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

At the same time a profound upheaval was taking
place in the economic life of the country. The year 1905
had not been in vain: one more blow had been struck
at the survivals of serfdom in the countryside. The
series of good harvests which succeeded the famine
years, and the industrial boom which followed,
furthered the progress of -capitalism. Class
differentiation in the countryside, the growth of the
towns, the development of trade and means of
communication all took a big stride forward. This
applied particularly to the border regions. And it could
not but hasten the process of economic consolidation
of the nationalities of Russia. They were bound to be
stirred into movement.
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The "constitutional regime" established at that time
also acted in the same direction of awakening the
nationalities. The spread of newspapers and of
literature generally, a certain freedom of the press and
cultural institutions, an increase in the number of
national theatres, and so forth, all unquestionably
helped to strengthen "national sentiments." The
Duma, with its election campaign and political groups,
gave fresh opportunities for greater activity of the
nations and provided a new and wide arena for their
mobilization.

And the mounting wave of militant nationalism
above and the series of repressive measures taken by
the "powers that be" in vengeance on the border
regions for their "love of freedom," evoked an
answering wave of nationalism below, which at times
took the form of crude chauvinism. The spread of
Zionism @ among the Jews, the increase of chauvinism
in Poland, Pan-Islamism among the Tatars, the spread
of nationalism among the Armenians, Georgians and
Ukrainians, the general swing of the philistine towards
anti-Semitism — all these are generally known facts.

The wave of nationalism swept onwards with
increasing force, threatening to engulf the mass of the
workers. And the more the movement for
emancipation declined, the more plentifully
nationalism pushed forth its blossoms.

At this difficult time Social-Democracy had a high
mission — to resist nationalism and to protect the
masses from the general "epidemic." For Social-
Democracy, and Social-Democracy alone, could do
this, by countering nationalism with the tried weapon
of internationalism, with the unity and indivisibility of
the class struggle. And the more powerfully the wave
of nationalism advanced, the louder had to be the call
of Social-Democracy for fraternity and unity among
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the proletarians of all the nationalities of Russia. And
in this connection particular firmness was demanded
of the Social-Democrats of the border regions, who
came into direct contact with the nationalist
movement.

But not all Social-Democrats proved equal to the
task — and this applies particularly to the Social-
Democrats of the border regions. The Bund, which had
previously laid stress on the common tasks, now began
to give prominence to its own specific, purely
nationalist aims: it went to the length of declaring
"observance of the Sabbath" and "recognition of
Yiddish" a fighting issue in its election
campaign. 2 The Bund was followed by the Caucasus;
one section of the Caucasian Social-Democrats, which,
like the rest of the Caucasian Social-Democrats, had
formerly rejected "cultural-national autonomy," are
now making it an immediate demand. & This is
without mentioning the conference of the Liquidators,
which in a diplomatic way gave its sanction to
nationalist vacillations. 4

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

It is evident that a serious and comprehensive
discussion of the national question is required.
Consistent Social-Democrats must work solidly and
indefatigably against the fog of nationalism, no matter
from what quarter it proceeds.

I.
THE NATION

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

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

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

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

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

But not every stable community constitutes a nation.
Austria and Russia are also stable communities, but
nobody calls them nations. What distinguishes a
national community from a state community? The
fact, among others, that a national community is
inconceivable without a common language, while a
state need not have a common language. The Czech
nation in Austria and the Polish in Russia would be
impossible if each did not have a common language,
whereas the integrity of Russia and Austria is not
affected by the fact that there are a number of different
languages within their borders. We are referring, of



course, to the spoken languages of the people and not
to the official governmental languages.

Thus,a common Ilanguageis one of the
characteristic features of a nation.

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

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

Firstly, because they do not live together, but inhabit
different territories. A nation is formed only as a result
of lengthy and systematic intercourse, as a result of
people living together generation after generation.

But people cannot live together, for lengthy periods
unless they have a common territory. Englishmen and
Americans originally inhabited the same territory,
England, and constituted one nation. Later, one
section of the English emigrated from England to a
new territory, America, and there, in the new territory,
in the course of time, came to form the new American
nation. Difference of. territory led to the formation of
different nations.

