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INTRODUCTION

Among V. 1. Lenin’s most outstanding theoretical confributions are
his writings on the national question. That he dealt extensively
with this Subject is not surprising, in the “prisonhouse of nations”
that was_tsarist Russia liperation™of the oppressed nations and. na-
tional minarities and unification of workers of diverse nationalities
against their common oppressor were in the forefront of the prop-
|léms faced by the revolutionary movement. Withip this context the
Jewish question occupies a prominent position, first, because the
Jews were, as Lenin notes, the most oppressed of all nationalities
In tsarist Russia, and second, because ot the lengthy hattle that had
to be wa ed_aﬁalnst the nafignalist stand of the Jewish Bund (the
General Jewish Workers’ Union in Lithuania, Poland and Russia),
which called for a separate PO|Itlca| organization for Jewish workers
and claimed the sole rlqht 0 Speak for them. L
However, Lenin dedlt with the Jewish question not in isolation
but as an important. component of the national question as awhole.,
He wrote no special treatises on the Jewish question as such.
Rather, his references to It occur mainly within his writings on the
national question in general and particularly in his riumerous
Polemlcs against the Bund, whose Separatisnt was an obstacle to
he building of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party as a
party ofall workers in tsarist Russia. Indeed, many of Lenjn’s most

Imp_ortant theoretical contributions are to be found in these po-
emics.

Consequently, a com,Pllann of Lenin’s writings on the Jewish

uestion must 0f necessity incluce a substantial hody of material.on
the national question as & whole, as well as considerable repetition
of certain points to which Lenin had to return repeatedly in the
fight against the nationalism of the Bund. What we have sought to
do in this volume Is to B,resent,a,comprehenswe_ selection of
Lenin’s writings on the subject within the context In which they
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were written, thou?h without pretendl_n% to_literal completeness.
The selections are faken from the English edition of the Collected
Works, _issued by Progress Publishers in Moscow between 1960
and 1970, and are presented in the order in which they appear
there. An appendix Qrfsen_ts two |mgortant docyments implement-
Ing Lenin’s policies Tollowing the OCtober Revolution.

* He

. Lenin’s approach to the Jewish question, as to the national ques-

tion in general, was a consistently class approach.. Its point of de-
Parture_was the need to unite workers ofall nationalities against
ne tsarist autocracy and the capitalist class, which sought to divide
them al?njg nat’]onal Ines. In p_aw(:ular, he fought unceashngly for
unity of Jewish and non-Jewish workers and agiamst the antl-
Semitism which was a prime weapon ofthe ruling class for splitting
the workers and turnmgnthem against one another.

AS earIK as 1903, on the occasion of the Second Congress of the
RSDLP, he noted that “the fullest and closest unity ofthe militant
proletariat is absolutely essential both for the purpose of achieye-
ment of its ultimate &im and in the interests of an unswerving
political and economic struggle in_conditions of the exlstlngz SoCI-
ety.” And he added that “in particular, complete unity between
the Jewish and non-Jewish proletariat is moreover “especially
necessary for a sucoessful stru%%!e against anti-Semitism, this de-
spicable attempt of the government and the exploiting classes to
exacerbate racial particularism and national enmity.” (P. 26.)

The theme of international working-class unity runs like a.red
thread through all of Lenin’s writings.”And he cotinually inveighs
against bourgeais nationalism as dn ideology which divides the
working class. Thus, in 1913 he writes:

The class-copscioys workers combat all national oppression
and aﬁl N tlonapr%wfeHes, ut t%e 3on f Co ?me t%'% sefveé
to that, They co aﬁa ~even the most refined nationalism aH
advocate not only. the unity byt also t T amaﬂamatlon oftg
workers of all na |onaI|t|?s m.teftru e against reaction an
agamst bourqems nationalism in all its forms. ultas 1S ot t0
Ba%re ate nations, but to uwtet e workers. of all nations, Qur

ner .does not carry. the slogan “natlonjail cuﬁtur . but
mternatlonafcu ture, V\)ﬁlc% unites all the nations In a %lgher,
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Unity and _amalgamanon. These concepts were fundamental in
Lenin’s thinking. And from this standpoint he fought tirelessly to
unite the workers of the diverse nationalities In tsarist Russid, to
brlnq them together in a single movement, a single working-class
revo utl,onar¥ party. He “clashed uncompromisingly™ with
natignalists oT all stripes and the nationalism they preachéd, and in
particular with the Bund. ,

This nationalist organization was formed as a separae_revolution-
ary party for Jewish workers, independently determining its own
policies and joining with the RSDLP on a’basis of federation. . It
claimed for itself the status of sole representative of the Jewish
revolutionary workers and insisted that within such a federated re-
lationship &5 it proposed the RSDLP could address the Jewish
workers,only through,lts Intermediacy.

To this.proposal fo isolate the Jewish warkers from those of other
nationalities and thus, to weaken the whole strugple against tsarist
autocrafcy and capitalist ex I?natlon, Lenin counterposed the con-
cept of 3 unitary working-class party based on the principle of
democratic centralism. This “party ofa new type” was a party with
a single program and policy, deniocratically determined buf bind-
Ing, once agreed upon, on all subordinaté hodies and individual
MEmbers. a?amst federation, Lenin posed the concept of au-
tonomy of party organizations representing specific groups of
workers with reg_ard 0. forms and mFthods of carrying out garR/
policy within théir Parncular fields of operation. Onlysuch a un-
Ited, “disciplined party, Lenin contended, could effectively lead the
struggles of the working class and the toiling masses. And indeed 1t
was JUst such a party which led the workers and peasants to victory
In the Octoper Revolution, . _

The checkered career ofthe Bund—splitting from the RSDLP in
1903, rejoining it in 1906, later splitting again and ultimately sink-
Ing Into"Menshevism and counterrevolution—is amply set forth in
Lénin’s writings and the accompanying notes presénted in this

V,Omefhe differences with the Bund were not purely on organiza-
tional questions. On the contrary, the organizational disputes
stemmed from underlying ideological differenices. The Bund’s posi-
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tion was based not on proletarian internationalism but on Jewish
nationalism. Though it declared itselfto be opposed to Zionism it
nevertheless borrowed from Zionist precegts. It grasped, said
Lenin, “at the idea of a Jewish ‘nation ” (p. %} But” Lenin main-
tained, “this Zionist idea is absolutely false and essentially reactio-
nary” (ibid.). Lacking even acommon territory and a common lan-
gugge, the Jews could in no sense_be considered g nation. He
ddgd: “Absolutely untenable scientifically, the idea that the Jews
form a separate hation Is, reactionary politically.” (P. 48.) The
Bund’s, positign Wa? helping “not to_end but to Increase and
legitimize Jewish isolation, by propagating the idea ofa Jewish ‘na-
tion* and a plan for federating Jewish'and non-Jewish proletarians.”

SF%.Jéw.g It served to perpetuate, not to end the tsarist ghettoization
WS,

* * *

The legitimizing of Jewish isolation was fostered particularly by
the Bund’s advocacy of “cultural-national autonomY.’ This idegwas
a natural outgrowth of the notion that the Jews, though lacking a
cflmmon territory, constitute a nation.. It was noteworthy, Lenin
gomted_out, that its only_exponents in Russia were the Jewish
ourgeois parties and the”Bund. In the absence of a common ter-
ritory their separatism could only take the form of demands for
extraterritorial autonomy. o

According to this concept every individual, regardless of place of
residence, would be permitted t0 register as a member of a given
nation. More specifically any Jew, whether living in MoScow,
Kiev, Vilna or Thilisi, could register as a memper of an extrater-
ritorial Jewish “nation.” Such & “nation” would constitute a legal
entity with Powers to tax, to elect a national parliament andto
appoint ministers. But these would operate within the framework
of the tsarist autocracy and their jurisdiction would be limited to
cultural affairs. _

Since education Js a central asRect,of“cuIturaI affairs, the essence
of this scheme, said Lenin, Is that It “ensures absolute preision
and absolute consistency in segregatm the schools according to
nationality.” (P. 88.) Such segrégation, e contended, could sgrve
only to divide workers of different nationalities. In the case of the
Jews, already confined to ghettos and denied access to Russian
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schoals, 1t could only mean perpetuation of their isolation and the
discrimination jmposed on them. Separate schools for Jews was the
slogan of the forces of tsarist reaction; it was with these forces,
Lenin warned, that the Bund was allying itself.

The slogan of cultural-national autonomy s rooted, he said, In
the bourgeois-nationalist concept of a nonclass ° ‘national culture.”
“The slogan of national culture,” he wrote, “is a bourgeors )and
often also' a Black-Hundred and clerical) fr%d Ourso%an 15 the
International culture of democracy and of the world working cIass
movement.” (P. 104.) There are,” he asserted, in every caprta Ist
country two cultures:

e elements of dem cratic. and socialist culture are present,
rfonyrn rudimentar orm In eve national culture, ‘'since In
e\reg natront rear torIrn an loited maTsss whose con-
ditions Inevitably give rrse eoon emocrac ana
oclalism. uee natronaso possse ur eorsc ure
ﬁ most natrons reactronary an errca cu ea we
T form, not merely of eemens btof fhe omrnant
re T refore th enera %ona)l cu ture 1S nec ture
eIan ods the eergeyeand our}georsre 1S unda

ﬁ%ac roungd %W ?erIfStundrgI]entar%nrac Wi%‘&ufﬁgrstea)c eg

reors hose every Interest requires the spreading of
abe ief In 3 non-class natrongl cu?ture ?q preading

But “international culture is not non-national.” It I not a culture
In which_all national differences are obliterated. On the contrary,
says Lenin: “In advancing the slogan of the international culture of
democracy and of the working-class movement/ we takefrom each
national culture only its demacratic and socialist elements; we take
them only and absolutely in opposition to the hourgeois culture
and the bourgeois natiorialism of gach nation.” (P. 105.) This ap-
Proach serves to unite workers of different nationalities, whereas
he slogan of “national culture” serves to divide them and fo tie the
workers of each nationality to its “own” bourgeoisie. Lenin adds:

The s me applies to the most oppressed and . persec
%e . Jewish natignal ?LPIPure s the slg Féﬁ
1S an t our eoisie, the slogan 0

a@enr e g1 el m.rrnar@r; B sy
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somewh t over a half Jive in Galicia apd Russ&*, hackward and
Semi-ar ar?us countries, v%herﬁﬁ ? Jews are forcioly kept H]
the statys o acas(se. The other half lives in the civilized wor
Where t ? Jews do not live as a fse%rve ated caste. erft
Preatw rd-gro ressive fefatures.o JEWIsh. culture staﬂdcear
evealg L ItS nternationalism, - 1ts. 1dentification %t the ah
vanced movem nts? the epoch (the percentage of Jews mhe
oe}arlan mov m% S 1S q rywhere h|7g er
than the percentage of Jews among the population). (P. 107)

emocratic and pr

In rejecting cultural-national autonomy, Lenin maintained that
autonory can only be territorial in character. That is, it can be
exercised.only where people of a gwen nationality inhabit a com-
mon territory. For nations, freedom from_national oppression
means exercise of the right of self-getermination—the right to sec-
ede and form a seParate state. But for national groups living within
the territory of other natigns it can mean onIY the attainment of
consistent democracy, of full equality. “Social-democrats,” wrote
Lenin, “In upho_lde a consistently democratic, state system, de-
mand unconditional” equality for“all nationalities and struggle
%g}amst absolutely all privilegés for one or several nationalities. %P.

ut he never lost sight of the class context within which this
demand Is raised. In contrast to the bourgegisie, he stressed, the
basic concern of workers Is not the preservation of national disting-
Hgtngngluttesrather the drawing together of the workers of all
jonalities.

€

* * *

This brings us to the subject of Lenin’s views on assimilation,
which have een particularly subjected to distortion by bourgegis
critics and by certain erstivhile” Jewish Marxists infected ‘with
bourgeois nationalism,

Lenin, it is said, based himselfon the since discredited writings
of Karl Kautsky, who saw the distinctive features of Jews as thie
product of their persecution. and isolation. With these ended they
would, simply be absorbed intq the societies in which they lived
and disappedr as a dlistinct national group. And this, KautSky ar-
gued, would be a desirable outcomé since the Yiadish fangUage
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and the culture based on it were only products of forced ghet-
tolzation.*

In accepting this_idea, If is maintained, Lenin was wrong. As
soEne PUt it, Ceni !omed In the error oLfallln {0 recogmze that
other Tactors hesides anti-Semitism and ghettoization were re_sP_on-
sible for, the continued existence of the Jews as a distinct
natignality—religious, historical and cultural factors. And when
Lenin posed thé alternatives for the Jewish people as isolation or
assimilation, they add, he foiled to foresee that history would pro-
vide another altémative—that of integration.

Moreover, it is said, Lenin could not have foreseen such de-
velopments as the Hitlerite slaughter of Jews or the founding of
the State of Israel, both of which have been powerful forces in
pe_rpetuatlng Jewish national consciousness. Had he [ived longer, it
Is implied, he would have modified his views. ,

But this Is a v_ulqar!zatlon of Lenin’s ideas. True, he cites
Kautsky on the assimilation of the Jewish people, but his views are
no mere parroting of Kautsky. On the contrary, Lenin’s own
theoretical treatment of the question goes far beyond that of
é{atljtsltw. IUnllke Kautsky’s, Lenin’s agproach Is a thoroughly

lalectjcal one. . N

Lenin conceived of amalgamation in terms not merely of assimi-
lation of national minorities but of the eventual fusion of nations.
This, he contended, grows aut of the very historical process that
gave rise to nations in the first place. The modem nation arose
with the development of capitalism, of a system of commodity pro-
duction whose functioning demanded the amalgamation of the
smaller feudal communities. But the growing economic inter-
dependence which led to the emergence of nations and nation-
states did not stop at national boundaries. The development of
_capltallsm led to the rise of a world economy, marked by growing
Intercourse and interdependence hbetweén nation. ‘And this

*O.veraperi]od of years Kals v&rotea umber of articles on the subject. His
main work, the book Rasse un uhe fum (Race daq]d ewry) appeare 0,n_1914. A
re |f,e Germ%n Efll jon wa? [l).u lished In. 1921 and this, w fH[ er upaatin Wﬁs
ﬁ% mle P\(r] 1S t5an5a| n 1. 1926 by International Publis

ers, New York,
e the Jews a Race

inder |
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brought with it the progressive breaking down of national barriers
and national exclusivengss, o _

Thus, Lenin saw two historical tendencies in operation, In the
much-quoted passage from his “Critical Remarks on the National
Question” he says:

Developing. capitalism knows two hjstorical tendencies, jn th
naﬂonaj gnﬂes%onp T%e ISt IS tﬁe awaLenlriP anatl name ang
nat(]ona ovement?, the struggle a wsta naélona op res?mn
and the ratlono.nat;fonal tes. . The second Js the deve oP-
ment afn te%r%wmlg re ue?c of Infernationa hntercourse
ever%/ orm,.the brea do¥v 0 atlcgna arrter?, t ecreatlopo
th?, nternational unity ot capital, of economic Tife in general, 0
politics, sclence, etc. | o

Both tendencies,are a universal #aw oJ cagltahsm. The former
gre ominates In the he mnmﬁ of Its aevelopment, the latter

naracterizes a mature aplta sm that IS moving towards IS
transformation into socialist society. (P. 108.)

Lenin asks: “Is there anything real left in the_concept of assimi-
lation, after all violence and all inequality are eliminated?” And he
replies: “Yes, there undoubtedly Is. What_is left is_ capitalism’s
world-historical tendency to break down national barriers, obliter-
ate_national distinctions, and to assimilate nations—a tendency
which manifests itselfwith every passing decade, and is one of the
%%atest driving forces transforming capitalism into socialism.” (P.

. Note that Lenin speaks of a “world-historical tendency” to “as-
similate nations.” More, he views this tendency not as coming into
operation after the ending of national oppression but as existing
simultaneously with the opposmq_tendency, that expressed in the
s,tr|V||r_19 for national freedom, national equality and national iden-
tity. He treats the two opposing tendencies as a dialectical unity of
opposites and the_contradiction between them as the motive force
of natlonal_e\zi)lunon In this progess, hfe says, It IS the tendenc
toward assimilation that represents the future and must be recog-
nized as a ‘orogresswe tendency. It was in this light that he viewed
the assimilation of national minorities and particularly that of the

Jws. . . .
For capitalism the two tendencies present an irreconcilable con-
tradiction, since capitalism knows no relationship other then that
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based on exploitation and national oppression for the sake ot
capitalist profits. It Is this aim which is served by the. ideology of
chauvmlsm and racism, Including anti-Semitism; It is onlr i a
socialist somet;f Lenin maintained, that such barriers to amalgama-
tion can be fu Ih removed For him the fight against national op-
pression, though absolutely essential, was never one for the per-
etuatlon of natlonal dlstlnctlons its goal was rather to pave the
WaX| for the free, vquntary union of peoples as equals.
ereco nized the amalgamation of nations and national groups
into roader communitiesas a feature of the socialist and” com-
munist future, as a development to be welcomed. The proletariat,
he said, supports everything that helps to, do away with national
isolation, t0 create closer tiés between nationalities, to merge na-
tions, while at the same time he reco Plzed that the basis 0f this
Process lies In uncompromising strugge against all forms of na-
onal oppression.
In the case of the Jewish people he notes that

IS only Jewish reactiongry philistines, who want to turn
bacﬁ rhe/eit] hlstor %gﬂ groc eg not tlrolm the
onditions preva &% u33|a nd GaI|C| té)t 0Se prev ”ﬂ
aris an ut |nt e reverse airection—only they
can.clamor a mst assimilation.”
The hest Jews, hose oarecelebraed In world history, g
have glveﬂ the world orem tIea ers 0 democrac r]
social ave never cIamore ainst assimilation. It 1S on

thcise W'H%contem late the * reara% ect” Jewr with reverert/
tial awe that clam ragalnst assimi t|on

¢ * *

These words are no less true today than when Lenin wrote
them. It is the Zionists—the purve}/ors of extreme Jewish na-
tionalism and separatism—who lead th f?ht against assimilation
and for the preservation of “Jewish identity.” And in their view
this means preusely what Lenin refers to as “the culture of the
rabbls and the ourgeoisie.” It means especial gtepreservatlon
of the Jewish rehﬁhon and in particular, among Soviet Jews, 0of O
tShodox &udamm tho thembthe qﬁneasure of’ Jewg)sbh identity” IH the

oviet Union Is the number of synagogues, rabbis, prayer sha

phylacterles To them the dvty (ﬂr?g number ofBragncmghv
I|evers 15 a sign of cultural genocide.
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Undoubtedly the day will ultimately come when there is not one
synago?ue (or Church or mosque) left in the Soviet Union, Will this
mean That the Soviet Jewish people have suffered. cultural

engcide? Not at all. What it will mean is that they, like other
oviet citizens, have advanced beyond adherence to religious
superstition, that theY no longer have any use for religious inStitu-
tions_and practices, that rellglous distinctions between Jews and
non-Jews nhave_vanished, But to Zionism, which equates “Jewish
Identity” with Judaism, this is a calamity. . _

Similarly, the day will come when Yiddish will have disappeared
as a spoken Ianguage. Will this, too, mean that Soviet Jews have
suffered cultural genocide? Not at all. Lan?uages have their own
process of histori¢al evolution. It will simply mean that, living as
equals among other people and freely intermingling with thém,
they will no fonger have need of a separate lanquage and least ofall
will they_have need of segregated schools taught In that language.
BUJ the” Zionists $who thémselves for the most Bart do not;spéak
Yiadish, ana in Israel regard Hebrew as the language ofthe Jewish

eople) clamor for the™ preservation of Yiddish—in the Soviet

niop—as the essence. of Jewish culthre ?nd the hallmark of
“Jewish Identity.” In this respect, too, they look toward the past,
not the future.” _ _ _ _

Lenin wrote that “those Jewish Marxists who mingle with the
Russian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian and other warkers in international
Marxist organizations, and make their confribution (both in Rus-
sian and 1 Yiddish) towards creating the international culture of
the working-class movement—those Jews, despite the separatism
of the Bund, uphold the pest traditions of Jewry by fighting the
slogan of‘national culture/ ™ (P. 107. |

his concept of “creating the international culture of the
working-class movement” Is Central in the historical development
of the USSR, where the. abolition of national discrimination has
given birth to a new kind of historical community, the Soviet
%eople, embracing the myriad nations and nationalities within the
oviet state, In the words'of Leonid Brezhnev, general secretary of
the CPSU Central Committee:

A new historical comm nitx oLgeogale, tpe quiet eople,
Eookgha e |rhourco.untry Ur| ﬁt ars 0 sPcf|a ISt cg%st UC-
lon. New, harmonious relations, retations of friendship and
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cooperatron were , formed between th cIasses and socr

?roups na ons a ngd n tro aIr Ies In r n q
or socra mran rI trn enseo socras

aett’?esr [)OU common Marxi Lenrnrst
O
Novostr Press Agency Puo 1S mg House, I\/Ios%ow 1971, p. 90L;

The Soviet Jews are an rntrmate part of this new historical com-
munity. Though offered teo%portunrty o esta |sh a separate
Jewish_Autonomous Re?ron In Birobidjan, few of them chose this
path. The removal of all restrictions on Jews after the October Re-
volution led them not to Birobidjan but to Moscow, Leningrad,
Kiev and_other urban centers where they took advantage of the
opportunity to enter industry and the proféssions. The overwhelm-
rnrlr majarity of Soviet Jews have, in fact, come to look uPon them-
s% (\)/eisesrmply as Soviet citizens, as an integral part of the Soviet
: here_are, 1t is true, some neoatrve Influences of the past, ex-
Pressed in part in the mrgratron f a certain number of Soviet Jews

0 Israel. But such ranHence?a ect only a small minority. Soviet
Jews on the whole, emphaticall ¥ reject triem.

They are an rntrmate part of the unification of peoples and cul-
tures faking place. in the Soviet Union today, a development possi-
ble only 1" socialist society in which, thé class and national an-
tagonisms_generated by capitalist exploitation and oppression have
béen abolished and in'which there is a harmony of the interests of
all the people. Of this the well-known Sovie scholar Professor
losef Braginsky, editor-in-chief of Narody Azii i Afriki (Peoples of
Asia and Africa), himself Jewish, writes:

The Marxist cannot view Jewish assimil }ron from the narrow

t%‘? ¢ 0sfrn%tl at olrrt] trasleayldatu[rt q nr\s\tosr}rcsa i cesg e Pnastttr% rf?séﬁ
rren shrpam n%t

assr ?a tion 1S takr ace in‘condit ron

R es and natron uaIrt Natro %Ir tron and Inter-
ational Inte ratronr rese twos sot pmento
one Fovre(s 10N, w Ich 1S [nspire ee mgs I\? orne na-
tiona nc8 g[arn ADO tAssr lfation” Novostl ress
Agency, Moscow, Oct

Here we witness in actual process the “amalgamation of nations™
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of_whic]b Lenin wrote. \/I\llhat 1S %nvi?aﬂed i_st thaft vlvlltsh thetfull fllow-
ring of commynism_will come, the full_unity of all Soviet peoples.
?n tl%]e wor(qqs oH]e Program oftne CPSU: Y PP

