was the point at issue; second, theo-
retically, since the dispute concerned the fundamental ques-
tions of Marxist theory; and third, practically, inasmuch as
the Left-Narodnik newspaper in St. Petersburg is trying
to win tho workers over to its side. Mr. Rakitnikov, the Na-
rodnik, writes:

~ “Nobody, of course, now puts the case the way it was put in the
sixties and seventies, viz., whether Russia can avoid the phase of
capitalism. Russia is already in that phase.”

This interesting statement by a Left Narodnik brings us
straightaway to the gist of the matter. Is it true that the
question as to whether “Russia can avoid the phase of capi-
talism” was discussed only in the sixties and seventics?
No. It is absolutely untrue, This question was discussed by
the Narodniks in general, and by the contributors to Rus-
skoye Bogatstyo ** (i, e., members of Mikhailovsky’s group)
in particular, both in the eighties and the nineties. It is
sufficient to mention Mr. Nikolai —on, * for example.

Why then, did Mr. Rakitnikov conceal the eighties and
the nineties from his readers? Was it merely to cover up the
Narodniks® errors, and thus help to spread them among
the workers? This is a shabby trick, and things must be going
bad with those who resort to such tricks.
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What are the implications of the theory that “Russia
can avoid the phase of capitalisin”, a theory that wag
propounded by Mikhailovsky and his group, and survived
right down to the ninelics of the last century?

That was the theory of utopian, petty-bourgeois socialism,
i. e., the dream of petty-bourgeois intellectuals, who sought
a way of escape from capitalism not in the wage-workers'
class struggle against the bourgeoisie, but in eppeals 1o the
“entire nation”, to “society”, that is, to that very same bour-
geoisie.

Prior to the rise of the working-class movement, such theo-
ries of “socialism” were prevalent in all countries and they
merely reflected in fact the hopes of petty-bourgeois theore-
ticians that the class struggle could be avoided, dispensed
with. In all countries, as in Russia, the class-conscious work-
ing-class movement had to wage a persistent struggle
against these petty-bourgeois doctrines of “socialism” which
were in keeping with the status and point of view of the petty
proprietors.

The working-class movement cannot exist or develop
successfully until this theory of the benevolent petty pro-
prietors regarding the possibility of “avoiding” capitalism
is refuted. By covering up the fundamental mistake of the
Mikhailovsky group, Mr. Rakitnikov is bringing confusion
into the theory of the class struggle. Nevertheless it is this
theory alone that has shown the workers the way out of
their present conditions, shown how the workers themselves
can and should endeavour to achieve their emancipa-~
tion.

“Russia is already in the phase of capitalism,” writes Mr.
Rakitnikov.

This remarkable admission is tantamount to admitting
the fundamental error of Mikhailovsky and his group.

Moreover, it is tantamount to a complete renunciation
of Narodism.

The Left Narodniks who are in agreement with this ad-
mission are now fighting the Marxists not as Narodniks, but
as opportunists in the socialist movement, as supporters of
petty-bourgeois deviations from socialism.

Indeed, if “Russia is already in the phase of capitalism”,
it follows that Russia is a capitalist country. It follows that
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in Russia, asin all capitalist countries, the petty proprietors,
including the peasants, are petty bourgeois. It follows that
in Russia, as in all capitalist countrics, the wage-workers’
class struggle against the bourgeoisie is the only way in
which socialism can be achieved.

To this day the programme of the Left Narodniks (not to
mention their Russkoye Bogatstve friends) dares not admit
that Russia is a capitalist country. Mr, Rakitnikov defends
Narodism by surrendering the Narodniks’ programme to
the Marxists! A poor defence!

Mr. Rakitnikov argues with the Marxists not like a Narod-
nik but like an opportunist when he says:

“to support peasant farming does not mean battling against the
stream of inexorable economic development. And an increasing
number of socialists in the West is adopting this point of view.”

We have emphasised the words that completely betray
our poor “Left Narodnik”l We know that in the West the
class of wage-workers alone has been able as a class to
form socialist parties. We know that in the West the peas-
antry as a class forms, not socialist but bourgeois par-
ties. We know that it is nof the socialists, but the op-
portunists in the West who support petty-bourgeois farm-
ing.

“To support peasant farming!...” Look about you. Peasant
proprietors are forming associations to market grain, hay,
milk and meat at the highest prices, and to hire labour at
the lowest. The freer the peasauts are and the more land they
possess, the clearer do we see this.

Mr. Rakitnikov is trying to persuade the class of wage-
workers to “support petty-bourgeois farming”. A fine sort of
“socialism”, indeed!

The wage-workers support only the peasants’ struggle
against the feudalists and the serf-like conditions, but that
is quite different from what Mr., Rakitnikov wants.

In Russia, the great years of 1905-07 delinitely proved
that the wage-workers were the only class to act and rally
as a socialist force. The peasantry acted and rallied as a
bourgeois-democratic force. With the development of capi-
talism the difference betwcen the classes becoines more
marked from day to day.
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“Left-Narodnik” propaganda amounts, in effect, to the
corruption and disruption of the wage-workers’ class move-
ment with the aid of petty-bourgeois slogans. The Left
Narodniks would be well advised to turn to democratic
work among the peasants—that is something which even
non-socialists can do.