Thus,a common territoryis one of the
characteristic features of a nation.



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

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

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



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

But even this is not all. Apart from the foregoing, one
must take into consideration the specific spiritual
complexion of the people constituting a nation.
Nations differ not only in their conditions of life, but
also in spiritual complexion, which manifests itself in
peculiarities of national culture. If England, America
and Ireland, which speak one language, nevertheless
constitute three distinct nations, it is in no small
measure due to the peculiar psychological make-up
which they developed from generation to generation
as a result of dissimilar conditions of existence.

Of course, by itself, psychological make-up or, as it
is otherwise called, "national character," is something
intangible for the observer, but in so far as it manifests
itself in a distinctive culture common to the nation it
is something tangible and cannot be ignored.

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

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

We have now exhausted the characteristic features
of a nation.

A nation is a historically constituted, stable
community of people, formed on the basis of a
common language, territory, economic life, and
psychological make-up manifested in a common
culture.



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

It must be emphasized that none of the above
characteristics taken separately is sufficient to define
a nation. More than that, it is sufficient for a single one
of these characteristics to be lacking and the nation
ceases to be a nation.

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

It is possible to conceive of people with a common
territory and economic life who nevertheless would
not constitute a single nation because they have no
common language and no common "national
character." Such, for instance, are the Germans and
Letts in the Baltic region.

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

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

It might appear that "national character” is not one
of the characteristics but the sole essential
characteristic of a nation, and that all the other
characteristics are, properly speaking,
only conditions for the development of a nation,
rather than its characteristics. Such, for instance, is
the view held by R. Springer, and more particularly by



O. Bauer, who are Social-Democratic theoreticians on
the national question well known in Austria.

Let us examine their theory of the nation.

According to Springer, "a nation is a
union of similarly thinking and
similarly speaking persons." It is "a
cultural community of modern
peopleno longer tied to the

'soil."" 1 (our italics).

Thus, a "union" of similarly thinking and similarly
speaking people, no matter how disconnected they
may be, no matter where they live, is a nation.

Bauer goes even further.

"What is a nation?" he asks. "Is it a
common language which makes people
a nation? But the English and the Irish

. speak the same language without,
however, being one people; the Jews
have no common language and yet are
a nation." &

What, then, is a nation?

"A nation is a relative community of
character."

But what is character, in this case national
character?

National character is "the sum total of
characteristics which distinguish the
people of one nationality from the
people of another nationality — the
complex of physical and spiritual
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characteristics which distinguish one
nation from another."

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

"The character of people is determined
by nothing so much as by their
destiny.... A nation is nothing but a
community with a common destiny"
which, in turn, is determined "by the
conditions under which people produce
their means of subsistence and
distribute the products of their labour."

We thus arrive at the most "complete," as Bauer calls
it, definition of a nation:

"A nation is an aggregate of people
bound into a community of character
by a common destiny."

We thus have common national character based on
a common destiny, but not necessarily connected with
a common territory, language or economic life.

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

Bauer speaks of the Jews as a nation, although they
"have no common language"; but what "common
destiny" and national cohesion is there, for instance,
between the Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian and
American Jews, who are completely separated from
one another, inhabit different territories and speak
different languages?



The above-mentioned Jews undoubtedly lead their
economic and political life in common with the
Georgians, Daghestanians, Russians and Americans
respectively, and they live in the same cultural
atmosphere as these; this is bound to leave a definite
impress on their national character; if there is
anything common to them left, it is their religion, their
common origin and certain relics of the national
character. All this is beyond question. But how can it
be seriously maintained that petrified religious rites
and fading psychological relics affect the "destiny" of
these Jews more powerfully than the living social,
economic and cultural environment that surrounds
them? And it is only on this assumption that it is
possible to speak of the Jews as a single nation at all.

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

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

Further, what indeed distinguished the English
nation from the American nation at the end of the
eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth
centuries, when America was still known as New
England? Not national character, of course; for the
Americans had originated from England and had
brought with them to America not only the English
language, but also the English national character,
which, of course, they could not lose so soon; although,
under the influence of the new conditions, they would



naturally be developing their own specific character.
Yet, despite their more or less common character, they
at that time already constituted a nation distinct from
England! Obviously, New England as a nation differed
then from England as a nation not by its specific
national character, or not so much by its national
character, as by its environment and conditions of life,
which were distinct from those of England.