FHII-S(iaIe commtunlst coristrijctlon con%tltutes a New stage In
the. deve 0ﬁmento nﬁtlona relations In the USSR [n whichi the
nations &M dr%wfél clo eﬁ togetner until complete Bmt 5
ac |eve.ThF | msq. the ater.lala%te nlcell SIS of
c%mmu ism feads to stil greater. unity ot the Sovie peoP,es.
The exchange of material and spiritual values bef)we_en n?ms
becomes mare and more Intensive, and the contribution pfeac
republic t% the comm g cause of %ommunls construction G|n-
creases. O Ilgeratlono Istinc |or]s etween classes and the de-
velopment of commurust soclal relations make tor a st reflter
SOCI m%gne]nelta/ of natlons and .contribute to the d eorP-
ment? common communist traits in helr?ulture, morals and

| I
A Pl oo B

What Is envisaged is that ultimately national distinctions, like
class distinctions, will vanish. The full realization of this, as Lenin
makes clear, Is seen as a matter of the as yet distant future. But the
process leading toward that outcome is’taking place now and its
effects are already clearly visible, _

Mareover, Lenin’s concept of assimilation is not one of the sim-

ple absorption of one nationality by another, of the literal disap-
pearance of national grouRs. Oni the contrary, as we have already
noted, he s%ess%[s that the international cditure of the wor ng
class which he advocates Is not non-national but brings togethe
what is progressive and democratic in each natignal culttre, And in
the case ofthe Jews he writes that “in the civilized world, where
the Jews do not live as a segregated caste . . . the greaf world-
progressive features .of Jewisn Culture stand revealed: its inter-
natlorqallsm, Its identification with the advanced movements of the
epoch, . .
pNatlonal conscigusness and national pride are not obliterated.
Rather there develo?, mutual respect and friendship, and with this
a growing mtermm?_ Ing of cultures, Such is Lenin’s.dialectical ap-
proach to the question”of assimilation, whose validity the experi-
ence ofthe Soviet Union is hearing out.
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‘ * *

Lenin was an indefatigable opponent of anti-Semitism. The
Jews, he said, were the most oppressed of all peoples in tsarist
Russia. And they were the chief Victims of the effqrts of the tsarist
autocracy to divert the wrath of the People_ from itself by t_urnlng
one grotp against another through the stirring up . of racial an
national animosity. These efforts Were intensified with the rise of
the revolutionary movement and were expressed in a wave of po-

roms beginning in 1903, He saw clearly the class roots of this
ersecution. He"said:

It Is not.the Jews who are the enemies.of the wPrlﬁm peoPIe.
The enemleﬁo the workers are the cagl alists of all countries.
Among th]e ews there are wor mR people, and they form the
major(ty. They are our brotheys, wna, like us, eire To ressed my
capital %heg are our comLa es In tl]e.strug% cf [ soclalisn.
A on?t e Jews there are Kulaks er)w(P olters c?p iallsts, ust
as the ﬁare amoigg .LﬁSlans,,anda gn% eople qrall natioris. .
.. Rich Jews, like ric Russmns, and the rich of all countries,
?Fr)% | fgj,'fékcf to oppress, crush, rob and disunite the workers,

In characterizing anti-Semitism as the instrument of the ruling
class to divide the Wworkers, Lenin clashed from the outset with thé
Bund, which viewed it as rooted in the masses of non-Jewish
workers as well as in the bour%eome and the tsarist autocracy. In
Its stand. he charged, the Bund acted to blunt the class consclous-
ness of the Jewist workers and to encourage the Zionist fable that
antl-S%mmsm 15 eternal (i)p. 20-08)., _

In the fight for national equality, Lenin gave first place to com-
batting_ the oppression of the Jewish people, Thus, a bill_intro-
duced’in.the Duma on this question in 1934 is entitled “A Bill for
the Abolition of All Disabilities of the Jews and of All Restrictions
on the Grounds of Orggm or Nationality” (p. 125). The reason for
putting it this way, said Lenin, was obvious: no nationality was o
oppressed as the Jews, and anti-Semitism played a specidl role in
the eﬁ%rts of the ryling class to SB|I'[ the Workers.

. On the very heels ofthe October Revolution came the Declara-
tion of the Rights of the Nationalities of Russia, presented in the
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Appendix of this volume, which P_roclalmed the equality, sov-
erejgnty and right of self-determination of all nations of Rusia and
calléd for the abolition of all national prl\zlle?e and discrimination.
For the Jews this meant the almost overnight removal of the scores
of anti-Semitic restrictions which had plagued them and the estab-
lishment of full freedom and equality. This was,a truly remarkable
achievement, comparable in_magnitude and significance to what
would be achieved'in the United States ifall racist practices and all
forms of discrimination against the Black and,other oppressed peo-
ples were. totally abolished. 1t is a glowing tribute to"Lenin’s grasp
of the national question and an important component of the resolu-
tion ofthe national question in the socialist Soviet Union, one of its
most outstanding achievements.

. Inthe period ofcivil war which followed the October Revolution
It was the counterrevolutionary forces (whom the Zionists and
Bundists ,(T;_enerally supported) that resorted to Pogroms and other
anti-emitic_acts. These were energetically fought by the re-
volutionary forces as the Resolution”of the” Council of People’s
Commissars on the Uprootlnrq of the Anti-Semitic Moyement P
141-_1428 Indicates. This res?_ Ution was the outcome of a reR%r 0
Lenin Dy the newly estaolisnea Commissar for Jewish Affairs,
Shimen Dimanshtein, who wrote that when he informed Lenin of
these antl-Semitic manifestations the latter was furious and called
at once for the sharpest countermeasures. Such were Lenin’s reac-
tions to the crime of anti-Semitism at all times. _

The result of Lenin’s policy on the Jewish question was, as is
well known, a flourishing of Jewish culture in the years following
the revolution. Schools, newspapers, magazines, books and thea-
ters in the, Yiddish lan u:ige H1U|'[Ij)|le,d In addition, Blrobl_dgan n
eastern Siberia was declired a Jewish Autonomous, Region for
those Jews who might wish to establish a community oftheir own.

But the liberation of the Russian Jews led to”precisely what
enin had predicted: a rapid deveIoRment of the pracess ofassimi-
ation. Freed from confinement to the poverty-stricken %hetto vil-
ages they poured info the large cities where’they found employ-
ment In industry and other occupations. No longér excluded from
Russian schools they flocked into them as thé gateway to the
earned professions. ° |

In his Pictorial History of the Jewish People, Nathan Ausubel
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writes, after describing Yiddish cultural activities in the Soviet
Union in the twenties and thirties

Yet, for all this unprecedented, large-scale Yiddish cultural ac-
tivity, Its decllne Was aIreadgdm evidence at the ver time of Its

flowering.  Although hundréds of thousands, of SV|et JeW|sh
yog th i]ad heen ralsed In Yiddish- Ianguag dChOOf ﬁ political
an cultural pressures from without proved well-nigh ‘irresist-

In time, there was a sharp decline jn the attendance of the
Ylddlsh lan uage schools . . . the you d;ht rneg ore and more
to read ”l) ussian newspaP eno |casan oks na |ate
census eore the nazl a ;] n Russia, more Jews claimed

Russian than Yiddish as their mother tonque. (Crown, New
York. 1958 . 53 g

This Process was distorted for a time by the arbitrary closing
down of Jewish cultural institutions by the Stalin regime and by
the inclusion of many leading Jewish cultural figures among the
victims of Stalin’s crimes. But it has nevertheless taken its inexor-
able course. In the latest census only  me 17 per cent of Soviet
Jews claimed Yiddish as their mother tongue. The demand for
Yiddish-language cultural institutions has greatly dwindled. And
the Jewish Teligion, like others, is fast dyln? out.

There remains, to be sure, an appreciable though declining in-
terest in Yiddi h IanguaPe culture. This Is attested to by the exis-
tence of the monthly literary magazine Sovetish Heimland with a
circulation of 25,000, by the existence of a number of YIddISh
theatrical groups, by Yiddish music concerts, by the continuing
publlcatlon ofbooks |n Y|dd|sh and by the Ipubllcatlon ofthe news-
papeano idjaner Shtem, which ap pears ourtlmesawee But it
must e tressed that this’ |sah|m|ted and declinin mterest

Does this mean that Jewish culture Is disappearing? Nof at all
On the contrary, the best of it is becoming a part of the total Soviet
cultural heritage. The works of the Yiddish classicists Sholem
Aleichem, Y. L. Peretz and Mendele I\/Iocher Sforim are published
in‘voluminous editions, in Russian and other [anguages and" are
widely read. The same is true of other leading Jewish riovelists and
noets. Jewish culture is becoming part of the over-all cultural life
of the Soviet people.

To be sure, the Yiddish language and Yiddish-language culture
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will endure for some time to come and the distinctive existence of
the Jews for a much Ionger eriod, But the basic historical trend,
as Lenin defined it, is unmistakable. There 1s no third alternative
of “rnter[rratron” as some maintain, unless one wishes merely to
substitute this term for assimilation.

The present-day nationalist correctors of Lenin contend that his-
torical developments since World Was | have basically altered the
Process The past several decades, they say, have ‘witnessed a

|oweri r? of nations an? ?rowth of ndtional consicousness, ha-
trona pride and national cultures rather than a process of national

diminution and amalgamation. And this Is evident among the
Je\rr]vrsh people, the Soviet Jews included, no less than among
others

Had Lenin lived longer, they maintain, he would have modified
hrs vrews accordrngly indeed, after the October Revolution he had
area¥ begun to d0'so. The principal evr ence for this contention
15 the Tollowing quotation from his “Left-Wing™ Communism:

As long as national and state Flrstrnctrons exist a gri)
nles and countries—and these will continue to exist for
Ime to c%rpe even atert e dictator hrp of the. pro tﬁrrr
een esit shed on a world-w escek—the unrt rnter
national tactics otthe Co muqtstwo Ing- cIassm vement In all

countries demands Ar the elimination of varre dy or the sup-
ressrono natlo al strnct 6 which rsa refi t [65-
nJ hut ee rcatrono the (P amental nerpeso

munism ovre #]orger and t cta orsh roletariat),
whrc rectI hese rncrpesr certgrn articulars,
8orrect io rlatrong and national-state
Istinct ons ecte 0

This is often accompanied. by reference to Lenrns strrctures on the
need for extreme sensrtrvrty to the feelings of oppresse peoples.
But as we have shown above, these later Statements by Lenin rep-
resent no change in his basic ideas; rather they represent a further
elaboration of them 1n,certain specific. contexts.

Nor was the estalishment of Jewish cultural ingtitutions on a
wide scale a repudiation of his earlier views on assimilation. On the
contrary he had always stressed the fact that the path to voluntary
amalgamation lay only through the fullest achievement of nationdl
rights in all their aspécts.
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To be sure, the present historical period has witnessed a great

national upsurge, as the Soviet writer Alexander Sobolev states in
these words:

Ours is an_epach of the growth, ?]elf-fasser_tlon ang rag|d de-
velopment of nations, of the growth of national cultures, na-
tional awareness and national Erlde. Influenced py the ideas and
Rower ofs?u Ism, this process I hlstorlcallfy of world-wide %,g
Ificance, for It Is.changing the character o humanlt%/. The

¥e|opment of nations will _contlmue In the foreseeable future,
ostering as It does n?tl nal _patriotic consclousness. (T0
Strengtfien the Upity of the Communist Movement, Novosti
Press Agency Publishing House, Moscow, 1973,

But it would be wrong to_conclude from this that the historical
trend is now toward growing national distinctness, not toward
amalgamation. The process which Sobolev describes Is in the main
the fruit of the victories of the national liberation struggles, es?e-
cially in Africa. However, these very victories are Creating the
conditions, which Lenin noted, for the voluntary coming together
of nations and nationalities, More, national development entails
the building of a modem industrial economy, which colonialism
had held back, and which leads to, growing economic interdepen-
dence and cultural intercourse. This'is already reflected, for exam-
ple, in the formation of the Organization of African Unity. .

In short, the basic tenden_q{ remains that defined by Lenin even
before World War 1. Certain %/ nothing has happened to reverse
N

the process of assimilation of national “minorities such as in the
Soviet Tews,

* * *

Lenin wrote little on the subject of Zionism, though It Is clear,
as we have n?ted, that he was totally opgost 10 If as a most reac-
tionary manifestation of bourgeois “nationalism. Rec,og[gnzm the
class roots of antj-Semitism, he proposed to combat it by fighting
all forms, of discrimination against Jews. And he saw its solution In
the abolition of its class rodts—in the victory of socialism. This
approach has always been rejected by Zionism, which has con-
tended that socialism not only is incapable of doing away with
anti-Semitism but in fact promotes it o

Anti-Semitism, It IS asserted Dy contemporary Zionist Spokes-
men, s historically a feature of'the socialist movement. Thus,
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Marie Syrkin, a leading_figure in the U.S. Zjonist movement,
mainfainS “that the non-Jewish radicals have often proven to he
openly ani-Semitic and that Communist movements, as in Eastern
urope, have spewed out their zealous Jewish disciples.” She
speaks of “the socialist doctrinaire hostility to Jews, be it Marx’s
notorious essay on the Jewish question, in which he states that the
essence of Judaism Is the profit motive, or Proudhon’s view that
the Jews, are the spirit of finance, or the statements of such Ger-
man Social Democrats as Franz Mehring or Wilhelm Liebknecht.”
She adds other examples: the Austriah Social-Democratic Part
and the anarchist Russian Narodnaya Volg/a, the latter ?f Whic
reqard_ed anti-Semitism, even. pogroms, & having revolutionary
potential, In her view there_is ai Inherent connéction between
anti-Semitism and the Left, Con(%ress Bi-Weekly, March 30, 1973)
Similarly, the U.S. sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset asserts
that the Left has historically béen affficted by anti-Semitism in var-
lous forms. And he adds, dpparently in reference to Lenin among
others, that where the Left has supported Jewish political and so-
cial rights, it has assumed that “one_of the payments the Jews
would"make to the Left for haym_(ﬁ liberated them would be to
disappear—i.e., to become assimifated.” (*Anti-Semitism of the
Old Left and the New Left,” Encounter, December 1969.)
.These and numerous similar allegations, it should be noted, in-
discriminately lump together under the term “Left” all sorts of
trends and Ideologies. The term is even more loosely used in the
charge by Zionist sources that today “anti-Semitism’ of the Left”
has %rown to monstrous proportioris and has become the chief
thredt to the Je Iﬁh peogle. Here the “Left” ran%es from the
Soviet Union and the Arab countries to the New Left, major sec-
tions of the Black liberation movement and the Communist Party
of the United States. L
This 1, 1t must be said, a glross slander. Communists In particu-
lar have been the most resolute fighters against all national and
racial, discrimination and oppression.” . _ |
This alleged monster Is Created bY the simple.device of equating
anti-Zionism  with anti-Semitism. 1srael’s foreign minister. Abba
Eban makes this Plam when he states: “Let there be no mistake:
the New Left is the aythor and the progenitor of the new anti-
Semitism. One of the chief tasks of any dialogue with the Gentile
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world is to prove that the distinction between anti-Semitism and
anti-Zionism is.no digtinction at_ all. Anti-Zionism is merely the
new anti-Semitism. , (ConPress BI- WeekIY March 30, 1973,

At the heart of this “anti-Semitism of the Left” [ies the spurious
charge that the Soviet ?overnment follows an official policy of
anti-Semitism, of cultural genocide for Soviet Jews, compounded
by Wholesale refusal of thefr right to m|grate to Israel where they
may |ve asJews They are, |t 15 alleged, belng forcibly assimi-
Iate emg made “t0 disappear as Jews Lenin was wrongf We
are to It"is widely charged that the Soviet Union is ?u ty of
brutal ersecutlon Jews some of its accusers going so Tar & to
compare it with Nazi Germany.

These sIanderous aIIe at|ons It can read| be shown, have no
basis in feet but are mal ICIO S CONC ctlonso twm reactlon|
concert with Zionism alme at unaermining Sowe Union an

promotm?t e migration of Soviet Jews to Israe We cannot un-
dlertakhe 0, EXposE these falsehoods here: this has been done
elsewhere.*

Here we, would only note that “ant| Semltlsm of the Left” and
“Soviet anti- Semltlsm are S O,oy frauds e3|gned to conceal the
feet that socialism does indeed provide a solution to the Jewish
(uestion as it does to the nat|ona question generally—in fact, the
only real solution. From a wretched, degraded poverty-ridden
ghétto existence Soviet Jews have risen to the status of Soviet citi-
zens on a par with all others, This is truly a remarkable achieve-
ment, a tribute to the correctness of Lenin’s views and actions on
the Jewish question.

New York City, January, 1974 Hyman Lumer

* See, for example, the writer’s pook_Zionism: its Role in World
Atfalers Internati(onaPPubllshers New YorE 1973,



DOES THE JEWISH PROLETARIAT NEED
AN "INDEPENDENT POLITICAL PARTY"?

No. 105 of Posledniye Izvestial (January 28/15, 1903), published by
the Foreign Committee of the General Jewish Workers Union of
Lithuania;” Poland, and Russia, carries a brief article entitled “Con-
cerning a Certain Manifesto” (viz., the manifesto issued by the
Ekaterinoslav Commrttee of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor
Part )contarnrn the o lowi Cg‘s‘tatement which Is as extraordinary
as 1115 significant and indeed “fraught with consequences™ “The
Jewish loroletarrat has formed rtself(gsrcl) into an independent (sicl)
political party, the Bund.”

We did not know this before. This is something new.

Hitherto the Bund2 has been a constituent part of the Russian
Social-Democratic Labor Party, and in No, 106 ofPosledniye Izves-
tia we still (still!) find a statement of the Central Committee ofthe
Bund, bearing "the headrn? ‘Russian Social-Democratic Lahor
Party.” It Is frue that at its Tatest congress, the Fourth, the Bund
decided to change its name (without Stipulating that it would like
to hear the Russian comrades’ opinion on the name a section of the
Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party should bear) and to “intro-
duce” new federal relations into the Rules of the Russian Party,
The Bund’s Foreign Committee has even “introduced” these refa-
tions, ifthat word can be used to describe the fact that it has with-
drawn from the Union of Russian Social-Democrats Abroad and has
concluded a federal agreement with the latter.

On the other hand,” when Iskra_polemized with the decisions of
the Bund’s Fourth Congress, the Bund itself stated very definitely
that It only wanted to” secure the acceptance of its wishes and
decisions by the R.S.D.L.P.; In other words, it fat){ and cate orr
cally acknowledged that until the R.S.D.L.P. ad oge new Rules
and settled new forms of its attrtude towards the Bund, the latter
would remain a section ofthe R

20
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But now, sudd_enI){ we are told that the Jewish proletariat has
already formed itself ino an independent political party! We
repeat—this is something new. _

Equally new is the furious and foolish onslaught of the Bund’s
Forelgn ommittee upon the Ekaterinoslav Committee. We have
at las (thou?h unfortunately after much delay) received a copy of
this manifesto, and we_do ‘not hesitate to sa%/ that in a,ttackm?_ a
manifesto like this the Bund has undoubtedly taken a serious polit-
ical step.* This step fully accords with the Bund’s Rroplamanon as
an independent political party. and throws much light on the
phwognomy and behavior of this new party. .

e Tegret that lack of space prevents Us from reprinting the
Ekateringslav manifesto in full (it would take up about two collimns
In_Iskra**)> and shall confine ourselves to remarking that this ad-
mirable manifesto excellently explains to the Jewish workers of the
city of Ekaterinoslav d(we shall presently explain why we have em-

hasized th(fse wards) the Social-Démocratic a% Itude towards

lonism and anti-Semitism. Moreover, the manitesto treats, the
sentiments, moods, and desires of the Jewish workers so consider-
ately, with such comradely consideration, that it specially refers to
and emphasizes the necessity of fighting under the banner of the
R.S.D.L.P. “evenfor the préservation and further development of
Your [the manifesto addresses the Jewish workers] national cul-

ure “even from the standpoint of purgly national interests”
(underlined and italicized in the manifesto itself). _

Nevertheless, the Bund’s Foreign Committee (we almost said
the new party’s Central Commﬂtee% has fallen upon the manifesto
for makm(I; no mention of the Bund. That is the manifesto’s only
crime, but one that is terrible and unpardonable. It is for this that
the Ekaterinoslav Committee is accused of lacking in “political
sense.” The Ekaterinoslav comrades are chastised for not “yet hav-
Ing digested the idea of the necessity for a separate organisation [a
Profound and sqnlflcant |deal] of the forces [[!)!] of the' Jewish pro-
etariat,” for “still harboring the absurd hope of somehow getting
rid of it” (the Bund), for spreading the “no less dangerous fable

* That i, ofc?urse, if the Bund’s Foreign Committee expresses the views of the
Blnd as a whole on this que [llorh . .
*We Intend to reprint i full the manifesto and tpe ttack of the Bund's Foreign
Committee In a pamphlet which we are preparing for the press.
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Sno less dan%]erous than the Zionist fable), that antj-Semitism 1
onnected with the bourgeois strata_and with their Interests, and
not with those of the wor ‘!ng class. That is why the Ekaterinos|av
Committee 15 aqvised to “abandon the harmfal habit of keepmg
silent about the independent Jewish working-class movement™ an
to “reconcile itself to the feet that the Bund exists.” -
Now, let us consider whether the Ekaterinoslav Committee is
actually guilty ofa crime, and whether it really should have men-
tioned the Bind without fall. Both questions can be answered only
In the negative, for the simple reason that the manifesto Is not
addressed” to the “Jewish Workers™ in general as the Bund’s
Foreign Committee Eune wrongly stated), but to “the_Jewish
workers of the city of Ekaterinoslav” (the Bund’s Foreign Commit-
tee forgot to quote these last worgs!). The Bund has no
organization In Ekaterinoslav. (And, In ‘general, regarding the
south of Russia the Fourth Congress of the” Bund passed a résolu-
tion not to_ organize separate Committees of the Bund in cities
where the Jewish arganizations are included. in the Party commit-
tees and where theirneeds can be fully satisfied without Separation
from the committees.) Since the Jewish workers in Ekaterinoslav
are not organized in a separate committeg, it follows that thejr
movementg(lnseparably from the entire working-class movement in
that area) iswholly guided by the Ekaterinoslay Committee, which
subordinates them directly ‘to the R.S.D.L.P., which must call
upon them to workfor the whole Party, and not for its individual
sections. 1t is clear that under these circumstances the Ekaterino-
slav Committee was not obliged to mention the Bund; on the con-
trary, I It had presumed to advocate “the necessity for a separate
organization of the forces [it would rather and moré probably have
been an organization of impotence*] of the Jewish proletariat”
(which is what the Bundists want), ‘it would have made a very

* 1t is this ta kof“omanlzmg impotence” thdat the tBuRd seryes when, for examﬁ)le,
It uses such a Iﬁ) ase a5 . “our comrades of the ‘Chri t|?n workin -cehss
or amzatlcins The. phrase is as RreEoste[o S as IS thg whole attack. on the
Ekateringslav Committeg. We have ho knowle eofar&y hristian wor mg—.cLaS
raezeLons, Jranaatone br%ﬁ’”P?'”g e A e tever UL
never will-even wﬁen tﬂg E’uno’ \%/I Fin actual?act ‘have formeé |tsef|ntogan Inde-
pendent political party.”



an "INDEPENDENT POLITICAL PARTY"? 23

grave error and committed a direct breach, not only of the Party
ules, but ofthe unity ofthe proletarian class struggle.