Put Pravdy No. 15, Published according to
February 18, 1914 the text in Put Pravdy

Sigoned: V. I
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MORE ABOUT ¢“NATIONALISM”

“In our day”, when attempts are being made to stage anoth-
er Bejlis case, the nationalists’ propaganda could bear more
frequent scrutiny. The nature of this propaganda was re-
vealed with striking clarity at the recent second congress
of representatives of the “All-Russia National Association”.

It would be highly erroneous to think that the signif-
icance of this propaganda is negligible inasmuch as this
cntire “All-Russia Association”, which was represented
only by 21 delegates from all over Russia, is negligible and
fictitious, a mere shadow. The “All-Russia National Asso-
ciation” is insignificant and a shadow, but its propaganda
is backed by all the parties of the right and by all the
official institutions; its propaganda is conducted in every
village school, in every military barrack, and in every church.

The following is a pressreport of a paper read at this con-
gress on February 2.

“Savenko, a member of the Duma, read a paper on ‘Mazeppism’,*
as the Ukrainian movement is called in the jargon of the nationalists.
Savenko expressed the opinion that ihe separatist tendencies [i. e,
for secession from the state] among the Byelorussians and the Ukrai-
nians were particularly dangerous. The Ukrainian movement con-
stituted a specially great and real menace to the integrity of Bussia.
The immediate programme of the Ukrainians was federalism and Uk-
rainian autonomy.

“The Ukrainfans linked their hopes of autonomy with the defeat
of Russia in a future war with Austria-Hungary and Germany. On
the ruins of Great Russia an autonomous Poland and an autonomous
Ukraine would be founded under the sceptire of the Habsburgs and
within the boundaries of Austria-Hungary.

“If the Ukrainians really succeeded in tearing their 30,000,000
away from the Russian people, it would mean the end of the Great-

tussian Empire. (Applause.)”

Why is this “fedcralism” no obslacle to the integrity of
the United States, or of Switzerland? Why is “autonomy”
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no obstacle to the integrity of Austria-Hungary? Why hag
“autonomy” even cemented the ties between Britain and many
of her colonies for a long time to come?

Mr. Savenko has presented his case for “nationalism” in
such a ridiculous light that he has made it extremely easy
to refute his ideas. The integrity of Russia, if you please,
is “menaced” by the autonomy of the Ukraine, whereas the
integrity of Austria-Hungary is cemented by universal suffrage
and the autonomy of her various regions! Is not this very
strange? Will it not occur to those who read and hear this
“nationalist” propaganda to ask why it is impossible to
cement the integrity of Russia by granting autonomy to the
Ukraine?

By persecuting “subject peoples”, the landlord and bour-
geois nationalists try to split and corrupt the working class
the better to be able to dope it. The class-conscious workers
retaliate by demanding complete equality and wunify for
the workers of all nationalities in practice.

In declaring the Byelorussians and Ukrainians to be subject
peoples, the nationalist gentry forget to add that the Groeat
Russians (the only non-“aliens” in Russia) constitute only
43 per cent of the population. Hence, the “subject peoples” are
in the majority! How then can the minority keep its hold on
the majority if it offers the latter no benefits, the benefits of
political freedom, national equality, and local and regional
autonomy?

By persecuting the Ukraintans and others for their “sep-
aratism”, for their secessionist strivings, the nationalists
are upholding the privilege of the Great-Russian landlords
and the Great-Russian bourgeoisie to have “their own” state.
The working class is opposed to all privileges; that is why it
upholds the right of nations to self-determination.

The class-conscious workers do not advocate secession.
They know the advantages of large states and the amalgama-
tion of large masses of workers, But large states can be dem-
ocratic only if there is complete equality among the na-
tions; that equality implies the right to secede.

The struggle against national oppression and national priv-
ileges is inseparably bound up with the defence of that right,

Put Pravdy No. 17, Published according to
Fchruary 20, 1914 the text in Put Pravdy



1114

-—

THE PEASANTRY AND HIRED LABOUR

No phrase has been worked harder among the Narodniks
than that about the Marxists “sctting the working people by
the ears” by drawing a Iine betwecn the hired workers and the
peasants and pitting one class against the other. And no
phrase is more mendacious, serving as it does to cover up
defence of the interests of the small proprietor, the petty
bourgeois, the exploiter of the hired lahourer.

The following interesting data are from the Moscow Zem-
stvo Statistics published in 1913 (4 Handbook of Economic
Statistics, Vol, VII, Moscow, 1913). The Moscow statisticians
investigated fruit and vegetable gardening in Moscow Uyezd.
The investigation covered over 5,000 households, which the
statisticians divided into seven districts according to their
proximity to Moscow and the degree of intensity of culti-
vation (i. e., expenditure of a large amount of capital and
labour on each dessiatine of land).

The employment of hired labourers by the peasants was
investigated in fairly great detail. What is the result?