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

Bauer's point of view, which identifies a nation with
its national character, divorces the nation from its soil
and converts it into an invisible, self-contained force.
The result is not a living and active nation, but
something mystical, intangible and supernatural. For,
I repeat, what sort of nation, for instance, is a Jewish
nation which consists of Georgian, Daghestanian,
Russian, American and other Jews, the members of
which do not understand each other (since they speak
different languages), inhabit different parts of the
globe, will never see each other, and will never act
together, whether in time of peace or in time of war?!

No, it is not for such paper "nations" that Social-
Democracy draws up its national programme. It can
reckon only with real nations, which act and move, and
therefore insist on being reckoned with.



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

However, Bauer himself apparently feels the
weakness of his position. While in the beginning of his
book he definitely declares the Jews to be a nation, he
corrects himself at the end of the book and states that
"in general capitalist society makes it impossible for
them (the Jews) to continue as a nation," by causing
them to assimilate with other nations. The reason, it
appears, is that "the Jews have no closed territory of
settlement," whereas the Czechs, for instance, have
such a territory and, according to Bauer, will survive
as a nation. In short, the reason lies in the absence of
a territory.

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

But Bauer goes further. In the beginning of his book
he definitely declares that "the Jews have
no common language, and yet are a nation." But
hardly has he reached p. 130 than he effects a change
of front and just as definitely declares
that "unquestionably, no nation is possible without a
common language" (our italics).

Bauer wanted to prove that "language is the most
important instrument of human intercourse," but at
the same time he inadvertently proved something he
did not mean to prove, namely, the unsoundness of his
own theory of nations, which denies the significance of
a common language.



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

II.
THE NATIONAL
MOVEMENT

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

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

Matters proceeded somewhat differently in Eastern
Europe. Whereas in the West nations developed into
states, in the East multi-national states were formed,
states consisting of several nationalities. Such are
Austria-Hungary and Russia. In Austria, the Germans
proved to be politically the most developed, and they
took it upon themselves to unite the Austrian
nationalities into a state. In Hungary, the most
adapted for state organization were the Magyars — the
core of the Hungarian nationalities — and it was they
who united Hungary. In Russia, the uniting of the
nationalities was undertaken by the Great Russians,



who were headed by a historically formed, powerful
and well-organized aristocratic military bureaucracy.

That was how matters proceeded in the East.

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

But capitalism also began to develop in the Eastern
states. Trade and means of communication were
developing. Large towns were springing up. The
nations were becoming economically consolidated.
Capitalism, erupting into the tranquil life of the
nationalities which had been pushed into the
background, was arousing them and stirring them into
action. The development of the press and the theatre,
the activity of the Reichsrat (Austria) and of the Duma
(Russia) were helping to strengthen "national
sentiments." The intelligentsia that had arisen was
being imbued with "the national idea" and was acting
in the same direction....

But the nations which had been pushed into the
background and had now awakened to independent
life, could no longer form themselves into independent
national states; they encountered on their -path the
very powerful resistance of the ruling strata of the
dominant nations, which had long ago assumed the
control of the state. They were too late!...

In this way the Czechs, Poles, etc., formed
themselves into nations in Austria; the Croats, etc., in
Hungary; the Letts, Lithuanians, Ukrainians,
Georgians, Armenians, etc., in Russia. What had been



an exception in Western Europe (Ireland) became the
rule in the East.

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

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

The struggle began and flared up, to be sure, not
between nations as a whole, but between the ruling
classes of the dominant nations and of those that had
been pushed into the background. The struggle is
usually conducted by the urban petty bourgeoisie of
the oppressed nation against the big bourgeoisie of the
dominant nation (Czechs and Germans), or by the
rural bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation against the
landlords of the dominant nation (Ukrainians in
Poland), or by the whole "national" bourgeoisie of the
oppressed nations against the ruling nobility of the
dominant nation (Poland, Lithuania and the Ukraine
in Russia).

The bourgeoisie plays the leading role.