Further, the Ekaterinoslav. Committee is accused of lack of
“orientation” in the question of antl-Semitism. The Bund’s Forelgn
Committee betrays truly infantile views on important soclal
movements. The Ekaterinoslav Committee speaks of the
International_antl-Semitic movement of the last decades and re-
marks that “from Germany this movement spread to other coun-
tries and everywhere found adherents among the bourgeals, and
not among the working-class sections of the population.™ “This Is
no less Qangerous fable” (than the Zionist fables), .cries. the
thoroughly aroused Bund’s Foreign Committee. Anti-Semitism
“has struck rogts in the mass ofthe workers,” and to P_rove this the
“well-oriented” Bund cites two facts: 1) workers’ participation in a
pogrom in Czestochowa and 2) the behaviour of 12 (twelvel) Christ-
lan” workers in _ Zhitomir, who scabbed on the strikers and
threatened to “kill off all the Yids.” Very weighty proofs indeed,
especially the latter! The editors of Posledniye’ |zvestia are so ac-
customed to dealing with big strikes involving five or ten workers
that the behavior of twelve Tgnorant Zhitomit workers Is draqged
out as evidence of the link Detween international antl-Semitism
and one “section” or another “of the population.” This Is, Indeed,
magnificent! If, instead of,flg/mg Into_a foplish and comical rage at
the” Ekaterinoslav Committée, the Bundists had pondered & bit
over this question and had consulted, let us say, Kautsky’s pam-
Phlet on the social revolution,3 a Yiddish edition of which they
hemselves published recently, they would have. understood the
link that undoubtedly exists between anti-Semitism and the in-
terests of the bourg[ems, and not of the working-class sections of
the population. 1t they had given it a little more thought they
might have realized that the social character of anti-Semitism today
Is Not changed by the feet that dozens or even hundreds of unor-
ganized workers, nine-tenths ofwhom are still quite ignorant, take
part in a pogrom.

The Ekaterinoslav. Committee has_risen up (and rightIY 50)
against the Zionist fable about anti-Semitism being etémal; by
mak|n%|ts ang{%/ comment the Bund had onlg/ confuseq the ISSl%g

de planted \n e minds of the Jewish workers ideas which tend
unt their class-consciousness.
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From the viewpoint of the strugPIe for political liberty and for
socialism being wa%ed by the whole workm_? class of Russia, the
Buna’s attack ‘on, the Ekaterinoslav Committee is the helqht_ of
foII)(. From the viewpoint of the Bund as “an mdePendent political
party,” this attack becomes understandable: dont dare anywhere
organize “Jewish™ workers together with, and inseparably from,
“Christian” workers! If you would address the Jewish workers in
the name of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party or its
committees, don't dare do so directly, over our heads, ignoring the
Bund or makln% no mention of it! _ _ _
And this protoundly regrettable fact is not accidental. Having
once demanded, “federation” instead of autonomy in matters con-
cerning the Jewish proletariat, you were compelled to proclaim the
Bund an “independent political Partzl” In order to carrY out this
rinciple of federation at all costs. However, your dec_arm?te
und an independent political party 1 just that reduction o an
absurdity of your fundamental error n the national question which
will mescapa?l and mevnab!y be the stagmgf-pomt ofa%hange_ In
the views of the Jewish proletariat ana of the Jewish Social-
Democrats, In general. “Autonomy” under the Rules adopted in
1898 provides “the Jewish working-class movement with all it
needs: propaﬁanda and agltatlon InYiddish, its own literature and
c_onqresses, the right to advance separate demands to supplement a
single general Social-Democratic program and to satisfy local needs
and reguirements arising out of the Special features. ot Jewish life.
In everything else there'must be complete fusion with the Russian
proletariat, in_the  interests of the stru%gl,e waqed by the entire
Proletarlat of Russia. As for the fear of being “steam-rollered” on
he event of such fusion, the verY nature of the case makes it
groundless, since it is autonomy that is a guarantee against all
steam-rollering™ in matters pertaining specifically to the Jewish
movement, while in matters pertaining to the struggle against the
autocracy, the struggle against the our?_eome 0T Russia as a
whole, We must act™as a single and centralized militant organ,lza-
tion, have behind us the whole of the proletariat, without disting-
tion' of language or nationality, a proletariat whose unity 1s
cemented by the continued joint solution of problems of theory
and |ﬁ)_ract_lce, of tactics and drganization; and we must not set uH
organizations that would march separately, each along Its ow



an "INDEPENDENT POLITICAL PARTY"? 25

track; we must not weaken the force.of our qffensive by breaking
urp Into numerous mdepen,dent_golltlcal parties; we must not In-
troduce estrangement and isolation and then have to heal an artifi-

clally |m?Ianted disease with the aid of these notorious “federa-
tion” plasters.

Iskray No. 34

Published accordin
February 15, 1903 to the Iskra te



SECOND CONGRESS OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
(July 17 (30 —August 10 (23), 1903 (Excerpts)

DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE PLACE OF THE BUND IN THE PARTY

Taking into consideration that the fullest and closest unity of the
militant proletariat is absolutely essential both for the purpose of
the earliest achievement of its ultimate aim and in the_ interests of
an,unswervmp political and economic struggle in conditions of the
existing socie Y _ _

that, In Par icular, complete unity between the Jewish and non-
Jewish proletariat is moreover especially necessary for a successful
struggle against anti-Semitism, this despicable attempt of the gov-
ernment and. the e>ipI0|t|ng classes to exacerbate racial par-
ticularism and national enmity; _ |

that the complete amalgamation of the Social-Demogratic or-
ganizations of the Jewish and non-Jewish proletariat can in no re-
Spect or manner restrict the independence of our Jewish comrades

In conducting propaganda and agitation in one lanquage or
another, in, publishing literature adapted to the needs ot a ‘given
local or national moveément, or in advancing such slogans for aq!ta-
tion and the direct Polltlca1 stru?gle that Would he an aPpllca Ion
and development of the genera_prolgram regarding full equality
and full freedom of lan uaﬁe, national"culture, etc., etc.,

. the Cangress emphafically repudiates federation as the organiza-
tional prinCiple ofa Ru33|an_part¥ and endorses the organizational
Prmmple adopted as the basis of the Rules of 1898, i.e., autonomy

or the national Social-Democratic organizations In matters con-
cerning. . . . [Here the manuscript bréaks off —£d |

ritten in June-July, 1903 Published accordi
\Ié\{rst rﬁ)ub&shetiinfl I 0] t§he manuscrlqoq
In Lenin Miscellany
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WITHDRAWAL OF THE BUND (DRAFT RESOLUTION
NOT SUBMITTED TO THE CONGRESS)

The Congress considers the refusal of the Bund delegates to sub-
mit to thé decision adopted by the maﬂorlty of the Congress as the
Bund’s withdrawal from the RS.D.LP. ~ .~ .

The Con?r_ess dee,glgl regrets this step, which, it is convinced, s
a major pofitical mistake .. * on the part of the leaders of the
“Jewish Workers’ Union,” a mistake which must inevitably injure
the interests of the Jewish proletariat and working-class move-
ment, The Congress considers that the arguments cited by the
Bund delegates Tn cJustlﬁcatlon,of their step amount in Practlce, 0
entirely unfounded, apprehensions and_suspicion that the Social-
Democratic convictions of the Russian Social-Demacrats arg ingin-
cere and inconsistent; in respect of theory the%/ are the result ofthe
unfortunate Penetratlon of nationalism into the Social-Democratic
movement of the Bund. , _ o

The Congress voices its desire for, and firm conviction of, the
need. for complete and closest unity of the Jewish and Russian
working-class movement in Russia, Unity not only in principle by
also 1n organization, and resolves fo take all measures n order to
acquaint the Jewish proletariat in detail both with this resolution of
the Congress and with the (Tl_eneral attitude of the Russian Social-
Democrats towards every national movement.

ritten on August 5 (18)—10 (23), 1903 Published accord
\lé\llrst #ub’l}fﬁeﬁnl e totemanuscn%q
In Lenin"Miscellany

SPEECH ON THE PLACE OF THE BUND
IN THE R.S.D.L.P. JULY 20 (AUGUST 2)

| shall first deal with Hofman’s4 speech and his expression “a com-
pact majority.” Comrade Hofman uses these words by way of re-
proach. In rhy opinion we should be proud, not ashdmed; of the

*One word here is indecipherable —Ed.
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fact that there is a compact majority at the Congress. And we shall
be prouder still ifour whole, Party proves to he a compact, a highly
c,ompact, 90, per cent, majority. (Applause.) The majority ere
right in making the Hosmon of the Bund in the Party the first item
on the agenda‘and the Bundists at once proved this'by submitting
their so-called Rules, but in essence proposmgfederatlon. Once
there are members in the Party who propose fedleration and others
who reject it, there could beno other course open but to make the
gues,tl n of the Bund the first item on_ the ag?enda,. It IS no use
orcm? %our_favors on anyhody, and the internal affairs of the Party
cannot e discussed until wé have firmly and uncompromisingly
settled whether or not we want to march together. _

The_crux of the 1ssue has_not always been_presented quite cor-
rectly in the debate. The point of the matter is that, in the opinion
of many Party members, federation is harmful and runs counter to
the principles of Sqcial-Democracy as applied to existing Russian
conditions. .Federation is harmful because It sanctions segregation
and alienation, elevates them to a principle, to a law. Complete
alienation does mdeed_Prevall among us, and we ought not to sang-
tion it, or cover it with a fig-leaf, “but combat it and resolutely
acknowledge and proclaim the necessity of firmly and unswerv-
mgly advancing, towards the closest unity. That IS why we reject
fedération in_ principle, in liming* _&as the” Latin phrase has it); that
IS Wh)( we reject all obhgato_r%/ partitions that serve to divide Us. As
It 15, there will always be different g,roupm s In the Party, qrou -
Ings of comrades, tactics or organlza lon, hut let there be only one
division Into groups, throughout the Party, that Is, let all”like-
minded membpers join in & single group, “instead of groups first
being formed In One section of the Part¥, seRarater from the
grourps In another section of the Party, and then avmg a lInign not
f groups holding different views or different shadeS of opinion
but of sections of the PartY_, each containing different groups. |
repeat, we recognize no obligatory partitions, and that IS why we
rejec%ffderanon In Prmupe. | ,

| snall now pass to the question of,autonom\{. Comrade Lieber
has said that federation means centralism, while autonomy means
decentralism. Can it be that Comrade Lieber takes the Congress

*0n the threshold.—Ed.
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mempers for six-year-old children, who may be regaled with such
sophistries? Is it not clear that centralism demands the absence of
all partitions between the central oodY and even the most remote
and out-of-the-way sections of the Par Y? Qur central body will be
Iven the absolute rl_%ht to communicate directly with everY Party
ember. The BundiSts would only laugh If someone would pro-
pose to them a form of “centralism

within the Bund, underwﬁlch
Its Central Committee could not communicate with all the Kovno
?roups and comrades otherwise than through the Kovno Commit-
ee. Incidentally, as regards the committeeS: Comrade Lieber has
exclaimed with feeling, “What is the .good of talking about the
Bund’s autonomy if it is to be an grganization subordinated to one
central boay? After all, you would”not grant autonomy to_some
Tula Committee!” You aré mistaken, Comrade Lieber:; we will cer-
talnl¥ and most decidedly grant autonomy to “some” Tula Commit-
tee, 100, autonomdy In the Sense of freedom from pett¥ Interference
by the central ho ;{] although the duty of obeying that body will, of
course, remain. | have taken the words “pefty Interference” from
the Bund_ leaflet. “Autonomy or Federation?” The Bund, has ad-
vanced this freedom from “petty interference” as a condition, as a
demand to the Party. The merg fact that it agdvances such ridicul-
ous demands shows how muddled the Bund is on the question at
issue. Does the Bund really think that the, Party would tolerate the
existence of a central body that indulged in * etty’f Interference in
the affairs ofany Party organization of grouR. IS this not, In effect,
P_reusely that “organized”distryst” which has already been men-
loned 4t this Congress? Such distrust runs through all the propos-
als and arguments ofthe Bundists. 1S it not. In fact, the duty of our
entire Paity to fight, for example, for full e uality and éven for
reco%mtlo,n of the' right of nations to_self-determination? Conse-
quenitly, if any section of our Party failed in this duty, it would
unquestionably be liable to condemnation by virtue of our princi-
Ples; It would unquestionably be liable to,correction on the part of
he central institutions of thé Party. And ifthe neglect of that duty
were conscious and deliberate, deSpite full opportlnity to carry out
that duty, then that would be treachery.

Further, Comrade Lieber has asked us in moving tones how it
can be proved that autonomy is able to ﬁuara,ntee 0 the Jewish
workers” movement that indépendence which is absolutely essen-
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tial to it. A strange question, indeed! How can rt be proved that
one of the several paths suggested 1s the right one? The only way is
to try it and see. My replyto Comrade Liéber s question is: March
with” 1> and we underta e to J)rove to you. in practrce that all
legitimate demands for independence are gratrfre in full.

hen | hear disputes about the place of the Bund, | always
recollect the British miners. They are exceIIentIy organized, better
than any other workers And becauseo thatte Want to thwart
the 9enera| demand _for an 8-hour d % Iput forward
proletarians.5 These miners have the same narrow rdea ofthe unrty
of the proletariat as our Bundists. Let the sad example ofthe mir-
ers serve as awarning to our comrades of the Bund.

First published in Pubhshed aﬁcordrng 0
eneva In 1904 rn th etex %t e Minlites
t eM utes the manuscripts

e Rn e%r?ar Congress



THE LATEST WORD
IN BUNDIST NATIONALISM

The,Foreign Committee of the Bund has just issued a bulletin con-
taining a_feport on the Frfth Congress of the Bund, Whrch took
Place In June (Old Style). Preponderant among Its reso |utions_are
“(raft Rules” on the position oft e Bund in t e Party. Thrs
draft Is hr%hly rr%structrve anﬁl from the an Ie of ernrt nessa
“resoluteness” of content, not rnﬁ betterco d he desrre Strrct
Peakrng the first paragraph of the draft is so strrkran 25 10 reduce
| the others to mere explanation or even to entirely useless bal-
last. “The Bund,” declares § 1, “Is afederative [italics ours] section
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party.” Federation pre-
SUpposes an agreement. between separate, entirely independent
units, which, define their mutual relations only by voluntary con-
sent of the sides concerned. It is not surprrsrn? thierefore, tiiat the
“draft Rules” speak_ repeatedly of the “contracting parties” (853, 8,
12). 1t is not surprrsrn tat on the hasis of this draft, the Party
Confqress rsnotgzrventerr ht to alter, su plement or delete Rules
relafing to a section of the Party. Nert er rs It surprising that the
Bund reserves to itself rePresentatron In the. Central Committee
of the Party and permits_this Central Committee of the Party to
address itself to the Jewish proletariat. and to comminicate with
individual sections of the Bund “only with the consent of the Cen-
tral Committee ofthe Bund.” All this logically stems from the con
cept of “federation,” from the concept 0 “contractrnrlrhpartres "and
had the Fifth Congress of the Bund srmgl resolved that the Bund
IS t0 be constituted as an_independent Social-Democratic natronal
g BerhaPs nationalist Soclal-Democrat] cg part It woyld have
aved itself (and others% much time, muc bor nd muc a e,
On the one_ hand, it would have been clear at once wrthout any
circumlocution that an rndependent separate partr( could deter-
mine Its relations with other parties only as a “contracting party”

31
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and only on the basis of “mutual consent.” There would have been
no need to enumerate every individual case when such consent
will be regluwed (and it Is inpossible in fact to enumerate all such
cases, while to give an incomplete list, as the Bund does, Is to
open the door to'a host of misunderstandings). There would have
been no need to do violence to logic and conscience by calling an
agreement hetween two Independént units Rules on thé position of
one section ofthe party. This apparently seemly and suitable name
f“RuI_es on the Pgsition of the Bund in'the Party™) is all the more
false In essence since the entire Party has in fegt not yet restored
its full organizational unity, while the Bund comes out as an al-
ready unified section, which wishes to take advantage of the short-
commgs In the general organization in order to qet still farther
away from the whole, in order to try and split up This whole into

small partsfor all time. _

OP he othf,r haw% a stkalghtf?rward treatment of the m?ther
would have relieved the authors ofthe notoriqus araft Rules ofthe
necessity to introduce clauses providing for rights already posses-
sed by every organized section ofthe Party, every district orqanlza-
tion, gvery committee and every group, e.0., the rlpht to solve,. I
accordance with the Part)( program, gengral problems on which
Party congresses have not adopted gécisions. To write Rules in-
cluding clauses such as these is simply ridiculous.

Let us now appraise in essence the stand taken by the Bund.
Once It ,has,step?ed, on to the inclined plane.of nationalism, the
Bund (if it did not wish to renounce its hasic mistake) was naturally
and_ Inevitably bound to arrive at the formation of a particuldr
Jewish party.”And this is @remsely the direct object of § 2 of the
Rules, which Igrants the Bund the monopoly of representing the
Jewish proletariat, A_ccorde to this paragraph, the Bund Is in the
Party as its (the Jewish proletariat’s) sole™(italics ours) representa-
tive.” The activities of the Bund and the organization of the Bund
are not to be restricted by any territorial” limits. Consequently,
complete separation and demarcation of the Jewish and non-Jewish
Proletanat of Russia i not only here effected to the end with abso-
ute consistency, but is endorsed by what may e called a notarial
agreement, bey Rules,” by a “basic” law (sce P 12 of the draft).

lich outra% ous” facts as'the audacious.appeal of the Ekaterino-
slav Committee of the Party to the Jewish workers directly, not

—1
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throu,%h the mediym of the Bund (which had no special organiza-
tion In Ekaterinoslav at the tlme!f) should henceforth become Im-
possible, according to the idea o the new draft. However few the
number. of Jewish"workers may be in a given locality, however far
away this locality may be from'the centers of the Bundist organiza-
tion; no section”of the F?art){ not even the Central Committee of
the Party, dare address itself to the Jewish proletariat without the
(f,onsent of the Central Committee of the Bung! It is hard to be-
leve that such a proposal could have been made, so monstrous IS
this demand for monopoly, especially In our Russian conditions,
but §82 and 8 (footnoeg 0f the draft Rules leave no doubts what-
ever on this score. The desire ofthe Bund to shift still farther away
from the Russian comrades is apparent not only in each clause of
the draft, but is also expressed in other resojutions of the congress.
For example, the Fifth Congress has resolved fo publish once a
month Posledniye Izvestia, issued by the Foreign’ Committee of
the Bund, “in the form of a newspa?er which would explain the
programmatic and tactical position of the Bund.” We shall be look-
Ing Torward with Impatience and Interest to an explanation of this
gosmon. The congress has annulled the resolution of the Fourth
ongress on workin the South. It 1s known that the Fourth Con-
ress of the Bund decided that “Separate committees of the Bund
shall not be set up” (italicized by the Bund) in the towns and.cities
In the South, where the Jewish organizations are_ included in the
Party committees. The reversal of'this decision IS a big step to-
wards further isolation, a direct challenge to the comrades from the
South, who have been working and Wanted to work amon% the
Jewish proletariat, while remaining inseparably connected with the
local proletariat as a whole. “He who says A must say B”; one who
has adopted the standpoint of nationalism naturally arrives at the
desire to erect a Chinese Wall around his nationality, his national
working-class movement: he is unembarrassed even by the feet
that it'would mean building separate walls in each city, in each
little town and village, unembarrassed even by the fact that by his
tactics of division and dismemberment he is"reducing to nil the
?reat call for the raIIIymg and unity of the proletarians of all na-
flons, all races and alf languages, And what bitter mockery sounds
In the resolution of the same Fifth Congress of the Bund on po-
groms, which expresses the “confidence that only thejoint struggle
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of the P_roletarlans of all pationalities will abolish the iondmons
Iving fise to events similar to those at Kishinev (italics ours).

ow"false these words ahout gomt struggle. sound when we are
reateg %t the very same time {0 “Rules” which not onlz/ keeP the
{omt fignters far apart, but strengthen this separation and aliena-
jon through qrganizational meansY | should like very much to give
the Bund nationalists a piece of advice: learn from those Odessa
workers who went on ajoint strike and attended joint meetings
and joint demonstrations, without first asking (ah, the audacity!) for
the “consent” of the Central Committee of the Bund for an _aRpeaI
to the Jewish nation, and who reassured the shopkeepers with the
words (see Iskra, No. 45): “Have no fear, have no fear, this is not
Kishinev for you, what we want is something else, we have neither
Jews nor Russians in our midst, we are all workers, life is equally
hard for us all.” Let the comrades of the Bund %onder over these
words, If it is not too late; let them think well about whither they

are going!

Iskra, No. 46 Published accordin
August 15, 1903 1 the Iskra tex



MAXIMUM BRAZENNESS
AND MINIMUM LOGIC

In our 46th Issue we reprinted the resolution of the Fifth Congress
of the Bund on the_position of the Bund in the R.S.D.L.P.,"and
gave our opinion of it. The Foreign Committee of the Bund replies
at great length and with great Neat In its leaflet of September 9
(22). The most material ?art of this angry reply is the followin

Phenomenal revelation: “In aqdition to it maximum Rules [sicl],
he Fifth Congress of the Bund also drew up minimum Rules™; and
these minimum Rules are quoted In full, it being explained in two
notes, moreover, that “the rejection of autonomy” and the demand
that other sections of the Party appeal to the”Jewish proletariat
only with the sanction of the Bund' Central Committee “must be
P#et for\a/grd as an ultimatum Thus decided the Fifth Congress of

una, . .

Charming, is it not? The Bund Congress draws up two sets of
Rules simultaneously, defining simultaneously both Its maximum
and minimum desirés or demands. The minimum it prudently (on,
50 prudently!) tucks away in its pocket. Only the maximum i$ pub-
lished (in the leaflet of August 77[20]), and it is publicly announced,
clearly and explicitly, thaf this maximum draft is “to e submitted
to the Secon C,on?ress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor
PartF as_the basis Tor_the discussion [mark that!] of the Bund’s
position in the Party.” The Bund’s opponents naturall_¥,_ attack this
maximum with the utmost vehemence, just because it is the max-
Imum, the “last word™ of the trend they condemn. Thereupon, a

* Bty tf]he Way, it is ex eme(% characteristic of the Bund’s method offcontroversg
that” this expre SIOP called down on our eaﬁiste [%artdcu ar {at of Posle |g
zvestia, W dyte ast word, It demanded, when 1t (the demand for federation) had
eeéw u}tere é)ver two ¥ears a%o’> Iskra was counting on ‘h]e short memPrxo ItS
r?a erﬂ. .. Calm yourselves, aLm ourselves, gent mﬁn. he c?uthoro the artl-
cle called your maXimum Rules the 1as wordgcausetat word was uttered two
days (approximately) before No. 46 oflskra, and not two Years ago.
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month later, these people, without the slightest embarrassement,
pull the “minimym™ out of their pocket,”and add the ominous
word: “Ultimatym™

That is a positive last price, not a “last word” , . . Only.is it really
your last, gentlemen” erhaps youVe got a minimal minimum, in
arnother pocket? Perhaps in another month or so we shall be seeing

We very much fear that the Bundists do not quite realize all the

beauty 0f this maximum and minimum. Why, how else can you
?et an yasklngTan exor |tant price, then knocklng off 75 er

cent and ecannﬁ atsm last price™? Why, is thére any dif-
ference between haggling and pohhcs

There is, gentlemen, we make bold to assure you. Firstly
politics some parties adhere systematically to certaln pnnmptes
and 1t is |ndecent 0 hag[qle over principles. Second h/W en eo
ple who claim to belong’to a party regard certain of elrdeman S
as an ultimatum, that IS, as the very condition of their membership
in the party, political honesty requires that the should not concedl
the feet. should not tuck it away 'for the time being” In their poc-
ket, but, on the contrary, should say so openly and definitely right
from the start

We have been preaching these simple truths to the Bundists for
a long time, As early as February (In our 33rd |ssue2 Wwe wrote that
it was stupid and unbefitting to r%/h|de and-seek, and that the
Bund had acted separately (in Issuing |ts statement about the Or-
ganizing Committee) because it wanted to act as a contracting
party and (Joresent terms to th e Party as a whole.* For this opinion
we were renched with a whole bucketful of specifically Bundist
(one mlq ht with equal justice say, specifically fish-mark&t) abuse,
yet evenits have now shown that we were right.. It is indeed as a
contracting party that the Bund comes forward in the decisions of
Its Fifth Congress, presentlngnoutnght uItlmatums to the Party asa
whole! That 15 just what we have been trying all annq to gét the
Bunaists to admlt b showmtT} that 1t followed inevitably from the
position th ey had taken up; they angrily protested, dodged and

Wi gllr%(ltJ 0 bt in the end were obligéd after all to produce their

* See Collected Works, Vol. 6, pp. 319-25.—Ed.
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That is funny; but funnier still is the feet that the Bund continues
to wriggle even now, continugs to talk about the “falsrtr(” of
“skra 5 old, generall}/ known fabrication to the effect that the
Bund wants to-form a Tederal alliance with the Russian Party.” That
15 a lying fabrication, rt claims, because Paragraph 1 of the Rules
proposed by the Bund distinctly sp eaks of its desrre tq be a com-
ponentelement ofthe Part% not to orm an alliance with it.

Very qood, gentlemen! But does not this same paragraoh say
that thie Bund rs afederated comoonent of the Party? Don our
maximum Rules refer throu g out 0 contract nr% ﬁartres? onT the
minimum Rules speak of an ultimatum, an ean?/ ange In
their “fundamental clauses” contingent on_the mutua consent of
the component elements of the Party, neither the local nor the
district or anizations, moreover, being recognized as such for this
purpose? You yourselves say that neither local nor district organr
zations, but only “Integral”elements of the same nature as the
Bund” can be cantracting parties. You yourselves mention g Y
of examole that “the oIrsh Lithuanian or Lettish ocra
Democrats” mrght be regarded as suca rnte ral eIements “If they
belonged to the Party” as Xou sensib ¥ But what if they do
not beIon to the Party? And wt at the federation of national
org anrzatrons which dyou find desirable is found undesrrable and
emlo hatically rejected by all the rest of the Party? You k now very
well that that IS how matters stand; you yourselves expressly. say
you no longer demand that the whole Party be built on the basis of

a federation of nationalities. To whom, then, are you addressing
your ultimatum? 1 1t not obvious that you are addressing it to the
Whole Party, minus the Bund? Instead 0f convicting Iskra ofa lying
fabrication; you only convict yourselves of a minimum of logic in
your subterfu%es

But look, the Bundists protest, in our minimum Rules we have
even deleted the federation demand! This deletion of the “dread
ful” word Is indeed . the most rnterestrn%eprsode In the amous
transition from maximum to minimum. Nowhere else, perhaps,
has the Bund’s unconcern for principles betrayed itself so narvely
You are dogmatists, hopeless dogmatists, we are told: nothing in
the world will imduce Kou to recognize the federal “principlé of
organrzatron "We, on the other hand, are not dogmatists, we “put
the matter on a purely practical footing.” Is it some principle you
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don't like? Queer fellows! Why, then we'll do without an)( princi-
ple at all, we'll “formulate ParaPraph L In such a way that It shall
not be a declaration of a definite pnnmPIe of or?an_lzatlon. The
crux ofthe matter does not lie In the statement of principle prefac-
Ing the Rules, but in the concrete clauses, which are derived from
an”examination of the needs of the Jewish working-class move-
ment, on the one_hand, and of the movement as a whole, on the
other” (leaflet of September 9 [2_2], D. 1?_. _
The naivete of this argument is s0_delightful that one just wants
to hug the author. The Bundist seriously believes that it is only
certain dreadful words the dogmatists fedr, and so he decides that
If these words are deleted, the dogmatist will see nothln[q objec-
tionable_in tILe concrete cIaus%s themselves! Ar]d S0 he toils In‘the
sweat_of his brow, draws up nis maximum Rules, gets In reserve
his minimum Rules (againgt a rainy day), draws_up Ultimatum No.
1, ultimatum_No. 2. .. . Oleum ef operam perdidisti, amicel—you
are wasth time and effort, my friend. Inspite of the cunning (oh,
wonderfully cunning!) removal of the label, the dogmatist detects
the federal principlé in the minimum’s “concrete clauses” too. That
Prlnuple 15 to be seen in the.demand that a component element of
he Party should not be limited by any territorial bounds, and In
the claim to be the “sole™ representative of the Jewish proletariat
and In_ the demand for “representation” on the Par_tY Central
Committee; in the denial to the Part¥ Central Committee of the
right to communicate with any part ot the Bund without the con-
sent of the Bund Central Committee; in.the demand that funda-
mental clauses should not be changed without the consent of the
component elements of the PartK._ o
0, qentlemen, the crux of this, matter of the_ Bund’s position in
the Party does lie in the declaration of a definite principle of or-
ganization, and_not at all in the concrete clauses. The crux of the
matter IS a choice of ways. Is the historically evolved isolation of
the Bund to be legitimizad, or is it to be rejected on principle, and
the course openly, definitely, firmly and honestly adopted of ever

*“This word is of no sjgnificance,” the Bund now assures us. Strange! Why shoul
aw rdS t atHaspo y mﬂcanceqwa(ﬁ%een |n?ertf\(/1ym£0.t% mini umgan(}N %(lmumg
In the. Russian language the word | Sﬁ Per ect g%e me dﬁlrgf]l icance, What If. sig-
ifies in the preseqit IMstance 1S a “declaration” of both, tederalism and.natl?na IS,
gwoul aavise the Bundists, who can See no connection between nationalism and
ederation, to ponder this point.
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closer and closer union and fusion with the Party as a whole? Is
thltsh|solat|c%n to be preserved, or aturn made towardsfusion? That
15 the question.

Theqans_we_r will depend on the free will of the Bund, for, as we
already said in our 33rd issue, “love cannot be forced.” Ifyou want
to mave towards fusion, you will reject federation and.accept
autonomy.You will understand in that Case that autonomy guaran-
tees a process of fusion so gradual that the reorganization” would
proceed with the minimunt of dislocation, and”in such a way,
moreover, that the Jewish working-class movement would lose no-
thlnfg and gain everything by this reorganization and fu_?lon.

ITyou do not want to”move towards fusion, you will stand for
federation_ (whether in its maximum or minimum form, whether
with or without a declaration); you will be afraid of being “steam-
rollered,” you will turn the régrettable isolation of the Bund into a
fetish, and will cry that the abglition. of this isolation means the
destryction of the Bund; you will hegin to seek grounds justifying
your isolation, and in this"search will now grasp at the Zionist 1dea
0fa Jewish “nationnow resort to demagogy and scurrilities.

Federalism can be. HUStIerd theoretlcallfy only on the basis of
nationalist ideas, and it would be strange ifwe had to prove to the
Bundists that It was no mere accidént that the declaration of
federalism was made at that very Fourth Congress which pro-
claimed the Jews to be a nation.

The iclea of fusion can be discredited in loractme onlx by inciting
politically unenlightened and_ timid people against the “monstr-
ous,” “ArakcheyeV”'7 organizational plan ofIskra, which supposedly
wants to “regiment” the committees and not allow them to “take a
single step Without orders from above.” How terrible! We have no
dodbt that al| the committees will now hasten to revolt against the
Iron glove, the Arakcheyev fist, etc. , .. But where, géntlemen

did r)r/]ou get. your information about this brutal organizational Plan?
From our literature? Then WhY not quote it? Or’from the tales of
idle Party gossips, who can tell you on the very best authorlt?/ all,
absolutely all the details regarding this Arakcheyevism? The atter
supposition is probably the” more correct, for even people with a
minimum_of |0g|IC could_hardlg/ confuse the very necessary demand
that the Centrdl Committee Should *he able to communicate with
every Party member™ with the patently scurrilous bugbear that
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the Central Committee will “do everything itself’ and “lay down
the law on everything,” Or another thing:” what Is this nonsense
that “between the periphery and the center” there will be “lose
Organisationen™** We can quess; our worthy Bundists heard
something, but did not know what it was all about. We shall have
to explain it to them at length on some suitable occasion. |

But, worst of all, it is_not only the local committees that will
have to revolt, but the Central Committee too. True, it has not
been bom yet,8 but the gossips know for certain not only the
birthday ofthe infant but it whole subsequent career. It appéars it
will be a Central Committee “directed hy ar%roup ofwriters.” Such
a tried and cheap method ofwarfare, this. The Bundists are not the
first to employ 1t and most likely will not be the_last. To convict
this Central Committee, or the Organizing Committee, of any mis-
tﬁke, y?u have to find proof. To coanct_ Reo&xle ofnot actln% &S the
themselves think necessary, but of being directed by others, yo
must have the courage to” bring charﬁes openly and be ready to
answer for them to the whole Party! All that is too dear, too dedr in
every respect. Gossips’ fales, on ‘the other hand, are cheap. . . .
And’perhaps the fish will bite. It is not pleasant, after all, to be
considered a man (or institution) who is “directed,” who is in lead-
Ing strings, who I a pawn, a creature, a puppet of Iskra. . .. Our
Poor, poor future Central Committee! Where will it find a protec-
or against the Arakcheyev yoke? Perhaps in the “independently
acting” Bundists, those Strangers to all “suspiciousness™

|skra, No.49, Published accordin? to
October 1, 1003 the Iskra text
* See

CA0—Ed.
b Loosg, chEEorgamzatlons.—Ed.



THE POSITION
OF THE BUND IN THE PARTY

Under this title the Bund has published a translation of an article
from No. 34 ofthe Arbeiterstimme.9 This article, accompanying the
decisions of the Fifth Bund Congress, represenfs as It were an offi-
cial commentary on those decisions, |t attempts to give a systema-
tic exposition of all the arguments which lead to the Tonclusion that
the Bund “must be a fedérated component ofthe Party.” It will be
mterestm?nto examing these arguments. _ ,
. The author begins _b){ stating that the most burning question fac-
Ing the_Russian "Social-DemoCratic movement is the question of
uriity. On what basis can it be effected? The_Manifesto of 189810
tooK the principle of autonomy as the basis. The author examines
this_principle End fings 1t to l%e Ioglcalli)f,falfe and mherently cQn-
tradictory.” If by questions which Specifically concern the Jewish
proletariat are meant only such as relate to” methods of agitation
(with reference to the specific lan ua?e, mentalltY and cufture of
the Jews), that will be technical i?gau onomy. But such autonomy
will mean the destruction of all ‘independénce, for it Is an au-
tonomy enj,o%/ed by every Party. committee, and to put the Bund
on a par with the Committees will be a denial of autonomy. If, on
the other hand, autonomy is understood to mean autonomy in
some questions of the program, it is unreasonable to deprive the
Bund of all IndependenceIn the other questions of the program;
and independence in guestions of program necessarllg_ IVolves
representation of the Bund, as such, on”the central bodies of the
Party—that 15, not autonomy, but federation. A sound basis for the
POSI jon.of the Bund n the Party must be squght in the hlstor%,of
he Jewish revolutionary movement in Russia, and what, that is-
tory, shows Is that aII,org?amzatlons active among the Jewish work-
ers gomed to form a s,ln(ly e union—the Bund—and that its activities
spread from Lithuania To Poland and then to the South of Russia.

41
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Consequently, hIS’[O@I broke down all regional barriers ang
brou%ht, forvard the Bund as the sole representative of the Jewish
gro!e ariat. And there you have a principle which is nof the fruit of
n 1dle brain (?) but follows from the whole history of the Jewish
Workln?-class movement: the Bund is the sole representative, of the
Interests of the Jewish proletariat. And, naturally, the organization
of the Proletanat of a whole nationality can entér the Party only If
the latter has a federal structure: the Jewish proletariat is nqt onl
part of the world family of proletarians, but also part of the Jewis
nation, which occupiés a special position_among the nations.
Lastly, it is federation that denotes close unity betiveen the com-
ponent elements of the Party, for its chief feature Is direct partici-
pation by each of them in Party affairs, and they all feel they have
e(t;ual rights. Under autonomy, on the other hand, the components
of the Party have no [I?htS, and there Is indifference to its common
affairs, and mutual distrust, friction and conflict.

Such Is the author s line of argument, which we have presented
almost entirely in his own words. 1t boils down to three things:
considerations of a general nature as to the inherent contradictori-
ness of autonom%/ and its unsuitability from the standpoint of close
Unl_té/ between the comBonents of thie Partg/; lessons from h|stor¥,
which has made the Buna the sole repreSentative of the Jewish
Proletarlat; and, lastly, the affirmation that the Jewish proJetariat is
he proletariat of a whole nationality, a natlonall_ty aceu ylng a spe-
cial pogition. Thus the author endeavours to buifd his case dn gen-
eral prlnmP_Ies of organization, on the lessans of history, and on'the
Idea of nationality. "He tries—we must give him his due—to ex-
amine the matter from all angles. Andfor that very reason his
statement of the case brings.out so saliently the atfitude of the
Bund on this question which is of deep concérn to al| of us.

Under federation, we are told, the components ofthe Party have
equal rlghts and share, directly In its common affairs; under au-
tonom he% have no rights, and as such do not share in the gen-
eral life of the Party. This argument belongs entirely to the réalm
of ohvious fallacies: it is as Tike as two pgas to those argume_nts
which mathematicians call. mathematical sophistries, and which
Prove— quite logically, at first glance—that twice two are five, that
he part Is g{reater_than the whole, and so on. There are collections
of such mathematical sophistries, and they are of some value to
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school children, But it Is even embarrassing to have to explain to
Peop_le who claim to be the sole representatives of the Jewish pro-
etarigt so elementary a sophistr ?s the aftribution of dn‘f?rent
meanings to the term™component ot the Party” In two parts otone
and thé same argument, When they speak of federation, they
mean by a component of the Party a sum-total of organizations in
different localities; but when they sPeak of autonomy, they mean
by it each local organization separately. Put these supposedly iden-
tical concepts sidé by side in the same syllogism, and you will ar-
rive inevitably at thé conclusion that twice fwo is five.” And if the
Bundists are “still unclear as to the nature of their sophistry, . let
them consult their own maximum Rules,and they will see that it is
under federation that the local organizations comimunicate with the
Party center indirectly, and under autonom‘y—dwect_ly. No, our
federalists would do better not to talk about “close unity”! By try-
Ing to disprove that federation means the isolation, and the al-
tonomy the fusion, of the different components of the Party, they
only provoke hilarity. _
_Hardly more successful is the attempt to prove the “logical fal-
sity” of autonomy by dividing the latfer into Pro?ram autonomy
and technical au,tonomY. The division itselfis utterly absurd. Why
should the specific methods of agitation among Jewish workers be
classed under technical questions? What has technique to do with
It, when It Is a matter of peculigrities of Iangua%e, mentality, condi-
tions of life? How can You talk of indep&ndgnce In quéstions, of
program in connection,” for exa_mPIe, with the demand for civil
equality for the Jews? The Social-Democratic program only. sets
forth the basic demands, common to the entire proletariat, “irres-
pective of occupational, local, national, or racial distinctions. The
effect of these distinctions is that one and the same demand for
complete equality of citizens before the law gives rise to agitation
against one form’ of mequallt)f In one Io,callt)( and against another
form of meclua_llty in another locality or in relation to other groups
of the proletariat, and so on. One and the same Pomt In the" prog-
ram will be applied differently depending on differences in condi-
tions of life, differences of cdlture, aifférences in the refation, of
social forces in different parts of the country, and so forth. Aﬁlta-
tion.on behalf of one and the same demand In the program. will be
carried on in different ways and in different languages taking into
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account all_ these differences, Consequently aufonomy in ques-
tions specifically concernrngi the pro etanat ofa given race, nation,
or district rmpHeS that it is Teft to the d scretrgn ofthe ort\]/anrzaéron
concerned to determine thesecrfrc eman S 10 e advance
Bursuance of the common program and the methods ofaortatron 0
e employed. The Party as & whole, its central institutions, lay
down the common fundamental principles of program and_tactics:
as o the different methods of carrying out these principles in Brac
tice and agrtatrn% fir thetn, they are [aid down by the various Part
oroanrzatrons supordinate to the center, depending on local, racial
national, cultural, and other differences.
ls there anything unclear about this conception of autonomr(

And Is it not’the Sheerest scholasticism to make a division into
program autonomy and technical autonomy

Just see how the concept autonomy is Iogrcally analyzed” In the
amphlet we are examining. “Froni the total body o0f questions
with'which the Social-Democrats have to deal,” the rﬁ) )let says
In connectign with the autonomy prrncrple taken as the basis in the
1898 Manifesto, there are srnﬂ led out [isic!!] some questrons
which, It Is recognrze specrfrca Iyooncern the Jewrsh proletariat
Where the realm of general questions begins, the autonomy
ofthe Bund ends. . . . Thisgives rise to a dualify in'the position of
the Bund in the Party: In specrfrc questrons I acts as the Bund

In general. UGStIOﬂ It loses Its. distin naracter N
gUtO gar With an or Inary commrt(gee OH ﬁart amti

ocial-Democratic proqram demands complete equal rYy of all crtr
zens before the law. In pursuance of that program "the Jewish
worker in Vilna puts forwar one specific demand; and the Bashkir
worker in Ufa an entrre){ |fferent specific demand. Does that
mean that “from the total body of ouestrons” “some._ are singled
out"? Ifthe general demand fore uality is embodied in a numper
ostecrfrc demands for the aboIrtron ofs ecific forms of inequality
rst at asrn ling out of the s ecrfrc fr m the general questions?
The specific demands are not singled out, from the general e-
mands, of the rooram but are advanced in pursuance of them.
What is singled ou is what sPecn‘rcaIIy concerns the Jew in Vilna as
distinct, from what specifically concérns the Bashkir in Ufa. The
eneralization .of their demands, the representation of their
ommon class interests (and not of their specific occupational, ra-
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cial, local, national, or other interests) is the affair of the whole
Party, of the Party center. That would surely seem clear enough!
The'reason the Bundists have muddle it is that, instead of logical
analysis, they have again and agiam given us specimens of logical
fallacies, Théy have éntirely failed t0 grasp the relation hetween
the Social-Democrats’ general and specitic demands, They imagine
that “from the tota) body of questions with which the SoCial-
Democrats have to deal, some_%ue_stlons are singled out,” when
a_ctuallfy every question dealt with In our prograny s a generaliza-
tion of a number of specific questions and derands; every point in
the program is.common to the entire proletariat, while at'the same
time it 15 subdivided into specific questions dependlnq,on the pro-
letarians* different occupations, their different conditions of life,
differences of IanguaFe, and so on and so forth, The Bundists are
disturbed by the confradictoriness and duality ofthe position of the
Bund,. conswtmq don’t you see, In the feet'that In specific ques-
tions 'it_acts as the Bund, while in general questions it Joses Its
distinctive character. A little reflection would show them that such
a “duality” exists in the position_of absolutely every
Social-Democratic worker, who in specific questions acts as a
worker in a Partlcul_ar trade, a member of a particylar nation, an
Inhabitant of a particular locality, while in general, questions he
“loses his distinctive character” and Is put on & par with eveﬁy other
Social-Democrat. The autonomy of the Bund, under the Rules of
1898, Is of exactly the same nature as the autonomy of the Tula
Committee; only the_ limits of this autonom)( are somewhat differ-
ent and somewhat wider In the former case than in the latter. And
there IS nothl_n% but a crying. logical fallacy in the following arqu-
ment, by which the Burid tries to refute this conclusion: ™If the
Bund is alloweq |ndePendence In some questions of the program,
on what grounds is | dejonve_d of all independence in the other
questions of the program?” This contrasting of specific and general

Uestions as “some™and “the others™ Is an” inimitable specimen of

undist “logical anaI%(sm”! These people simply cannot understand
that it Is like contras mg the different colors, tastes, and fragrances
of particular apples fo the number of “other” apgles. We make hold
to Inform you, gentlemen, that not on’I\)( some, but every apple has
Its special taste,”color, and fragrance. Not only in“some” questions
ofthe program, but in all without exception, You are allowed inde-
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Pendence, gentlemen, but only as far as concerns their application
0 the specific_features of thie Jewish proletariat. Mein teuerer
Freund, Ich rat’ Euch drum zuerst Collegium logicum!*

The second ar%ument of the Bundists i ew agﬁeal to history,
which 1s supposed to_have brou%ht forward the Bund as the sole
representative of the Jewish proletariat,

.In the first Rlace, this is not true. The author of the pamphlet
himself says that “the work of other organizations [hesides the
Bund] in this direction [i.e., amon? the Jewish proletariat] either
Xlelded no results at all, or results foo Insignificant to merit atten-
lon.” Hence, on his own admission, there was such work, and
consequently the Bund was not the sole representative of the
Jewish prolétariat; as regards the results of this work, no one, of
course, will rely on the Bund’s.opinion: and, lastly, it is a known
fact that the Bund interfered with the work of other organizations
among the_Jewish proletariat (we have only to mentiof the well-
known incident of its campaign against the Ekaterinoslav_Part
Committee for daring_to issue & proclamation to the Jewis
workers1?, so that even ifthe results did indeed merit no attention,
the Bund itselfwould be partly to blame. o

Further, the measure of truth contained in the Bund’s historical
reference does not In the least prove the soundness of its argu-
ments. The facts which did take place and which the Bund has'in
mind speak against it, not for it. These facts are that the Bund
existed and developed—during. the five years since the First
Congress—quite seBarateI and” independeritly from the other or-
ganlzatlons of the Party. In_general, the actual ties between all

arty organizations durm? this period were very weak, but the ties
between the Bund and the rest of the Party’ were not only far
weaker than those between the other organizations, but they kept
?rovv_m%_weaker all the time. That the Bund itselfweakened these
les IS directly proved by the history of our Party’s or?anlzatlons
abroad. In 1898, the, Bund members abroad belonlged, 0 the one
common Party organization; but by 1903 they had [eft it to form a
completely sépardte and independent organization. The separate-
ness and independence of the Bund is béyond question, as is also
the feet that It has steadily become more pronounced.