The chief problem for the young bourgeoisie is the
problem of the market. Its aim is to sell its goods and
to emerge victorious from competition with the
bourgeoisie of a different nationality. Hence its desire
to secure its "own," its "home" market. The market is
the first school in which the bourgeoisie learns its
nationalism.

But matters are usually not confined to the market.
The semi-feudal, semi-bourgeois bureaucracy of the
dominant nation intervenes in the struggle with its
own methods of "arresting and preventing." The



bourgeoisie — whether big or small — of the dominant
nation is able to deal more "swiftly" and "decisively"
with its competitor. "Forces" are united and a series of
restrictive measures is put into operation against the
"alien" bourgeoisie, measures passing into acts of
repression. The struggle spreads from the economic
sphere to the political sphere. Restriction of freedom
of movement, repression of language, restriction of
franchise, closing of schools, religious restrictions, and
so on, are piled upon the head of the "competitor." Of
course, such measures are designed not only in the
interest of the bourgeois classes of the dominant
nation, but also in furtherance of the specifically caste
aims, so to speak, of the ruling bureaucracy.

But from the point of view of the results achieved
this is quite immaterial; the bourgeois classes and the
bureaucracy in this matter go hand in hand — whether
it be in Austria-Hungary or in Russia.

The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation, repressed
on every hand, is naturally stirred into movement. It
appeals to its "native folk" and begins to shout about
the "fatherland,'; claiming that its own cause is the
cause of the nation as a whole. It recruits itself an army
from among its "countrymen" in the interests of ... the
"fatherland." Nor do the "folk" always remain
unresponsive to its appeals; they rally around its
banner: the repression from above affects them too
and provokes their discontent.

Thus the national movement begins.

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



Whether the proletariat rallies to the banner of
bourgeois nationalism depends on the degree of
development of class antagonisms, on the class
consciousness and degree of organization of the
proletariat. The class-conscious proletariat has its own
tried banner, and has no need to rally to the banner of
the bourgeoisie.

As far as the peasants are concerned, their
participation in the national movement depends
primarily on the character of the repressions. If the
repressions affect the "land," as was the case in
Ireland, then the mass of the peasants immediately
rally to the banner of the national movement.

On the other hand, if, for example, there is no
serious anti-Russian nationalism in Georgia, it is
primarily because there are neither Russian landlords
nor a Russian big bourgeoisie there to supply the fuel
for such nationalism among the masses. In Georgia
thereis anti-Armenian nationalism; but this is
because there is still an Armenian big bourgeoisie
there which, by getting the better of the small and still
unconsolidated Georgian bourgeoisie, drives the latter
to anti-Armenian nationalism. .

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

The content of the national movement, of course,
cannot everywhere be the same: it is wholly
determined by the diverse demands made by the
movement. In Ireland the movement bears an
agrarian character; in Bohemia it bears a "language"
character; in one place the demand is for civil equality



and religious freedom, in another for the nation's
"own" officials, or its own Diet. The diversity of
demands not infrequently reveals the diverse features
which characterize a nation in general (language,
territory, etc.). It is worthy of note that we never meet
with a demand based on Bauer's all-embracing
"national character." And this is natural: "national
character" in itself is something intangible, and, as
was correctly remarked by J. Strasser, "a politician
can't do anything with it." @

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

From what has been said it will be clear that the
national struggle under  the conditions
of rising capitalism is a struggle of the bourgeois
classes among themselves. Sometimes the bourgeoisie
succeeds in drawing the proletariat into the national
movement, and then the national
struggle externally assumes a "nation-wide"
character. But this is so only externally. In its essence
it is always a bourgeois struggle, one that is to the
advantage and profit mainly of the bourgeoisie.

But it does not by any means follow that the
proletariat should not put up a fight against the policy
of national oppression.

Restriction of freedom of  movement,
disfranchisement, repression of language, closing of
schools, and other forms of persecution affect the
workers no less, if not more, than the bourgeoisie.
Such a state of affairs can only serve to retard the free
development of the intellectual forces of the
proletariat of subject nations. One cannot speak
seriously of a full development of the intellectual
faculties of the Tatar or Jewish worker if he is not
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allowed to use his native language at meetings and
lectures, and if his schools are closed down.