* “Hence, my dear friend, 1 would aavise you to begin with college logic.”1:—Ed.
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What follows from this unquestionable feet? What follows in the
opinion of the Bundists is that one must bow to this feet, slavishl
submit to it, turn it into a principle, into the sole principle provig-
mg a_s?un_d bﬁsw for the V\ﬁ]o_smon of the Bund, and Ie%mmlze this
principle n the_ Rules, which should recognize the Bund as the
sole representative of the Jewish proletariat in the Party. In our
opinion, on the qther hand, such a conclusion is the shéerest op-
portunism, “tail-ism™13 of the_ worst kind. The conclusion, o De
drawn from the five years of dlsumtg/ IS not that this disunity
should be legitimized, but that an end Should be put to It once and
for all. And will anybody still venture to deny that it really was
disunity? All component parts of the Party developed separately
and independently during this period—are we perhaps, to deduce
from this the “principle” of federation hetween Siberia, the
Caucasus, the Urals, the South, and.the rest? The Bundists them-
selves say that, as re_gards organizational unity of its companents,
the Party virtually did not exist—and how cari what evolved when
the Party did nof exist be taken as a pattern for the restoration of
ogamza_ lonal unity? No, gentlemen, your reference to the history
of the disunity that gave rise to isolation proves nothing whatever
except that this isolation is abnormal. To deduce a “prmmPIe_” of
or%a,nlzatlon from several years ofdlso,r(%an_lzatlon In the Party is to
act like those representatives of the historical school who, as'Marx
sarcacha ly observed, were prepared to defend the knout on the
grounas that it was historical. _

Hence, .neither the “logical analysis” of autonomy noy the ap-
P_eals to hls_torr can provide even the shadow of a “principle” jus-
Ifying the isofation of the Bund. But the Bund’s third argument,
which' invokes, the idea of a Jewish nation, is undoubtedl¥ of the
nature of a principle. Unfortunately, however, this Zionist idea is
absolutely felse and essentially reactionary. “The Jews have ceased
to be a nation, for a nation without a territory is unthinkable,” says
one of the mast prominent of Marxist thegréticians, Karl Kautsky
ﬁee No. 42 of Iskra and the separate reprint from it The Kishinev

assacre and the Jewish Question, p. 3). And quite recentl_){, exa-
mining the problem of nationalities In Austria, the same writer en-
deavoured_fo give a scientific definition of the concePt nationality
and. established two Ermm al criteria of nationality: an%uage ang
territory (Neue Zeit, 14 1903, No. 2). A French Jew, the Tadical
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Alfred Naquet says practlcaIIY_ the same thing, word for word, in
his controversy with the anti-Semites and the Zionists.15 “If it
pleased Bernargl Lazare,” he writes of the, well-known Zionist, “to
consider himself a citizen of a separate nation, that is his affair; hut
| declare that, although | was bom aJew ... | do not recognize
Jewish natlonallt¥. ... | belong to no other nation buf the
French. .. . Arethe Jews anation? Although they were one in the
remote past, my repI}/_ 15 cat_e%orlcal negafive. The concept nation
Implies certain conditions which do not exist in this case. A nation
must have a territory on which to develop, and, in qur time, at
least, until a world confederation has extended this basis, a nation
must have a common language. And the Jews no longer have
either a terrltor%/ or a common language. . .. Like myself, Ber-
nard Lazare probably did not know @ word of Hebrew, and would
have found it no easy matter, if Zionism had achieved its purpose,
to make himself understood to his co-racials [congeneres] from
other parts of the world” (La Petite Republlque, September 24,
1903). “German and French Jews are quite unlike Polish and Rus-
sian Jews. The characteristic features of the Jews include nothing
that bears the imprint [empreinte] of nationality. If |twere_?erm|s-
sible to recognize the Jews as a riation, as Drumont does, it would
be an artificial nation. The modem Jew Is a product of the un-
natural selection to which his forebears were subjected for nearly
eighteen centuries.” All that remains for the, Bundists is to develop
the t,heor% of a ,seParate Russian-Jewish nation, whose language Is
Yidqish and their territory the Pale of Settlement.16

Absolutely untenable stientifically,* the idea that the Jews form
a separate hation s reactionary poliically. Irrefutable practical
proof of that is furnished by generally known facts of recent history
and of present-day political realities.” All over Europe, the decling

—i

x Not.?.nly national, hut e\ﬁen racial peculiarities are denied to the Jﬁws.by mo %m
ECIentl Ic. investigators, v¥]o glv?. [Ime Qrommence to, the .[l)ecu lailthes of the
|st?r}¥ of the Jews. Dotf, culiarities o Jewols ring from its racial character?
Karl Kaytsky asks, and replies that we do not even kno wm remsmgw al racq
means, “T rf IS n0 need 10 lirlng In the concept race, Wk rov% S N0 rea
answer,buf]on Eoses nevKg.robem.It,ls,enQ,u otr%cethe ISt rm.t e Jews to
scertain t e“raorhs for t |r.cr}aracter|st;fc% Na such an expert | t|fs |storeys
enan says. e? aracieristic reatures of the Jews fin thelr aﬂn ot ite are far
m?rea ropucto soclal conditions [necessites S c']aes Xw Ich they have been
Intluenced for centuries than a racial distinction [phenomene de race].”17
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of medievalism and the development of political liberty went hand
In hand with the political emancipation ofJews, their abandonment
of Yigdish for the Ia_nguage of the people among whom they lived,
and, in general, theirundeniable progressive assimilation With the
surrounding population. Are we again to revert to the excep-
tionalist théories and proclaim that Russia will be the one excep-
tion, although the Jewish emancipation movement is far broader
and deeper-rooted here, thanks to the awakening of a heroic class-
consciousness among the Jewish proletariat? Can'we possmIY attri-
bute to chance the fact thast it is the reactionary forces all over
Eurgpe, and especially in Russia, who oppose the assimilation of
the Jews and try to perﬂetuate their isolation?

. That is precisely what the Jewish Problem amounts {o: as-
similation or islation?—and the idea of a Jewish “nationality” is
definitely reactionary not only when expounded b%/ Its consistent
advocates (the Zionists), but likewise on the lips ofthose who try to
combine itwith the ideas of Social-Democracy (the, Bundists). The
ldea of a Jewish natlo_nallty( runs counter to” the interests_of the
Jewish proletariat, for it fosters among them, directly or indirectly,
a sP,lrlt hostile to assimilation, the spirit of the “ghetto.” When the
National Assembly of 1791 decreed the emancipation of the Jews,”
writes Renan, “it was_very ljttle concerned with the question of
race. ... Itisthe business ofthe nineteenth century to abolish all
‘%hettos/ and | cannot compliment those who séek to restore
them. The Jewish race has rendered the world the greatest ser-
vices. Assimilated with the various nations, harmonioUsly blended
with the various_ national units, it will render no lesser services in
the future than in the past.” And Karl Kaut? . In particylar refFr-
ence to the Russian Jews, expresses himselteven more vigorously.
H_ost_|I|t¥ towards non-native sections of the poRuIatlon cafi only be
eliminated “when the non-native sections of the population cease
to be alien and hlend with the fg[eneral mass ofthe population. That
Is the only possible solution ofthe Jewish problem, and we should
support everything that makes for the ending ofJewish isolation.”
Yet the Bund is resisting this only possible_solution, for it is help-
Ing, not to end but to increase and legitimize Jewish isolation, by
EJropagatln the idea of a Jewish “nation” and a plan of federatin
Jewis and non-Jewish proletarians. That is the basic mistake 0
Bundism,” which consistent Jewish Social-Democrats must and
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will correct. This mistake drives the Bundists to actions unheard-of
In the international_Social-Democratic movement, such as stirring
Up distrust among Jewish towards non-Jewish proletarians, foster-
Ing suspicion. of the latter and disseminating falsehoods about
them. Here is proof, taken from this same pamphlet: “Such an
absurgity %\3 that the organization of the, proletariat of a whole na-
tionality” s o&ud be d?nled representation on the central Party
bodies] could be openly advocated only [mark that!] In regard to
the Jeish proletariat, which, owing to'the peculiar historical for-
tunes of the Jewish people, still has'to fight for equality [!1] In the
world family of the [Droletarlat. We receritly came across just such
a trick in aZionist leaflet, whose authors rdved and fumed agamst
Iskra, purporting to detect in its struggle with the Bund a réfysal
to recognize the™equality” of Jew and non-Jew._And, now we find
the Bundists repeating the tricks ofthe Zionists! This is disseminat-
Ing an qutright falsehood, for we have “advocated” “denying rep-
reSentation”not “only” to the Jews, but also also to the Armenians,
the Georgians and so on, and in the case of the Poles, too, we
called for the closest union and fusion of the entire. proletariat
fighting against the tsarist-autocracy. It was nof for nothing that the
P'S.P."(Polish Socialist Party) raged and fulminated agaifst us! To
call a fight for the Zionist idea 0f a Jewish nation, for the federal
principlé of Party organization, a “fight for the equality of the Jews
In the world family of the projetariat” is to de?rade the st[uggile
from the plane of ideas and_principles to that of suspicion, InCite-
ment and fanning of historically-evolved prejudices. It glaringly
reveals a lack of real ideas and principles as weapons of struggle.

* % $

.We thus arrive at the conclusion that neither the logical, nor the
historical, nor yet the nationalist arguments of the Bund will stand
criticism. The” period of disunity, which aggravated waverings
among the Russian Social-Democrats and the ‘Isolation of the val-
ous organizations, had the same effect, to an even more marked
degree, In the case of the Bundists. Instead of proclaiming war on
this historically-evolved isolation (further increased by the” general
disunity), they elevated it to a principle, seizing for this purgose on
the sophistry that autonomy Is inherently contradictory, and on the
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Zionist 1dea of a Jewish nation. Only if it frankly and resolutely
admits its mistake and sets out to move towards fusion can the
Bund turn away from the false path it has taken. And we are con-
vinced that the finest adherents of Social-Democratic ideas among
the Jewish proletariat will sooner or later compel the Bund to turn
from the path of isolation to that of fusion.

Iskra, No, 51 Published accordin
8ctober 221903 to the [skra texq
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.. TNE sPrlng‘s of the police machinery have lost their snap:
military force dlone is now insufficient, One must stir up national
hatred, race hatred; one must recrujt “Black Hundreds”18 from
among the politically least developed sections of the urban (and
following that, naturally, the rural) petty bourgeoisie; one must
attemptto rally to the defense of the thirone all reactionary ele-
ments among the population at Iargze; one must turn the struggle of
the police against study circles irito a struggle of one part 0f the
pe1ople against the other. , , _
hat IS precisely what the government is now doing when it sets
the Tatars againstthe Armenians in Baku; when it seeks to provoke
new pogroms against the Jews; when it organizes Black-Hundred
gangs afjainst the Zemstvo. people, students, and rebellious Gym-
nasium Youths; and when it apPeaIs to the loyal nobles and to'the
conservative elements amogg h% peasants. Ah, welll We Social-
Democrats are. not surprised-at these tactics of the autocra(:}/; nor
shall we be frightened by them. We know that it will no Tonger
help the goveriment to Stir up racial animosity since the workers
have begn. to organize armed resistance to the pogrom-bandits;
and by felying on"the exploiting sections of the petty bourgeoisie
the government will only antagonize still broader masses of real
P,role arians. We have never expected any political or social revolu-
lons to come from “convincing” the powiers that be, or from edu-
cated persons turning to the Paths of “virtue.” We have always
tau%ht that it Is the class stru%]g, e, the struggle ofthe exploited part
ofthe people against the exploiters, that [ies at the hottom of polit-
ical transformations and in theflnal_analxsm determines the fete of
all such transformations. By admitting the complete failure of the
pettifogging police methods and passing over to the direct organi-
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zation of civil war, the government shows that the final reckoning
15 approachln% S0 much the better. It is launching the civil war.
S0 much the Detter. We, too, are for the civil war.”If there Is any
sphere In which we feel particularly confident, 1t is here, in the
war of the vast masses of the oppressed and the downtrodden, of
%he é?lllm mI||I(inSWhO keep the v¥hole ofs%uetfy oing, agalpsta
andul of privi eqed Paras tes. Of course, by fa m&,ra lal an-
tagonism and tribal hatred, the government may for a‘time arrest
the development of the class struggle, but only for a short time and
at the cost of a still greater exparision of the field of the new strug-
le, at the cost of a'more bitter feeling among the peoFIe agglnst

e autocracy. This is proved by the consequences of the “Baku
P_ogrom, which deepened tenfold the revolutionary mood ofall sec-
Ions aqamst_ tsarism. The government thought to"frighten the peo-
ple bY he sight of bloodshed and the vast toll of stréet baitles, but
actually it is'dispelling the peogle’s fear of bloodshed, of a direct
armed” encounter. Actually, the governmentis furthering our
cause, with agitation of a scope widér and more impressive than we
could ever have dreamed of. Vive le son du canon! say we in the
words of the French revolutionar so,ngi: Hail the thunder of the
cannon!” Hail the open revolution! Hail'the open war ofthe people
against the tsarist government and its adherents!

Hite e 6 o T
”]t 1 amphlet Memorandum
Polerarl{nent .
%‘5’5?%?%% L
Signed: N. LE i



TO THE JEWISH WORKERS19

In publishing the Report on the Third Congress ofthe R.S.D.L.P.
In Yiadish, the Editorial Board ofthe Party Central Orﬁ,an consid-
?_rs It necessary to say a few words in connection with this publica-
jon,

The conditigns under which the class-conscious proletariat of the
whole world lives tend to create the closest bonds and increasing
unity in the systematic Social-Democratic struggle of the workers
of the various nationalities. The great slogan “Workers of all coun-
tries, unite!,” which was proclaimed forthe first time more than
half a ce,ntuB/ ago, has now_become more than the slogan of just
the Social-Democratic parties of the different countries, This
slfoﬂ%;\n IS bein mcreas‘nglg erﬂbodmd both amon éhe Prolet 1ans
of the various’ nationalities who are struggling under the yoke of
one and the same despotic state for freedom and socialism

In_Russia the workers of all nationalities, especially those of
non-Russian nationality, endure an economic and political oppres-
sion such as obtains irf no other countr¥. The Jewish workers, as a
disfranchised natlonallt%/, not only suffer general economic a
political oppression, but they also Suffer under the yoke which de-
orives them of elementary civil rights. The heavier this yoke, the
?reater the need for the closest “possible unity among the pro-
etarians of the different nationalities; for without such unltY a.Vic-
torious struggle against the general oppression is impossible. T

=
o

e
more the prédatory tsarist utocracy strives to sow the seeds of
discord, distrust and enmity among the nationalities it oppresses,

54



TO THE JEWISH WORKERS 55

the more abominable its policy of inciting the ignorant masses to
sava%e pogroms becomes, the more does the dlty devolve upon
us,_the Social-Democratic Labor Party. . _
~The First Congress of our Party, held in the spring of 1898, set
itself the aim of establishing such unity. To dISPe| any idea of its
being national in character, the Party called itself ossnska}/a”
and ot V.RusskayaThe organization of Jewish workers—he
Bund—affiliated with the Path 8s.an u}]onomo_us section. Unfor-
tunately, from that moment thé unity ofthe Jewish and non-Jewish
Social-Democrats within the  single PartY was destroyed.
Nationalist iceas beﬁan to spread among the ,eadmgl members. of
the Bund, ideas which are in sharp contradiction o the entire
world view of Social-Democracy. Instead of trying to draw the
Jewish and the nop-Jewish workers closer togethier, the Bund em-
barked upon a policy of weaning the former-away from the latter;
at its congresses it claimed a séparate existence Tor the Jews as a
nation. Instead of carrying on the work bequn by the First Con-
gress of the Russian Social-Democratic Party towards still closer
Unity between the Bund and the Party, the” Bund moved a step
away from the Party. First, it withdrew from the united organiza-
tionofthe R.S.D.L.P. abroad and set up an independent organiza-
tion abroad: later, it withdrew from the R.S.D.L.P. as well” when
the Second Congress of our Party in 1903 refused by a considera-
ble majority to recognlze the Bund as sole representative of the
Jewish proletariat. The Bund held to its ﬁosnmn, claiming not only
that it was the sole representative of the Jewish proletariat, but
that no territorial limits were set to its activities. Naturally, the
Second. Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. could not accept such condi-
tions, since in a number ofreglon_s, as, for instance, In South Rus-
sia, the organized Jewish proletariat constitutes part of the general
Party organization. Ignormg that stand, the Bund withdrew from
the Party and thereby broke the unity of the Social-Democratic
proletariat, despite the work that had been carried out in common
at the Second Congress, and despite the Party Program and Rules.
At its Second” and Third Congresses the Russian Social-
Democratic Labor Party expressed its firm conviction that the

* The adjective Russk%ya (Russian) pertains to nationality, Rosiiskaya (Russian) per-
tains to Russia as a country.—kd.
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Bund’s withdrawal from the PartY Wwas a grave and deplorable mis-
take on its part. The Bund’s mistake is a result of its bachaIIY un-
tenable nationalist views: the result of its groundless claim to be
the sole, monopolistic_ representative of the Jewish proletariat,
from which the federalist principle of or?anlzatlon necessarll¥ (le-
rives; the result of its long-standing po |<(:jy of keeping aloot and
separate from the Party. We are convinced that this mistake must
be rectified and that itwill be rectified as the movement continues
0 ?row. W? consider. ourselves. |deol%g|cally at one with the
Jewish Social-Demacratic proletariat. After the Second Congress
our Central Committee pursued a non-nationalist policy; It took
ains that such committees should be set up (Polesyé, North-
estern) as would unite all the local workers, Jewish™as well as
non-Jewish, Into a single whole. At the Third Congress of the
R.S.D.L.P. a resolutior was adopted providing for thé publication
of literature in Yiddish. In fulfilment of that reSolution we are now
ISsuing_a complete translation into Yiddish of the Report on the
Third on?res_s ofthe R.S.D.L.P., which has apPeared I Russian.
The Report will show the Jewish workers—both those who are now
In our. Party and those who are t,em%orarlly out of it—how our
Part?é Is progressing. The Report will show thie Jewish workers that
our Party isalready e_mer?mg from the_internal crisis_from which it
has been suffering since the” Second Congress. It will show them
what the actual aspirations of our Party aré and what its attitude Is
towards the Social-Democratic parties and organizations of the
other nationalities, as well as the attitude ofthe éntire Party and its
central body to Its component parts. Finally, it will show them-
—and this Is most important—the tactical” directives that were
drawn up by the Third Congress ofthe R.S.D.L,P. with regard to
the E)Ol,IC of the entire class-conscious proletariat in the present
revolutionary situation. N | ,
Comrades! The hour of political struggle against the_ tsarist au-
tocracy is drawing near—ihe struggle "0f the' proletariat for the
freedom of all classes and peoples™in Russia, for freedom of the
proletarian drive towards sociafism, Terrible trials are in store for
Us. The outcome of the revolution in Russia depends on our class-
consciousness and preparedness, on our unity and determination.
Let us set to work then with greater boldness and greater un,ltfy, let
us do all in our power for the proletarians 0f the different
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nationalities to march to freedom under the leadership of a really
united Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party.

Editorial Board ofthe Central Organ
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party

S el A
Y (0CIning transfate from t W}H |seh

A
Rego[gt oB tpe Pﬁlrg ongress of the
(|’ss'ued' in Yiddish)



REACTION IS TAKING TO ARMS

The Social-Democratic press. has long been pointing out that the
vaunted “constitutionalism”™ in Russia is baseless and ephemeral.
S0 long as the old autharity remains and controls the whole vast
machinery_of state administration, It is useless talking seriously
about the' importance of Ropular representation and about satisfy-
Ing the urgent needs of the vast masses of the peogle. No sooner
had the State Duma begun its sittings—and liberal-bourgeois orat-
ory about peaceful, constitutional evolution burst forth in'a particu-
lafly turbulent flood—than there began an mcreasmgf_number of
attacks on peaceful demonstrators, Cases of settlnﬂ ire to halls
where public meetings were proceeding, and lastly, downright
00 roms—a,l OE%amzed by mqovernment a%en.ts. .
eanwhile the peasant’'movement is growing. Strikes among the
workers are becoming more embittered, mor€ frequent and more
extensive.  Unrest Is H{OWlng_among the most hackward military
units, the infantry in the provinces, .and among the Cossacks.

Far too much Inflammable material has accimulated in Russian
social life, The struggle which agfe,s of unprecedented violence,
torment, torture, robbery and exploitation have paved the way for
has. become too widespread and cannot be confined within™ the
limits of a struggle ofthe Duma for a E,artlcular Ministry. Even the
most downtrodden and ignorant “su Aects” can nq longer be re-
strained from proclaiming the demands of awakening human and
civic dignity. The old authority, which has always, made the laws
itself, which in fighting for ItS existence is resorting to the fast,
most desPerate sdvage and furious methods, cannot e restrained
by appeals to abide by the law. .

The pogrom in Belostok Is a partlcularIY Strlkln(i Indication that
the government has taken fo arms against the Jjeop e. The old, but
evel” new. story of Russian pogroms!—ever, until the people
achieve victory, until the old althorities are completely swept
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a Here are 4 few excerpts from a telegram received. from a
stok elector, Tsirin: “Adeliberately-organized anti-Jewish pog
rom hag started " “In spite of rumors that have been circulate
not a S| \9e order has been received from the Ministry all day
to ay!” “Vigorous agitation for the pogrom has been carrred on for
tepast two weeks,  In the streets, partrcularIY at night, ea ets
were distributed caIIrn? for the massacre, not onily of Jeis, butalso
of Intellectuals. The police simply turned a bIrnd eye to all this ”
The old_familiar picture! The po Ice organizes the pogrom be-
forehand. The police Instigates it. leaflets are prrnted In rr%overn
ment printing offrces caIIrng fora massacre of the Jews When the
Pogrom begins, the police IS inactive. Th etro PS (uietly Iookon at
he exploits of the Black Hundreds. But | ater his verypolice gPes
throu?h the farce of prosecution and trial of the pogromists.
Investigations and trials conducted by the offrcrals of the old au-
thority"always end in the same way: the cases dra% on, none ofthe
pogromists are found rI;urlty sometimes even the battered and
mutilated Jews and intellecCtuals are dragded before the court,
months pass—and the_old, but ever new Story, Is forgotten, until
the next pogrom. Vile mstrgatron bribery. and fuddlrn with drink
of the sclm of our cursed caprtatrst ‘ovilization,” the brutal mas-
sacre of unarmed bY armed peopl e ana farcrcal trials conducted by
the culprits themselves! And Yett ere are t 0S¢ who seeing these
phenomena of Russian socra ethrn and say, that sometiodly or
other is recklessly calling upon the people to Tesort o “extreme
measures”! One must be, not reckless, but a poltroon, politically
corrupt, to say such things in the face of events like the burnrnd of
the Peaple's House at Vologaa (at the time of the openrn% of the
Duma) or the ﬁogrom In Belostok (after the Duma had been in
session @ montn). A srngfle event like this will have more effect
upon the people than millions of appeals.. And to talk about “reck-
|ess” appeals IS Just as hopelessly pedantrc and as much a sinof a
dea ened civic conscrence as to'condemn the wild c% for revenge
tat S g[c))rng up . rom the attIefreIds ofVoIogdaand elostok.
urma did the “? ht thing by immedliately discussing the
rnterpellatron on the Belostok pogrom, and sending some of its
members to Belostok to rnvestrdate on the spot. But in reading this
rnte Bellatron and comparing it with the sgeeches of members of
uma and the commonly-known facts about progroms, one has
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a deep feell_n% of dissatisfaction, of indjgnation at the irresolute
terms in which the interpellation is wardéd, |
| Judgge for yourselves, The authors of the interpellation say; “The
Inhahitants fear that the local authorities and malicious agitators
may try to make out the victims themselves to be responsiole for
the” ca amltX that has befallen them.” Yes, the downtrodden and
tormented Jewish population.is indeed apprehensive of this, and
has every reason to be. This is true. But It'is not the whole truth,
Pentlemen, members of the Duma, and authors of the interpella-
lon! You, the O,oeople’s deputies, who have not yet been assaulted
and tormented, know perfectI%/ well that this”is not the whole
truth. You know that the downtrodden inhabitants will not dare to
name those who are really responsible for the pogrom. You must
name them. That is what you are people’s deputies for. That iswhy
You enjoy even under Russian law—complete freedom of speech in
he Dumia. Then don't stand hetween the reaction and the. people,
at a time when the armed reaction is strangling, massacring, and
muhlatm,g| unarmed people. Take your stand openly and entirely
on the side of the people. Don't confing yourselves to conveying
the fear of the townspeople that the vile Inistigators of the pogroms
will say It 1s the murdered victims who are"to blame. Indict the
culprits in unequivocal terms—it Is your direct duty to the geo’ﬁ)le.
Don't ask the government whether measures are being taken to
protect the Jews and to prevent pogroms, but ask how long the
government intends to shield the real culprits, who are members
0fthe government. Ask the government whether it thinks that the
people will Io_nq be in erroras to who s really responsible for the
pogroms, Indict the government openly and publicly; as the only
méans of protection dgainst pogroms. | _

This 1s'not in keeping with” “parliamentary practice,” you will
say. Are you not ashaméd to advance such an argument even at a
time like'this?.Don't you realize that the people will condemn ){_ou
If, even at a time like this, you do not give up playing at parlia-
ments and do not dare to say straightforwardly, openly and loudly
what you really know and think? o

That you know the truth about the pogroms Is evident from
speeches delivered by members of the Dunia.. The Cadet Nabokov
said: “We know thatIn many cases the administration has not suc-
ceeded in allaying the suspicion that the simultaneous outbreak of
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the pogroms is the result either of the Black-Hundred organiza-
tions oPeratm? with the knowledge,of the local authorities, or, at
best, of the teTters systematic inaction.”

IfVou know that this Is so, ?entlem_en of the Cadet Party, you
should have said so in nyour n?rpellatlon. You shoulq have writ-
ten: We know_ such-arid-such facts and therefore ask questions
aout them. And If you know what happens “at pest,” it IS
unseemly for people’s deputies to keep silent about what happens
at worst, about the deliberate organization of pogroms by the
police on orders from St. Petersburg. S

Belostok is not an exceptional case, rlghtly said Levin. “It Is
one of the consequences of the system. that you want to combat,”
Quite rltght, citizen Levin! But while in news[Japers we can only
speak of'the “system,” you in the Duma ought to speak out more
plainly and sharply.

“Pogroms are part of a whole system. In the October days
... the government. . . found no ather means of combating the
liberation movement. .. You know how that chapter of history
ended, Now the same thing repeated. ... This system i
pe_rfldlously prepared and thought out, and Is being carried out
with equal perfidy. In many cases we know very Wwell who or-
ganlzes these pogroms; we kiow very well that leaflets are sent out
y the gendarmerie departments.» =

Once again, quite rignt, citizen Levin! And therefore you should
have_said"in your interpellation: does the government think that
the Duma s not aware of the commonl%/-known feet that the gen-
darmes and police send out those leaflefs? _

Deputy Ryzhkov bluntly stated that the allegation that Rogroms
are due fo rdcial enmity was a lie,and that the allegation thaf they
were due to the impotence of the authorities was a malicious In-
vention. Deput)() Ryzhkov listed. a number of fects which proved
that there had been “collahoration” between the police, the po-
gromists and the Cossacks. “I live in a big industrial district,” he
Said, “and 1 know that the _pogrom In Lugansk, for example, did
not assume gnhastly dimensionS only because [mark this, gentle-
men; only, because] the unarmed workers drove back the pog-
rorlnlsts” with their“bare fists, at the risk of being shot by the
olice.

: In Rech, this part of the report of the debate in the Duma is
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headed “The Government Is Indicted.” This is a good heading, but
It belongs in the text of the Duma interpellation, not in a news-
paper réport. Either draft these interpellations in such a way as to
make them a passionate Indictment of the_ government befdre the
peoRIe, or.in a way that they may arouse ironical taunts and deers
at the crying discrepancy Detween the monstrous. facts and the
bureaucratic evasions in bureauc_ratlcalrlﬁ/-restralned Interpellations,
Only by adopting the first-mentioned method will the Duma teach
the “rectionaries not to jeer at it. As it Is, the reactionaries are
LFerlng cwlte oPenIy and frankly. Read today’s Novoye Vremya.
These"lackeys of the’ pogramists are chu,cklmg and making merry:
One canndt help obsérving with particular” satisfaction™ [!I] the
haste with which the Duma interpellated the Minister on the anti-
Jewish pogrom in Belostok.” You see: the pogromists are particu-
larly Pleased—,the flunkey blurts out the truth. The reactionaries
are pleased with the Belostok pogrom, and with the feet that they
can now abusively call the Duma the “Jewish” Duma. The reac-
tionaries Aeer and_ say: “If as was stated in the Duma today, we
must pardon the riots against property made by the peasants in the
Russian gubernias, then we must also pardon the pogroms against
Jewish property in the Western terrltor)é.” o

You see, gentlemen of the Duma, the reactionaries are more
outspoken thian you are. Thejr Iangua%e IS stronger than your
Duma language. The reactionaries ar€ not afraid to fight, They are
not afraidto associate the Duma with the peasants™ struggle for
freedom. Then dont you be afraid to associate the reactionary gov-
ernment with the pogromists!

Written on June 3 (16), 190 Published accordin
quunbe”ihefgn(')% Vperyg(@ No. 8 to tﬁe newspaper te



UNION OF THE BUND WITH THE RUSSIAN
SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC LABOR PARTY

The. Seventh Congress of the Bund, the organization of the Jewish
Social-Democratic workers of Russia, has recentIP/ taken place. Ac-
corqu to the reports of this Cangress,. the total number of mem-
bers of the Bund amounts to 33,000 in 257 or%anlzanon_s. Rep-
resentation af the Congress was organized on a democratic basis,
with one delegate for"each 300 members of the Party. About
23,000 members took part in the elections and the){ sent to the
Conﬁress 68 deIetI;_ates With the right to 3ﬁeak and vte.

The chief question that the Congress had fo decide was that of
the union of the Bund with the Rissian Social-Democratic Labor
Party. As Is known, the Unity Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. pro-
nounced in favor of unification and Idid down the conditions for i,
The Seventh Congress of the Bund has now accepted these condi-
tions. Union with'the R,S.D.L.P. was adopted hy 48 votes against
20. Thus, the Russian Social-Democratic Labor™ Party has dt last
become a truly all-Russian and united organization. The member-
ship of our Party is now over 100,000: 31,000 were represented. at
the Unity Con?ress, and then there are about 20,000 Polish
Social-Démocrafs, about 14,000 Lettish and 33,000 Jewish
Social-Democrats. _ N

Representatives of the Central Committee of the Bund {omed
the Central Committee ofthe R.S.D. L. P. The rather difficult work
of umf)CnPg the local organizations of the Bund and those of the
R.S.D.L.P. now lies anéad.

The second question discussed at the Bund Congress was that of
the present political situation. In a detailed resolufion, adopted b
a large majority of votes, the Seventh Congress of the Bund ac-
ceptéd the convochtlon of a constituent assembI% as a tactical
slogan, and rejected all reservations tending to weaken this slogan,
such as “throtgh the Duma”, etc. Boycoft of the Duma was re-
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{ected conditionally, that_is to say, the necessity of takin% part in
he elections was Tecognized provided that the” party of the pro-
letariat was in a position to carry out an independent &lection cam-

aign.

p. 19h_e third question was that of “querrilla actions,” without any
division of them Into “expropriations™ and terrorist acts, By an
o(\j/er\{vraelmmg majority, a resolution against guerrilla actions was
adopted.

Ne last question concerned the organization of the Bund. Or-
ganizational rules were adopted. L
- We limit ourselves to this short note for the time being; we hope
In the near future to acquaint our readers more fully with the deci-
sions of the Seventh Congress ofthe Bund.

%eptember 1906 Publisheﬁ according.to

Written |I1 the manuscript

First publis eq In 1937
In Lenin Miscellany XXX



SEPARATISTS IN RUSSIA
AND SEPARATISTS IN AUSTRIA

Among the various representatives of Marxism in Russia the Jewish
Marxists, or, to be more exact, some of them—thaose known as the
Bundists—are carrying out a policy ofseparatism. From the histor
of the working-class movement if is known that the Bundists left
the Party in 1903, when the major|t¥ of the party of the working
class refused to accept their demand to be recognized as the “sole
representatives of the Jewish proletariat. ,

This exit from the Party was a manifestation of separatism deepl%l
harmful to the working-Class movement. But, in feet, the Jewis
workers have entered and continue tq enter the Party everywhere
In spite of the Bund. Side by side with the separate’ (isolated) or-
ganlzatlons of 1jhe Bungists; there have alwags existed general
I_r ar_nzan(%nso the workers—Jewish, Russian, Polish, LithUanian,

awvian, efc. o ,

From the history of Marxism_in Russia we know, furthermore,
that when the Bund in 1906 again returned to the Party, the Party
stipulated the condition  that separatism should ceas¢, 1.e., that
there should be local unl(tjy ofall the Marxist workers of whatever
nationality. But this condition was not fulfilled by the Bundists,
despite IfS special confirmation by a special decision ofthe Party in
December 190800 , o _

That, shortly, is the history of Bundist separatism.in Russia. Un-
fortunately, 1t is little known to the workers, and little thought s

lven to it. Those having the clogest practical acquaintance” with
1S hlstorY are the Polish, .the Lithuanian (especially in Vilna in
1907).and the Latvian Marxists (at the same time, in Riga), and the
Marxists of South and Western Russia. 1t is well known, inciden-
tally, that the Caucasian Marxists, including all the Caucasian
Mensheviks, have until quite recently maintained local unity and
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even fusion of the workers of all nationalities, and have condemned
the separatism of the Bundists. . _ _

We should also note that the prominent Bundist, Medem, in the
well-known book, Forms of the National Movement (St, Peters-
bur?, 1910), admits that the Bundists have never implemented
unity in the localities, 1.e., they have always been separatists,

In the international Workm(%-class movement, . the guestion of
separatism came to the front most urgently in 1910, at the
Copenhagen Congress. The Czechs came ‘torward as separatists In
Austria, and destroyed the unity that had existed previously bet-
ween the Czech and German warkers. The International Congress
at Copenhagen unanimously cqondemned sgparatism, but™ the
Czechst have” unfortunately remained separatists right up to the

resent.

: Feeling themselves isolated in the proletarian International, the
Czech separatists spent a long time searching unsuccessfully for
supporters. Only now have théy found some—in the Bundists and
liquidators. The cechoslavische Sozialdemokrat, the it ofa journal
published by the separaists in German, E)rmt,ed an article. in jts
I5sue No. 3 (Prague; April, 15, 1913) under the title “ATurn for the
Better.” this “turn” that is supposed to be for the “better” (actu-
ewly towards separatism) the Czech se[oaragsts sa;v_v—thre do you
think, reader? [n Nasha Zarya .. the fiquidators’journal, In anar-
ticle by the Bundist V. Kossovsky! | |

At [ast the Czech separatists are not alone in the proletarian In-
ternational! Naturally they are ﬂlad to be able to roEe In even |-
quidators, even Bundists. But all class-conscious workers in Rugsia
should give this fact some thought: the Czech separatists, unanim-
ously condemned by the International, are clinging to the coat-tails
of liquidators and Bundists. ,

Only the complete unity Eln every locality, and from top to bot-
tom) of the workers_ofall ations, which ha existed so long and so
successfullz In the Caucasus, corresponds to the interests and tasks

of the workers’” movement,
Pravda No, 104 Published according to
May 8, 1913 t ePravga to



THE WORKING CLASS AND
THE NATIONAL QUESTION

Russia is @ motley country as far as her nationalities are concemed.
Government policy, which is the policy of the landowners sup-
Porteld by the bourgeoisie, Is steeped in Black-Hundred na-
lonalism.

This policy Is spearheaded against the majontY of the peoples of
Russia who Constiture the majority of her population. And along-
side. this we have the bourgeoiS nationalism, of ofher nations
SPo_Ilsh Jewish, Ukrainian, Georgian, . etc.), ralsmg Its head and
rying to divert the working class from'its great world-wide tasks by
a national ,stru%]gle ora strugqle for national culture,

The national question must be clearly considered and solved by
all class-conscious workers. |

When the bourgeoisie was fighting for freedom together with

the people, toPe_ther with all those who labor, it stood for full free-
dom and equal rights for the nations. Advanced countries, Switzer-
land, Belgium, Norway and others, provide us with an example of
how free Nations under a really democratic system live together in
peace or separate peacefully from each other,
. Today. the bourgeoisie fears the workers and is _seeklng an al-
liance with the Purishkeviches, with the reactionarigs, and Is be-
traying democracy, advocating oppression or unequal rights among
nations and corrupting the workers with nationalist slogans.

In our times the proletariat alone upholds the real freedom of
nations and the unity of workers of all nations.

For different nations to live together in peace and freedom or to
separate and form different statés (if that is. more convenient for
them),. a full democracy, unheld by the warking class, I essential.
No privileges for any ‘nation or any gne language! Not even the
slightest a&gree of oppression or the slightest injustice in respect of
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a national minority—such are the principles of working-class
democracy, .

The ca%ltallsts and landowners want, at all costs, to keep the
workers of different nations a?art while the powers-that-be live
splendidly together as shareholders. in profitable concerns involv-
ing millions (Such as the Lena Goldfields); Orthgdox Christians and
Jews, Russians and Germans, Poles and Ukrainians, everyone who
possesses capital, exploit the workers of all nations in compan?/.

Class-conscious workers stand forfull unity among the workers
of all nations In every educational, trade union, political, etc.,
workers™ organization.” Let the Cadet gentlemen disgrace them-
selves by denym% or belittling the importance of equal rights for
Ukrainidns. L&t the bourqeome of all nations find comfort in lying
phrases about national culture, national tasks, etc., efc.

The workers will not allow themselves to be disunited by sugary
speeches about national culture, or “national-cultural autonorny.”

he workers of all nations together, concertedly, uphold full free-
dom and complete equality Of rights in orqamzatlons common to
all—and that Is the guarantee of 8enume cUlture. . ,

The workers of the whole world are buildin urp their own inter-
nationalist culture, . which the chamglons of freedom and the
enemies of oppression have for long been preparing. To, the old
world, the world of national oppression, national bickering, and
national isolation the workers counterpose a new world, a world of
the unity of the working people of all nations, a world in which
there 15'no place for any privileges or for the slightest degree of
oppression of man by man.

Pravda No. 106, Published accorgin? 0]
Max 10> 1913 the Pravda text



DRAFT PROGRAM OF THE FOURTH
CONGRESS OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS
OF THE LATVIAN AREAZ2 (Excerpt)

THE NATIONAL QUESTION

This question, both in its general theoretical, socialist presenta-
tion, and from the practical, qrganizational gm t ?f VIew (the or-
ganization of our own_Party) is’In urgent need of discussion and
Solution by all Social-Demacratic opgamzatlons. |

The Iltﬁudators’ conference In August 1912—as was admitted
even b¥t e neutral Menshevik Plekhanov—contravened the Pro-
gra%_m 0 |_the R.S.D.L.P. in the spirit of “adaptation of socialism to
nationalism.~

In feet, this conference recognized, on the prop,osal of the Bund,
the. permissibility of the slogan_ of “cultural-national autonomy,
which was contrary to the decision taken by the Second Party
ConR,ress.

This slogan (defended in. Russia by all the bourgeois Jewish
nationalist partl%s contradicts the. mternall%nahsm .of Social-
Democracyf_. As d¢émocrats, we are irreconcilaoly hostile to, any,
however slight, oppression of any nationality and’to any privileges
for an¥ nationality, As democrats, we demand the right of nations
to self-determination in the political sense of that term (see the
Program ofthe R.S.D.L.P.), Ie., the_m};ht to secede. We demand
uncondmonal_equaht% for all nations in the state and the uncondi-
tional protection of the rights of every national minority. We de-
mand broad self-government and autonomy for regions, which
mttj_st bel_{jertnarcated, among other terms of réference,”in respect of
natignality too. _ |

A?I thege_ demands are obligatory for every consistent democrat,
to say nothing of a socialist.

Socialists, however, do not limit themselves to general dem-
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ocratic demands. Theyfight all possible manifestations ofbourgeois

nationalism, crude of réfined. "National-cultural autonomy™is a

manifestation Preusely_ of this type—it joins the proletarians and

Hgtl:(r) e50|3|e to one ndtion and keeps the proletarians of different
apart.

SoclaI-F)D,emocr,ats have always stood and still stand for the in-
ternationalist paint of view. While protecting, the equallty of all
nationalities against the serf-owners and the police state we' do not
support “national culture” but international culture, which in-
cludes only part of gach national culture—only the consistently
democratic and socialist content of each national culture,

The slogan of “national-cultural autonom}/_ deceives the workers
with the phantom of a cultural unity of nations, whereas in every
nation today a landowners’, bourgeols or petty-bourgeois “culture
predominates, _ _

\We are against national culture as one ofthe slogans ofbour?ems
nationalism.”We are in favor of the international Culture of afully
democratic and socialist Eroletanat. o _

The UnItX_Of the workers. of ?_II_ nation |IH€S couPIed with the
fullest equ I|t¥ for the nationalities and the most consistently
democratic state system—that is our slogan, and it is the slogan of
International revolutionar SouaI-DTmocrach This truly” pro-
letarian slogan will not create the false phantom and illusion of
“national” Unity of the proletariat and the bourt[;eome, while the
sIo?an of “national-cultural autonomy” undoubtedly does create
tqa phantom and does sow that illusion among the working peo-

pIE. . . L .
. We, Latvian Social-Democrats, living in an area with a popula-
tion that is very mixed nationally, we, Who are in an environment
consisting of representatives of the bourgeois nationalism of the
| etts, R%smans, Fst rilans, eBmanf, etc., ?e‘@wnh articular clar-
ity the bourgeols falsity of the slogan of “cultural-national au-
tonomy.” Thé slogan of the unity ofall and every organization of
workers of all nafionalities, testéd in practice in“ourown Social-
Demacratic organization, is particularly dear to us. . =
Reference 1S frequently made to Austria in justification of the
slogan of “national-cultural autonomy.” As far as this reference is
coricerned it must be remembered that: first, the point of view of
the chief Austrian theoretician on the national question, Otto
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Bauer (in his book The National Question and Social-Democracy)
has peen recognized as an exaggeration of the national factor and'a
terrible undergstimation of the nternational factor even by such a
cautious, writer as Karl Kautsky (see: K. Kautsky, Nationalitdt und
Intemationalitat; it has been translated intq Russian); secondly, In
Russia only the Bund members, together with all Jewish bourgeois
parties, fave so far defended “cultural-national autonomy,”
Whereas neither Bauer nor Kautsky recognize national autonomy
for the Jews, and Kautsky (op. cit.) declares outright that the Jews
of Eastern Europe (Galiciaand Russia) are a caste and not a nation;
thirdly, the Briinn* national program of the Austrian Social-
Demacratic Party (1899)23 does not Tully recognize extra-territorial
(personal) national antonomy and goes only as'far as to demand the
union of all national regions of oné nationality throughout the state
(Sec. 3 of the Brunn Program): fourthly, evén this program, obvi-
ously a compromise (and”unsatisfactory from the standpoint of in-
ternationalism), was a complete fiasco in Austria itself, because the
compromise did not bring peace but led, instead, to the secession
of the Czech separatists; Tifthly, these Czech separatists, unanim-
ously condemned at the Copénhagen Congress by the entire In-
ternational, declare the Bund type of separatisni to be close to
them (see: Der cechoslavische Sozialdemokrat No. 3, organ of the
separatists, which may be obtained glratls from Prague: Praha,
Hyhemska 7); sixthly, Bauer himseélf demands the upity of
Social-Democratic political organizations of various nationalities in
each locality. Bauer himself considers the “national system” of the
Austrian party, which has now led to a complete schism, to be
unstanle and Contradictory. | _
' !cn short, references to Austria speak against the Bund and not in
its favor.

Unity from below, the complete unity and consolidation in each
locality” of Social-Democratic workers”of all nationalities in all
working-class organizations—that is our slogan. Down with the de-
%eptlvenpourgems, compromise slogan of “cultural-national au-
onomy”!

We }ére against federation in the structure of our Party, too, we
are for the unity of local (and not only central) organizations of
Social-Democrats of all nations. _

The Congress must reject hoth the slogan of cultural-national
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autonomy and the principle of federation, in the structure of the
Party. The Latvian Social-Democrats, like Polish Socjal-Dem-
ocrats, like the Social-Democrats of the Caucasus thoughout the
period from 1898 to 1912 (for 14 whole years of Party history) must

remain true to Social-Democratic internationalism.

Wntten |[1 a .19I1_3 . Published accordmg.to
Irst published in. Lettish the manuscript
as.a separate reprint fr?m .

BHetens Latwijas Sozialdem kramas

A.rsede .Gﬁu U Brroma 1sdewums No. 8
Fl%f lished In RHssmn o
|r} gin the,seco“ an thlrE ed|t|Pns
of V. I. Lenin's Collected Works, Vol. XVII



HAS PRAVDA GIVEN PROOF
OF BUNDIST SEPARATISM?

Pravda No. 104 (308) published an article “Separatists in Russia
and Separatists in” Austria.”* Now Mr. V. Kossovsky has published
an article in Luch No, 119 (205) refyting it, or, to’be morg exact,
contamlng a Mass ofwtuPera_tlon ag%alnst ravda for that article. All
we can do Is draw the attention ofthe workers, who are Interestea
1 the fate of their own organization, to these ,slanglnq,attacks by
he Luch gentlemen, who évade the controversial questions.

What proof did Pravda offer of Bundist separatism? ..
i dl)ngt e Bund(!eft the Pﬁrty in 1903. Mr. Kossovs f Invective

Ing to disprove tnis feet. The Kossovskys scold because
ney are powerless to disprove the facts.

Jewish workers have joined and are still joining the Party
everywhere in spite of the Bund.