But the policy of nationalist persecution is
dangerous to the cause of the proletariat also on
another account. It diverts the attention of large strata
from social questions, questions of the class struggle,
to national questions, questions "common" to the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie. And this creates a
favourable soil for lying propaganda about "harmony
of interests," for glossing over the class interests of the
proletariat and for the intellectual enslavement of the
workers.

This creates a serious obstacle to the cause of uniting
the workers of all nationalities. If a considerable
proportion of the Polish workers are still in intellectual
bondage to the bourgeois nationalists, if they still
stand aloof from the international labour movement,
it is chiefly because the age-old anti-Polish policy of
the "powers that be" creates the soil for this bondage
and hinders the emancipation of the workers from it.

But the policy of persecution does not stop there. It
not infrequently passes from a "system"
of oppression to a "system" of inciting nations against
each other, to a "system" of massacres and pogroms.
Of course, the latter system is not everywhere and
always possible, but where it is possible — in the
absence of elementary civil rights — it frequently
assumes horrifying proportions and threatens to
drown the cause of unity of the workers in blood and
tears. The Caucasus and south Russia furnish
numerous examples. "Divide and rule" — such is the
purpose of the policy of incitement. And where such a
policy succeeds, it is a tremendous evil for the
proletariat and a serious obstacle to the cause of
uniting the workers of all the nationalities in the state.



But the workers are interested in the complete
amalgamation of all their fellow-workers into a single
international army, in their speedy and final
emancipation from intellectual bondage to the
bourgeoisie, and in the full and free development of
the intellectual forces of their brothers, whatever
nation they may belong to.

The workers therefore combat and will continue to
combat the policy of national oppression in all its
forms, from the most subtle to the most crude, as well
as the policy of inciting nations against each other in
all its forms

Social-Democracy in all countries therefore
proclaims the right of nations to self-determination.

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

This, of course, does not mean that Social-
Democracy will support every custom and institution
of a nation. While combating the coercion of any
nation, it will uphold only the right of the nation itself
to determine its own destiny, at the same time
agitating against harmful customs and institutions of
that nation in order to enable the toiling strata of the
nation to emancipate themselves from them.

The right of self-determination means that a nation
may arrange its life in the way it wishes. It has the right
to arrange its life on the basis of autonomy. It has the
right to enter into federal relations with other nations.
It has the right to complete secession. Nations are
sovereign, and all nations have equal rights.



This, of course, does not mean that Social-
Democracy will support every demand of a nation. A
nation has the right even to return to the old order of
things; but this does not mean that Social-Democracy
will subscribe to such a decision if taken by some
institution of a particular nation. The obligations of
Social-Democracy, which defends the interests of the
proletariat, and the rights of a nation, which consists
of various classes, are two different things.

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

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

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

That is why the so-called "evolutionary national"
policy advocated by Bauer cannot become the policy of
the proletariat. Bauer's attempt to identify his
"evolutionary national" policy with the policy of the
"modern working class" is an attempt to adapt the
class struggle of the workers to the struggle of the
nations.

The fate of a national movement, which is essentially
a bourgeois movement, is naturally bound up with the
fate of the bourgeoisie. The -final disappearance of a
national movement is possible only with the downfall



of the bourgeoisie. Only under the reign of socialism
can peace be fully established. But even within the
framework of capitalism it is possible to reduce the
national struggle to a minimum, to undermine it at the
root, to render it as harmless as possible to the
proletariat. This is borne out, for example, by
Switzerland and America. It requires that the country
should be democratized and the nations be given the
opportunity of free development.

NOTES

[1] Zionism — A reactionary nationalist trend of the
Jewish bourgeoisie, which had followers among the
intellectuals and the more backward sections of the
Jewish workers. The Zionists endeavoured to isolate the
Jewish working-class masses from the general struggle
of the proletariat.

[2] See "Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund."
[3] See "Announcement of the August Conference."
[4] See "Announcement of the August Conference."

[5] See R. Springer, The National Problem,
Obshchestvennaya Polza Publishing House, 1909, p. 43.

[6] See O. Bauer, The National Question and Social-
Democracy, Serp Publishing House, 1909.

[7] See his Der Arbeiter und die Nation, 1912.
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