_ ThIIS poor defender of the Bund cannot say a word against that

J) The Bund has deliberately contravened the Party decision on
the unity of workers® of all nationalities in local organizations, a
(}%%IBSIOH that was taken in 1906 and given special confirmation in

Mr. Kossovsky could not say a word a%ainst that!
4) The Bundist Medem admitted that Bund membgrs had never

But Into effect this unity in local organizations, that is, had always
een separatists,

Again not a single objection from Mr. Kossovsky!
Just think of it, reader; what is the gentleman to do but scold

ang rag%e when he cannot say a single word against the four chief
points In Pravda?

* See pp. 65-66.—Ed.

et —
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Pravda, furthermore, %ave an exact quotation from the organ of
the Czech seﬁaratlsts In Austria, who have heen unan,mously con-
emned for their separatism by the.entire [nternational. Thatorgan
praises Mr. Kossovsky (‘hIS arficle in the liquidators* Nasha Zarya)
for his “turn for the better” in respect of the separatists.

Now what, Mr. Kossovsky? Is our quotation not correct? Mr.
Kossovsky knows that it is, and is malicious in his impotence: “a
review inf some Czech news-sheet.” = L

Don't lie, Mr. Separatist and Jewish liberal! Lies will not help
you, for you will be exposed..

N_oI] “a.rfvlew” a& not in “som? ngch rp]ews-she.et,”ﬁ) t.a
special article in the ermanor?an,o the Czech separatists. 24 This
15 a fact, and you have not refuted it o
.| do not defend the_ separatists, says Mr. Kossovsky to justify
himself, summarlzm% his article in'Nasha Zarya.

I that $0? Then the Czech separatists have misunderstood you?
The poor liberal leaders ofthe Bund! Not only their enemies, éven
theirfriends “misunderstood*them!

, An}gworker, however, will understand well enoug{h that a petty
liar who has heen caught red-handed is seeking salvation n evasion
<Flnnedn Imprecation. You will not scare the workers that way, gentle-

Pravda has Proved that the Bundists are separatists. Mr. V. Kos-
sovsky has foiled to refute It o

Meéssrs, Kossovsky, Medem & Co., are a group of liberal intel-
lectuals that Is cofrupting the Jewish workers with bourgeois
nationalism and separatism. For this reason Pravda has fought
against and will continue to fight against the Bund, _

Jewish Social-Democratic workers are jOInIné) the working-class
party in spite of the Bund and against the Bund.

Fs){aﬁ/gg No. 127 PublishtdaFgrco\;ginp §<(t)
JUe 5, 1903 Signed V. / ¢ Pravia f



THESES ON THE NATIONAL QUESTIONZS

. L The article of our pro?ram (on the self-determination of na-
tions) cannot be interprefed to mean anythm? but political
g&{{édetermmatlon, .., the right to secede and form a Separate

2. This article in the Social-Democratic program Is absolutely
essential to the Social-Democrats of Russia ,

a) for the sake of the basic principles of democracy. in general;

b) also hecause there are, within the frontiers of Russia and,
what is more, In her frontier areas, a number of nations with
sharply distinctive economic, social. and other conditions; further-
more, ‘these nations (like all the nations of Russia except the Great
Russians) are unbelievably oppressed b}/ the tsarist monarchEy;

¢) lastly, also in view ofthe fact that throughout Eastern Europe
(Austria and the Balkans) and in Asia—i.e., In countries hordering
on Russia—the bpur%ems-democrat_lc reform of the state that has
everywhere else in the world led, in varying _deqree, to the crea-
tion of independent national states or states with the closest, inter-
related national composition, has either not been consummated or
has only just begun; L
. d) atthe Eresent moment Russia |sacountr¥ whosg state system
Is more backward and_reactionary than that ot any of the contigu-
ous countries, begmnm?—,m the West—with AUstria where the
fundamentals, of %olmca I|bertP/ ang a con%tltutlo_nal regime were
consolidated in 1867, and where universal franchisg hasnow neen
Introduced, and endm?—m the East—with republican China. In
all th,ew,propa%and,a herefore, the Social-Democrats of Russia
must insist on the right of all nationalities to form separate states or
to choose freely the state of which they wish to form part.

3. The. Social-Democratic, Party’s récognition of the right of all
nationalities to self-determination requires of Social-Democrats
that they should
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a) be unconditionally hostile to the use of force in, any form
whatsogver by the dominant nFtl_on (qr the nation_which consti-
tutes the majority of the population) In respect of a nation that
wishes to secede politically. _ _

b? demand the settlement ofthe question of such secession only
on the hasis of a. universal, direct and equal vote of the population
of the given territory by secret ballot; ,

¢) conduct an implacable, struggle against both the Black-
Hundred-Octobrist and the liberal-bourgeois (Progressist, Cadet,
etc.) parties on every occasion when they defend or sanction na-
tiona ogPressmn In general or the denial of the right of nations to
self-determingtion mgartlcular. , N _

4. The Social-Democratic Party’s reco%n!tlon of the right of all
nationalities to self-determination most certainly does not mean
that Social-Democrats reject an independent appraisal of the ad-
V|sa_b|l|g of the state secéssion of any nation in each separate case.
Social-Demacracy, should, .on the contrary, _?lve Its Independent
appraisal, takm? Into consideration the conditions of capitalist de-
velopment and the oppression ofthe proletarians of various nations
by the united bourgeqisie of all nationalities, as well as the general
tasks of_democracY, first of all and most of all the interests of the
proletarian class s ruggle_for socialism. ..

_From this point 0f view the following circumstance must be
given special attention. There are two nations in Russia that are
more civilized and more isolated b)‘ virtue of a number of historical
and social conditions and that could most eagsily and most “natur-
ally” put into effect their right to secession. Thﬁy are the peoples
of Finland and Poland. The exPerlence of the Revolution of 1905
has' shown that even in these two nations the ruling classes, the
|landowners and bourgeoisie, reject the revolutionary stru? le for
liberty and seek a rapprochement with the ruling classes of Russia
and with the tsarist monarchy because of their fear of the re-
volutionary proletariat of Finland and Poland. _ _

Social-Democracy, therefore, must give most emphatic, warning
to the proletariat and other working’ people of all nationalitied
against Qlirect deception by the nationalistic slogans of “their own”
bourgeoisie, who with trieir saccharine or fiery speeches about
“ournative land” try to divide the proletariat and divert its atten-
tion from their bourgeois intrigues while they enter into an



THESES ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION 77

economic and PO|I'[IC&|_ alliance with the bourgeoisie of other na-
tions and with the tsarist monarcm(. -

The proletariat cannot pursue Its struggle for socialism and de-
fend its everyday economic interests without the_closest and fullest
alliance, of the Workers of all nations in all working-class organiza-
tions without exception. _

The proletariat cannot achieve freedom other than by revolutio-
nary struggle for the overthrow of the tsarist monarc_hY and Its re-
placement” by a democratic republic. The. tsarist . monarchy
precludes lipérty and equal nghts for nationalities, and is, further-
more, the bulwark of barbafity, brutality and reaction in both
Europe and Asia. This monarchy can be overthrown only by the
united proletariat of all the nations of Russia, which is giving the
lead to consistently democratic elements capable of revolutionary
strug(%le from among the workm(lq< masses of all nations.

It Tollows, therefore, that workers who place political unity with
“their own™ hourgeoisie aove complete unity with the proletariat
of all nations, arg acting against their own Tnterests, against the
Interests of socialism and against the interests of democracy. _

. Social-Democrats, In” upholding a. consistently democratic
state system, demand unconditional equality for all riationalities
and stru?gle against absolutely all privileges for one or several
nationalifiés. , _ _

In particular, Social-Democrats reject a “state™ language. It is
particularly superfluous In Russia because more than seven-tenths
ofthe poPuIanon of Russia belong to related Slav nationalities who,
given a free school and a free State, could easily achieve inter-
course by virtue of the demands of the economic turnover without
an%“s_ta ¢’ pnwleges for any one language. L

, QCIa|-D1@mOCI’ane fmg the ab |Itl?n of'he o(!d administrative
divisions of Russia established by the feudal landowners ana the
civil servants of the autocratic feudal state and their replacement
b_¥ divisions based on the requirements of present-day economic
life and In accordance, as far as possible, with the national compos-
Ition of the populatlon. L _ -

All areas of the state that are distinguished by social peculiarities
or by the national composition of the population, must enjoy wide
self-government and autonomy, with Institutions organized on the
basis of universal, equal and secret voting.
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. 6. Social-Democrats demand the promulgation of a law, opera-
tive throughout the state, protecting the rights of every national
minority in no matter what part of the staté. This law should de-
clare ingperative an?/ measure by means of which the national ma-
JorltY might attempt to establish privileges for itselfor restrict the
rltgh of @ national minority (in the sphere of education, in the use
ofany specific language, i budget affairs, etc.), and forbid the
Implémentation of"any such medsure by making it a punishable
offense . —— ‘

7. The Social-Democratic_attitude to the slogan of “cultural-
national” (or simply “national”) “autonomy” or to"plans for its im-
plementation is a negative one, since this slogan (1? undoubtedly
contradicts the internationalism of the class Struggle of the pro-
letariat, (2) makes it easier for the proletariat and the masses of
working. peoP_Ie to be drawn .into the sphere of influence, of
bourgegis nationalism, and (3) is capable, of dlstractln? attention
fromthe task of the consistent democratic transformafion of the
state as a whole, which transformation alone can ensure (to the
extent that this can, in general, be ensured under capitalism) peace
Detween natignalities. " _

In view of the special acuteness of the question of cultural-
national autongmy among Social-Democrats, we give some expla-
nation of the situation. _ ,

a) Itis impermissible, from the standpoint of Social-Democracy,

to iSsue the slogan of national culture either directly or indirectly.
The slogan s "incorrect because, already under ‘capitalism, all
economic, political and spiritual life is bécoming more and more
International. Socialism will make it completely international. In-
ternational culture, which Is now already being systematically
created by the proletariat of all countries, does not absorh “na-
tional culture” (no matter of what national group) as a whole, but
accepts from each national culture exclusively those of its elements
that are consistently democratic and socialist.. .
. 1) Probably the ‘one example of an approximation, even though
It 1S a timid one, to the slogan of national culture in Socidl-
Demacratic pr,o?ram 15 Article 3 of the Brunn Pro%ramme of the
Austrian  Social-Democrats. This Article 3. readls: “All, self-
%overnm _reﬁlons of one and the same nation form. a single-
t_ano?alff lliaice that has complete autonomy in deciding Its na-
lonal affairs.
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This Is acompromise slogan since it does not contain a shadow of
extra-territorial (personal) national autonomy. But this slogan, too,
15 erroneous and harmful, for it is no tusiness of thé Social-
Democrats of Russia to unite Into one nation the Germans In Lodz,
Jf?lﬁa, S Petersbtw ang Saiatov. Qur business Is o, strug%Ie for
ull democracy and the annulment ofall national privileges and to
unite the German workers In Russia with the workers ot all other
natlolns In upholding and developing the international culture of
socialism.

Still more erroneous is the slogan of extra-territorial (personal)
national autonomY with the settlngf up. (according to a.plan drawn
up by the consistent supporters. ot this slogan) of national parlia-
ments and_national state secretaries (Otto Bauer and Karl Renner).
Such Institutions contradict the economic  conditions of the
capitalist countries, they have not been tested in any ofthe world’s
democratic states and are the opportunist, dream of people who
desEalr of set_tlngf Up consistent democratic Institutions and are
seeking salvation from the national squabbles of the bourgeoisie in
the_artificial isolation of the proletariat and the hourgeoisie of each
nation on a number of (“cultural”) questions. ,

Circumstances occaslonally compel Social-Democrats to submit
for a time to some sort of compromise decisions, but from other
countries we must borrow nof comlpromlse decisions, but consis-
tently Social-Democratic decisions. It would be particularly unwise
t0 adopt the unha VAustr_lan compromisg decision todag/ when It
had been a co 8 ete failure n” Austria and has [ed to the
separatism and secession of the Czech Social-Democrats. .

c) The history of the “cultural-national autonomy” slogan in Rus-
sia shows that It has been adopted by all Jewish bourgedis parties
and only by Jewish bourgeois parties; and that they have heen un-
critically followed by thé. Bund, which has inconsistently rejected
the national-Jewish” parliament (sejm) and national-Jewish state
Secretaries. InC|dentaII¥, even those European Social-Democrats
who accede to or defend the compromise slogan of. cultural-
national autonomy, admit that the slogan is quite unrealizable for
the Jews (Otto Bauer and Karl Kautsky). “The Jews in Galicia and
Russia are more ofa caste than a nation, and attempts to constitute
Jlgwgyky%s a nation are attempts at preserving a caste” (Karl

autsky).
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d). In civilized countries we observe a fairly full (relatively) ap-
proximation to national peace under capitalism only in conditions
of the maximum implementation of democracy throughout the state
system and administration (Switzerland), Thé slogaris of consistent

emocracy (the republic, a militia, civil servans elected by the
people, etc.) unite the proletariat and the working people, and, in
general, all progressive elements in each nation in the name of the
tr_ugPIe for conditions that preclude even the_sllghtest national
privilege—while the sIO(I;_an of “cultural-national autonomy”
preachgs the isolation of nations in educatinal affairs (or “culturdl”
affairs, in gfeneral), an isolation that Is quite compatiple with the
retention of the 1grounols for all (mcludln% national) privileges.

The slogans of consistent democracy unite in a single wnole the
Proletana and the advanced democfats of all nations (elements
hat demand not isolation but the uniting of democratic_elements
of the nations in all matters, including éducational affalrsz, while
the sloﬁan of cultural-national autonomy divides the proletariat of
the different nations and links it uP_ with the reactionary and
bourgeois elements of the separate nations. _

The slogans of consistent democracy are implacably hostile to
the reactionaries and to the counter-revolutionary bolrgeisie of
all nations, while the slogan of cultural-national autonomy is quite
acceptable to the reactionaries and counter-revolutiondry bour-
geoisie of some nations. _ 5 o _

8. The sum-total of economic and political conditions in Russia
therefore (iemans that Social- .em.ocrﬁc should unite
unconaitionally workers.of all nationalities in all proletarian or?_anl-
zations without exception (political, trade union, co-operative,
educational, etc., etc.). The Party should not be federative In
structure and should not form national Social-Demogratic. groups
but should unite the proletarians of all nations in the given locality,
conduct propaganda and agitation in all the languageés of the local
Froletanat, Promote the common struggle of the warkers of all na-
jons against every kind of national privilege and should recognize
the autonom% of focal and regional Party organizations.

o. More than ten years’ éxperience ‘gained by the R.S.D.L.P.
confirms the correctness of the above thesis. The Party was
founded in 1898 as a party of all Russia, that is, a party of the
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proletariat of all the nationalities of Russia. The Party remained

‘Russian” when the Bund seceded in 1903, after the "Party Con-
gress had rejected the demand to consider the Bund the only
representative of the Jewish proletariat. In 1906 and 1907 events
showed convmcmgly that there were no grqunds for this demang,
a large number of Jewish proletarians, continued to co-operate In
the common Social-Democratic work in_many local organizations,
and the Bund re-entered the Party. The ‘Stockholm Congress
1906) brought into the Party the” Polish and Latvian Social-

emaocrats, Who favored territorial autonomy, and the Congress,
furthermore, did not accept the principle of federation and de-
manded unity of Social-Democrats of all nationalities In each Tocal-
ity. This pririciple has been in operation In the Caucasus for many
years, it Is in_operation in Warsaw (Polish workers and Russian
Soldiers), .In Vilna (Polish, Lettish, Jewish and Lithuanian workers)
and in nga, and In the three last-named places it has been Im-

lemente a%amst the separatist Bund. In December 1908, the

S.D.L.P., Through its conference, adopted a special resolution
confirming the dentand for the unity of workers of all nationalities,
on a prinCiple other than federation. The splitting activities of the
Bund separatists in the fulfilling the Party decision led to the col-
lapse of all that “federation ofthe worst type”26 and brought about
the rapprochement of the Bund and the Czech separatists and vice
versa (see Kossovsky in Nasha Zarya and the organ of the Czech
separatists, Der cechoslavische Sozialdemokrat No. 3, 1913, on
Kossovsky), and, lastly, at the August (1912) Conference of the Ii-
qmditors 1t led to an underc?ver attempt_bx Ehe Bund separatists
and liquidators and some of the Caucasian liquidators to insert
“cultural-national autonomy” into the Party program without any
defense of its substance! =~ . , ,

. Revolutionary worker Social-Democrats in Poland, in the Lat-
vian Area and n the Caucasus still stand for territorial autonomy
and the unity of worker Social-Demgcrats of all nations. The
Bund-liquidator secession and the alliance of the Bund with
non-Social-Democrats in Warsaw place the entire national ques-
tion, hoth in its theoretical aspect and in the matter of Party struc-
ture, on the order of the day for all Social-Democrats.

Compromise decisions have been broken by the very people
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who introduced them against the will ofthe Party, and the demand
for the unity ofworker Social-Democrats of all nationalities is being
made more”loudly than ever. o
10. ~ The crudely militant and Black-Hundred-type nationalism of
the tsarist monarchy, and also the revival of bourgeois
nationalism—Great-Russian (Mr. Struve, Russkaya Molva,2/ the
Progressists, etc.), the Ukrainian, and Polish d(the antl-Semitism of
Narodowa “Demokracija”28), and G?or |an.ai1 Armenian, etc.—all
this makes 1t particularly “urgent for “Social-Democratic organiza-
tions in all parts of Russia to"devote greater attention than Tefore
to the national guestion and to work out consistently Marxist deci-
sions on this subject in the spirit of consistent interriationalism and

unity of proletarians of all nations.

* * %

a*l), The slogan of national culture is incorrect and expresses only
the limited bourgeois understanding of the national question. In-
ternational culture. o ,

b*) The perpetuation of national divisions and the promating of
refined nationalism—unification, rapprochement, the mlnﬁ;llng of
nations .and the expression of the principles of a different,
International culture, _ _

G*) The, despair of the petty bourgeois fhopeless s_truggle against
national bickering) and the féar of fadical-democratic reforms and
the socialist movemen_t—onI_Y radical-democratic reforms can es-
tablish national peace in capitalist states and only socialism is able
to terminate national hickering.. _

d*) National curias in educational affairs.2

e*) The Jews.
itten | 191 Publish ding.t
\Ié\llr“t%r&bln,s%ue%in 1825 o ?ﬁea%grrluls%?ip%

In the Lenin MisceUany 11

* These letters are in Greek in the manuscript.



THE NATIONALIZATION
OF JEWISH SCHOOLS

The politics of the government are soaked in the spirit of
nationalism. Attempts are made to confer every kind of nwlege
%pon the “ruling,” I.e., the Great-Russian nation, even though the

reat Russians represent a minority of the population of RusSia, to
be exact, onIX 43 per cent, | |

AttemP_ts re made. to cut down still further the rights of all the
other nations Inhabiting Russia, to segregate one from the other
and stir up enmity among them, .

The extreme “expression of present-day nationalism is the
scheme for the nationalization of Jewish schdols. The scheme ema-
nated from the educational officer of Odessa district, and has been
\%mpathetlcal,ly considered by the Ministry of Public “Education.”

hat does this nationalization mean?

It means se
ondarK schools?.
—hoth private and state—are to he completely closed to the Jews.
This “brilliant” plan is rounded off t()jy the pro,oosal to limit_the
Qum?eﬂrl of pupils in the Jewish secondary schools to the notorious

uota”!
qIn all_ European. countries such measures and laws against the
Jews existed only in the dark centuries of the Middle Alges, with
their Intimsmon, the burning of heretics and similar defights. In
Europe the Jews have long since heen granted complete equality
and are fusing more and More with the nations in whose midst

they live. | o _
f/he most harmful feature in our political life generally, and in
the apove scheme particularly, apart from the oppression and per-
secution of the Jews, 1S the striving to fan the flames of
nationalism, . to segreﬁate the nationalities in the state one from
another, to increase their estrangement, to separate their schools.
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re1gat|r2]g the Jews into special Jewish schools (sec-
he doors of all other educational establishments
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The interests of the working class—as well as the interests of
political I|bertY generally—require, on the contrary, the fullest
equality of all the nationalities In the state without exception, and
the elimination of ever_)( kind of barrier between the nations, the
bringing together of children ofall nations in the same schools, etc.
Only by casting off every sava?e and foolish national prejudice,
only by u_mtln(]; the workers of all nations into one association, can
the’ warking class become a force, offer resistance to capitalism,
and achieve'a serious, improvement in its living conditions.

Look at the capitalists! They try to inflame national strife among
the “common peoEIe,” while’they themselves manage their busi-
ness affairs remar abl?/_weII—Russmns, Ukrainians, “Poles, Jews,
and Germans together in ong and the same corporation. Against
the workers the Capitalists of all nations and rellglons are united,
but they strive to divide and weaken the workers By national strife!

This ‘most harmful scheme for the nationalization of the Jewish
schools shows, incidentally, how mistaken is the plan for so-Called

(%ul]turﬁl-n tlo?ak autonom%/, 8., the idea oftakln%educanon out

of the nanas ofthe state and handing It over to each nation separ-
ately. It is not this we should strivé for, but for the unity of the
workers of all nations in the struggle against all nationalism, In the
struggle for a tru%y demaocratic common school and for political lib-
erty dgenerallg/. _The example of the advanced_ countries of the
world—say, Switzerland in Western Europe or Finland in Eastern
Europe—Shows us that only consistently-democratic state institu-
tions ensure the most peaceable. and human (not bestial) coexis-
tence of varjous nationalities, without the artificial and harmful
separation of education according to nationalities.

SevernaXa Pravda No. 14 Published corging 0]
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RESOLUTIONS OF THE SUMMER, 1913
JOINT CONFERENCE OF THE CENTRAL

COMMITTEE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
AND PARTY OFFICIALS (Excerpt)3

RESOLUTION ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION

The orgy of Black-Hundred nationalism, the growth of nationalist
tendencies among . the liberal bourgeoisie and the growth of
nationalist tendencies among the upper classes of the oppressed
natlotnalltles, give prominence at the present time to the national
gstion,
q The state of affairs in the Social-Democratic movement (the at-
tempts of the Caucasian Social-Democrats, the Bund and the |i-
gw ators to annul the Party Program,3L etc.) compels the Party to
evote more attention thaneverto this question.

This Conference, taking its stand on the Proqram of the
R.S.D.L.P., and in order fo organize correctly Socidl-Democratic
%gltatlon on the national question, advances the following proposi-
1ons:

L. Insofar as national peace is in any way (Posslble_ In a capitalist
society based on exploitation, profit-making and strife, it is attaina-
ble onI)( under a consistently and thoroughly democratic republi-
can system of government which guarantées full equality of all na-
tions“and langliages, which recoghizes no compulsory official lan-
guage, which Rrowdes the peoplé with schools where Instruction is
glven, in all the native Ianguaﬁes, and the constitution of which
ontains a fundamental law that pronibits any privileges what-
soever to any one nation and any encroachment whatsogver upon
the rights of a national minority. This particularly calls for wide
reqlonal autonomy and fully democratic local self-government,
with the boundaries of the, sélf-governing and autonomous regions
determined by the local inhabitants themselves on the basis of
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their economic and social conditions, national make-up of the
pogulatlon,_etc_. _ _ _
. 2. The division of the educational affairs of a single state accora-
Ing to nationalities is undoubtedly harmful from the standpoint of
democracy In ?eneral, and of thé interest of the proletarian, class
struggile In particular, 1t is preusely this division that is implied in
the F an for “cultural-national” autonomy, or for “the creation of
Institutions that will guarantee freedom for national development”
adopted In Russia by all the Jewish bourgeois parties and by the
petty-bour?ems, ogportumst elements among the different nafions.
3. The Interests of the working class denfand the amalgamation
of the workers of all the nationalities In a given state In united
proletarian organizations—political, trade union, cooperative, edu-
cational, etc,” This amalgamation of the workers of different
nationalities in single organizations will alone enable the proletariat
to wage a victorious struggle against international capifal and reac-
tion, and combat the propaganda and aspirations of the landown-
ers, cIerg¥ and bo_ur?ems nationalists. of all nations, who usually
cover up: their anti-proletarian aspirations with the slogan of “na-
tional culture,” The world working-class movement is ¢creating and
ﬁ?rl(ley developing more and more an international proletarian cul-
4. As regards the right of the. nations qpﬁressed by the tsarist
monarchy {0 self-determination, 1.e., the ng t to secede and form
independent states, the Social-Democratic Party must unquestion-
a_bl}/ champion this right. This is dictated by thé fundamental prin-
ciples of international democracy in general, and specifically by the
unprecedented national oppression of the majority of the Intiabit-
ants of Russia by the tsarist monarchy, which 1s a mogt reactionary
and barbarousstate compared with ifs nelghbormg states in
Euro([,)e and Asja. Furthermore, this |fd|ctate bg/ the struggle,o
the . Great-Russian inhabitants themselves for freédom, for it will
be impossible for them to create a democratic state. 1f they do nt
eradicate Black-Hundred, Great-Russian nationalism, Which IS
backed by the traditions of a number of bloody suppressions of
national movements and systematically fostered” not only by the
tsarist monarchy and all ffie reactionary parties, but also by the
(reat-Russian tourgeois liberals, who toady to the monarchy; par-
ticularly in the period of counter-revolution.
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. 5. The right of nations to self-determination (i.e., the constitu-
tional guarantée of an absolutely free and democratic method of
deciding the question of secession) must under no circumstances
be confused witn the expediency ota given nation’s secession. The
Social-Democratic Party must decidé the latter question exclu-
sively on its merits in éach particular case in conformity with the
Interests of social development as a whole and with the interests of
the proletarian class struggle for socialism. .

Social-Democrats must moreover pear in mind that the land-
owners, the clergy and the bourgeoise of the oppressed nations
often cover up with nationalist slogans their efforts to divide the
workers and dupe them by doing déals behind their backs with the
landowners and bourgeoisie of the ruling nation to the detriment of
the masses of the working people ofall nations.

This Conference places on the a?enda,ofthe Party congress the
(question of the national roglram. t nvites the Central Commit-
tee, the Party press and the Jocal organizations to discuss (in pam-
phlets, debates, etc.) the national question in fullest detail.

\F/’\{J%\%gﬂeﬁ elﬂtelgglbg {nlghlg amphlet Put?]lelstheexdt %]%(:tﬁrédjﬂ% tgl
N?twcanon and Resolutions |meog[a ede "I N
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Issue(? [)))// %e Central Committee



"CULTURAL-NATIONAL"
AUTONOMY

The essence of the plan, or program, of what is called “cultural-
national” aytonomy (or: “the establishment of institutions that will
uarantee freedom of national development™) is separate schools
or_each nationality. L
The more often”all avowed and tacit nationalists (including the
_%undmts) attempt to obscure this feet the more we must insist on
|

Every nation, Irrespective of place of domicile of its individual
members (irrespective of territory, hence the term “extra-ter-
ritorial” autonomy) Is a united officially recognized association con-
ducting national-Clltural affairs. The most important of these affairs
Is education. The determination of the composition of the nations
by allowing every citizen to register freely, irrespective of place of
domicile, ds beIongln? to any niational association, ensures absolute
precision and absplute consistency in segregating the schools ac-
cording to natl_ona_lltrx , o _

_Is stich a divisiord, be it asked, permissible from the point of
view of democracy in general, and from the point of view of the
Interests of the proletarian class struggle in particular? .

A clear grasp. of the essence of thé “cultural-national autonomy,
aro%ram 1 sufficient to_enable one to reply without hesitation—it
sabsolutely impermissible. . .

As long 4s different nations live in a single state they are bound
to one ariother by millions and thousands of millions of economic,
egal and social bonds. How can education be extricated from these
nonds? Can it be “taken out of the jurisdiction” of the state, to
quote the Bund formula, classical in“its striking absurdity? If the
various nations living In a single state are bound by economic ties,
then any attempt 10 divide them permanently in “cultural” and
particularly educational matters would be absurd and reactionary.
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On the contrary{, effort should be made to unite the nations in
educational matters, so that the schools should be a preparation for
what is actually done in real life, At the present time we see that
the different nations are unequal in the rights they possess and in
their level of development. Under these Circumstances, segregat-
Ing the schools according to nationality would actually and inevita-
bly worsen the conditions of the more backward nations. In the
southern, former slave states of America, Negro children are still
segregated In separate schools, whereas in thie North, white and
Neqro children attend the same schools. In Russia a plan was re-
cently proposed for the “nationalization of Jewish schools,” I.e.,
the. seqre,gat;on of Jewish children from the children of other
natignalities in separate schools. It Is needless; to add that this plan
orlgmated In the most reactionary, Purishkevich circles.

One cannot be a democrat arid at the same time advocate the
principle of segregating the schools according to nationality. Note:
We are arguing at present from the genéral democrafic (i.e.,
bourgeois- emo_cratlcs)_pomt of view, .

From the point of view of the proletarian class _stru?ggle e must
oppose,seﬁreg\z/i&mg the schools according to nationallty far more
emphatically, "Wha does not know that the capitalists of all the na-
tigns In a given state are most closely and intimately united in
J[ant-SIOCk companies, cartels and trusts, in manufacturérs* associa-
jons, etc., which are directed against the workers irrespective of
their nationality? Who does not know that in any capitalist
undertaking—frefm hu?e works, mines and factories and.commer-
cial enterprises down 10 c,apltahst farms—we always, without ex-
ception, See a larger variety of nationalities among the workers
than in'remote, peaceful an sIeeBy villages?

The_ urban workers, who are best acquainted with developed
capitalism and {Jer_celve maore ?rofoundIR/ the ps cholo% of the
class strugﬂ!e— neir whole life teaches them or {| 5( ef aPs Im-
bibe. it with their mothers’ milk—such workers Instinctively and
Inevitably realize that segiregatmg the schools according to nation-
ality Is not only a harmitul”schéme, but a downright fraugulent
swindle on the part ofthe capitalists. The workers can be split up
divided and weakened by the advocacy of such in idea, and still
more by the segreg?atlon 0fthe ordinary peoples’ schools accgrding
to nationality; while the capitalists, whose children are well pro-
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vided with rich private schools and specially. engaged tutors,
cannot in any way be threatened by any division 0f weakening
through “cultural-national autonomy.

As a matter of fact, “cultural-national autonomy,” 1.e., the abso-
lutely pure and consistent segre&atlng of education according, to
nationality, was invented not Dy the capitalists (for the time béing
they resart to cruder methods to. diviae the workers) but by the
o?po_rtumstJ philistine intelligentsia of Austria. There_Is not atrace
of this brllllantlwhlllstme and brilliantly nationalist idea in any of
the democratic West-European countries with mixed populations.
This idea of the desgalrmg petty bourgeois could arise only in
Eastern EuroPe, In_backward, feudal, Clerical, bureaucratic Au-
stria, where all public and PO|Itlca| life Is hamlqered by wretched,
Petty squabbling (worse still: cursing and hrawling) over the ques-
lon” of Ianqua 8, Since cat and do? can'’t agreg, let us at least
segregate all the nations once and for all abSolutely clearly and
consiStently in “national curias” for educational purposes!—such Is
the, psychology that engendered this foolish ‘idea of “cultural-
national aytonomy.” Thé proletariat, which is conscious of and

cherishes Ifs |r]ternat|onalism, will never accept this nonsense of
refined nationalism.

It 1S no accident that In Russia this 1dea of “cultural-national au-
tonomy” was acceBted only by all the Jewish bour?ems parties,
then “(in 1907) by the conference of .the pefty-bourgeois
Left-Narodnik parties of different nationalities, and lastly by the
petty-bourgems_, opportunist elements of the near-Marxis grouPs,
l.e., the Bundists and the I|(1U|dators ?t,he |atter were even 00
timid to do So straightforwardly and de mgteI}/). |t IS no accident
that in the State Duma only the semi-liquidator Chkhenkeli, who
15 infected with nationalism, and the petty bourgeois Kerensky,
spoke in favor of “cjiltural-national autono )( _ ,

In general, it is quite funny to read the Tiquidator and Bundist
references to Austria on this question. First ofall, why should the
most hackward of the multinational countries be taken as the
moel? Why not take the most advanced? This is very much in the
style of the bad Russian liberals, the Cadets, who for models of a
constitution turn mam(liy to such hackward countries as Prussia and
Au&t&a, a_ndI not to advanced countries like France, Switzerland
and America!
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Secondly, . after takrn(% the Austrian model, the Russian na-
tronalrst fphrlrstrnes K he Bundists, liquidators, Left Narodniks,
and so forth, have themselves changed it for the worse. In this
country it is the Bundists (plus all the Jewish bourgeais, parties, in
whose wake the Bundists follow without always realizing it) that
mainly and primarily use this plan for “cultural-national autonomy”
in their propagandd and agitation; and yet in Austria, the country
where this Idea of “cultural-national attonomy” originated, Otto
Bauer, the father of the idea, devoted a special chapter of his book
tﬁ erovrrlrg that “cultural-national autonomy” cannat be applied to

e Jews

This proves more conclusrvely than Ienrqthy speeches how incon-
srstent tto Bauer Is and how little he believes in his own idea, for
he excludes the only extra-territorial (not havrnP its own territory)
nation from his Rlan for extra-territorial national autonomy.

This shows now Bundists borrow old-fashioned plans from
Europe, multiply the mistakes of Europe tenfold and “develop”
them'to the poirit of absurdity.

The fact is—and this is the third point—that at their congress in
Brunn (in 1899) the Austrian Social-Democrats rejected the ﬁrog
ram of cuIturaI national autonomy” that was proposed to then

adopted a compromise in the form of a proposal for a
uni no?ﬁ natl naﬁ cfel rh)rted regions of t ecounth p This com-

promise drd not provrde either for extra -territoriality or for seg-
regating ed ucatron according to nationality. Inaccordancewrththrs
compromise, In the most advanced (capitalistically) populated cen-
ters, towns, factory and mrnrngI districts, large country estates,
etc.. there are no separate schools for each natjonality!

The Russian working class has been combating this reactionary

pernicious, petty-bourgeois nationalist idea of “cultural- natronal
autonomy,” and ill continue to do so.

Za Pravdu No. 46 Publ'hshed accorgin? to
November 28, 1913 the Za Pravdu text



THE NATIONALITY OF PUPILS
IN RUSSIAN SCHOOLS

To obtain g more lg)r_euse idea of the plan for “cultural-national
autonomy,” which boils down to segreg tln? the schools according
to nationality, 1t Is useful to take thé concrete data which show the
nationality of the pupils attending Russian schools. For the St
Petershurg educational area such data are provided by the returns
of the school census taken on January. 18, 1911, _ |

The following are the data on the distribution of pupils attendin
elementary schools under the Ministry of Public Education accorg-
mq to the native languages of the pupils. The data cover the whole
ofthe St. Petershurg educational area, but in brackets we give the
figures for the city'of St. Petersburg. Under the term “Russian
language” the officials. c_onstant,IY limp together Great-Russian,
Byelorussian and Ukrainian (“Little Russian;” according to official
terminology). Total pupils—265.660 (48,076).

Russian—232,618' (44,.223); Polish—1,737 (780); Czech—3 (2)
Lithuanian—84 (35); Lettish—1,371 (113); Zhmud—1 (0);
French—14 (13); Italian—4 (4Ki Rumanian—2 (2): German—2,408

845):;  Swedish—228 (217); Norwegian—31 (0); Danish—1 (1);

utch—1 (0): English—8 _(7); Armenian—3 (3): G;{psy— 4 (0):
Jewish—1,196 (396); Georgian—2 (1); Ossetian—1 (0);
Finnish—10,750 (874:2; Karelian—3,998 (2); Chud—247 (0):
Estonian—4,723  (536); LapB—Q (0); Zyryan-r-6,008 (0):
Samoyed—>5 (0); Tatar—b3 (13); Persian—1 (1); Chinese—1 (1); not
ascertained—138 (7). . ,

These are comparatlvelx accurate figures. They show that the
national composition of the pogul_atlon IS extremely mixed, al-
though they apPIy to one of the basically Great-Russian districts of
Russia, The extremely mixed national Composition of the popula-
tion ofthe large cm( of St. Petersburg 1S.at once evident. This Is ng
accident, but results from a law of Capitalism that operates in all
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countries and in all Ci)arts of the world. Large cities, factory, metal-
lurgical, railway and commercial and industrial centers generally,
are cerfain, more than any other, to have very mixed 'oopulanons,
and 1t is premsel* these centers that grow faster than all others and
constantly attract larger and larger Aumbers of the inhahitants of
the backward rural areas. , _ _

Now trY to,a_pp_ly to these real-life data the lifeless utopia of the
nationalist philistines called “cultural-national autonomy” or (in the
language of the Bundists) “taking out of the jurisdiction of the

%?rse” (uestions of national culturg, i.e., primarily educational af-

Educational affairs “shall be taken out of the jurisdiction of the
state” and transferred to 23 (in St F?etersburg) “national associa-
tions” each developing “its own” “national culture”! ,

It would be ridiculous to waste words to prove the absurdity and
reactionary nature of a “national program” of this sort.

. Isisastlear as daylight that the advocac%/ of such.a plan means,
Infact, pursuing or,suPportmﬁ the ideas of hourgeois nationalism,
chauvinism and clericalism. The interests of demdcracy in general,
and the interests of the working class in particular, demand the
very opposite. We must strive to secure the mixing of the children
of &ll nationalities in uniform schools in each locality; the workers
of all nationalities mustjointly pursue the proletarian educational
Pohcy which Samoilov, the deputy ofthe Vladimir workers, so ablx

ormulated on hehalf of the Russian Social-Demacratic workers

group In the State Duma.2 We must emphatically oppose seg-
_rtega mg lt(he schools according to nationality, no matter what form
it may fake. , e

|t'Is not our business to segregate the nations in matters of edu-
cation in any way; on the contrary, we must strive to create the

fundamental democratic coPditloqs for the peaceful coexistence of
the nations on the basis of equal rights. We must not champion

“national culture,” but expose the clerical and bourgeois character
of this sIoPan In the name of the International culture of the world
working-cfass movement. L

. But we may be asked whether it is possible to safequard the
Interests of the one Georgian child among the 48,076 sthoolchil-
dren in St.. Petersburg on'the basis of equal _rl(r]hts. And we would
reply that it is impossible to establish a special Georgian school In
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St. Petersburg on the basis of Georgian “national culture,” and that
to advocate stich a plan means sowing pernicious ideas among the
masses of the [neople. , _ .
But we shall not be defending anything harmful, of be striving
after anything that s |mr0033|ble, ifwe démand for this child fre
%overnment premises for lectures on the Georglan language,
eorgian history, etc,, the provision of Georgian books from the
Central Library for this child, a state contribution towards the fees
of the Georgian teacher, and so forth, Under real democracy,
when bureadcracy and “Peredonovism”33 are completely elimi-
nated from the schools, the people can quite easily achiéve this.
But this real,democrac,){ can be achieved only when the workers of
all_nationaljties are upjied. o
T0 preacn the estanlishment of special national schools for every
“national culture™ is reactionary, But under real democracy it is
quite possible to ensure Instruction In.the native language, in na-
tive hl_StOfY_ and 5o forth, without splitting up the schools accorqu
to natignality. And complete local self-government will make |
Impossible for an%thmg t0 be forced upon the Beople, as for exam-
Dle, u?on the 713 Karelian children in Kem ¥ezd (where there
are only 514 Russian children) or upon the 681 Zyryan children in
Pechora Uyezd (153 Ru35|ar8; or ypon the 167 Letfish children in
Novgorod yezd (over 7,00 Russwn?, and so on and so forth,
Advocacy ‘of impracticable cultural-national autonomy Is an ab-
surdity, which now already is only dIS_UHItInP the workers ideologi-
cally. " To advocate the "amalgamation of the workers of all
nationalities means facilitating the success of proletarian class sol-
(darity, which will guarantee &qual rights for, and maximum peace-
ful coexistence of, all nationalities.

, Published according to
F[’)rgclgtr%ﬁgﬁ yﬁlp{s\llga . 7 the Proletarskaya Pravga ?ext



THE NATIONAL PROGRAM
OF THE R.S.D.L.P. (Excerpt)

The Conference_of the Central Committee has adopted a resolu-
tion on the national question,* which has been P_rlnted In the
“Notification,” and has placed the question of a national program
on t eagegda of t eConPres?. _ .

na how the national question. has, at the present time,
been frought to the fore—in the entire policy of the counter-
revolution, ‘In the class-consciousness of the hourgeoisie and in the
proletarian Social-Democratic. PartP/ of Russia—iS shown in detail
In the resolution, itself. There is hardly any need to dwell on this In
view of the clarity of the situation, This situation and the funda-
mentals of a national progrm for S_OC|aI_-Democrac¥] have recently
been dealt with in Marxist theoretical literature (the most promi-
nent_P ace being taken by Stalin’s article3d). We therefore cansider
that it will be, to'the poirit if, in this article, we confine ourselves to
the presentation ofthe problem from a pureIP/ Party standpoint and
to explanations that cannot be made in the fegal press, crushed as
It 15 Dy the Stolypin-Maklakoy oppression. ,
. Soclal-Democracy in Russia Is taking shape by drawing exclu-
sively on the experience of older countries, 1.., of Europg, and on
the ‘theoretical expression of that experience, Marxism. The
specific features of our country and the specific features ofthe his-
torical period. of the establishment of Social-Democracy in our
country are: first, in our country, as distinct from Europé, Social-
Democracy began to take shape before the bourgeois revolution
and continued taking shape durmcI:J that revolution. Secondly, in
our country the. ineVitable struggle to separate proletarian from
general bour?ems and petty-hourgeois democracy—a struggle that

15 fundamentally the samé as that experienced by every country
* See pp. 85-87.
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—Is being conducted under the conditions of a complete theoreti-
cal VIC'[OF¥ of Marxism in the West and in our country. The form
taken by this struggle, therefore, Is not so much that 0f a struggle
for Marxism as a s_ruggle for or against petty-bourgeois theories
that are hidden behind ™almost Marxist” phrades. _

That Is how the matter stands, beginning with Economism
(1895-1901) and “legal Marxism™ (18951901, "1902). Only those
who_shrink from hisforical truth can forget the close, intimate con-
nection_and relationship. between these trends and Menshevism
(1903-07) and liquidationism (1908-13).

In the national question the old Iskra, which in 1901-03 worked
on and completed a proqram,for the R.S.D.L.P. as well as laying
the first and fundamental bais of Marxism in the theory and prac-
tice ofthe Russian working class movement, had to struggle, in the
same way as on other questions, against petty-baurg&is oppor-
tunism. This opportunism was expressed, first dnd forémost, in the
nationalist tendencies and waverings of the Bund. The old Iskra
conducted a stubborn struggle agdinst Bund nationalism, and to
for?_et this is tantamount to e_com_m%) a Fo,rgetful John again, and
cutfing oneself off from the historical and iceological rodts of the
whole™Social-Democratic workers” movement in Russia.

- On the other hand, when the Program of the R.S.D.L.P. was
finally adopted at the Second Congres in August 1903, there was a
struggle, unrecorded in the Mingtes of the” Congress pbecause it
tooK place In the Prolgram Commission, which was visited by al-
most the entire Congress—a struggle against the clumsy attempts
of several P0|If$h Soclal-Democrafs to cast dounts on “the right of
nations to self-determination,” 1.e., attempts to deviate toWwards
opportunism and nationalism from a quite different angle.

And today, ten years. later, the srngIe (l;oes on along those
same two basic lines, which shows equally tha there. is.a profound
connection between this struggle and_ alf the objective conditions
aﬁectmg the national question”In Russia.

At the Briinn Congress in Austria (1899). the program of
“cultural-national autoriomy” Igdefended by Kristan, Ellenbogen
and others and expressed M the draft of the Southern Slavs) Was
rejected. Territorial national autonomy was adopted, and Social-
Democratic propaganda for the obligatory union of all national re-
gions was only a compromise with"the “idea of “cultural-national
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autonomy.” The chief theoreticians of this unfortunate idea them-
selves lay particular emphasis on its inapplicability to Jewry.

In Russia—as usual—people have been found who have made it
their business to enlarge on a little opportunist error and develop
It into a system of oppartunist policy. In the same way as Bernstein
In Gerniany brou_ght Into heing the ngwt onstitutional-
Democrats in Russia—Struve, Buldakov, Tugan & Co.—so Otto
Bauer’s “forgetfulness of Internatignalism™ (&s the supercautious
Kautsky calls it') gave rise in Russia to the complete acceptance, of
“cultural-national” autonomy” by all the Jewish bourgeols parties
and a large number of pétty-bourgeois trends (the, Bund and a
conferencé of Socialist-Revolutiondry national parties In 1907).
Backward Russia serves, one might say, as an examRIe of how the
microbes of West-European opportunism produce whole epicemics
on 0Ur savage Soll. _ e )
. In Russia’people are fond of saying that Bernstein is “tolerated
In Europe, but they forget to add"that nowhere in the world, with
the exception of “holy’ Mother Russia, has Bemsteinism engen-
dered Struvism 3 or’has “Bauerism” led to_the justification, b
gouaI-D_emocrafs, of the refined nationalism “of the Jewis

ourgeoisie.

“Cultural-national autonomy” implies precisely the most refined
and,. therefore, the most harmful nationalism, it implies the cor-
ruption of the workers by means of the slogan of national culture
and the propaganda of the profoundly hdrmful and. even anti-
democratic segregatmg of schools acCording to natignality. In
short, this pr,o?ram undoubtedly contradicts the internationalism of
the, cProl,etarla and is In accofdance only with the ideals of the
nationalist petty bourgeoise.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 32 Published accordin? 0
December 15 (28), 1913 the Sotsial-Demokrat text




ONCE MORE ON THE SEGREGATION
OF THE SCHOOLS ACCORDING
TO NATIONALITY

Marxists resolutely oppose nationalismin all its forms, from the
crude reactionary nationalism of our ruling circles and of the Right
Octobrist parties, down to_the more or léss refined and disquised
nationalism of the b?urgems and C}oet?.-boulr,gems Ipartles.

Reactionary, or Black-Hundred, nationalism strives to safe?uard
the pnwleges of one nation, condemning all other nations to an
Inferior status, with fewer rights, or even With no rights at all. Not
a single. Marxist, and not even a single democrat,-can treat this
nationalism with anything else but the” utmost hostility, .

In. words, bour_?ems and bourgeois-democratic nationalists re-
co%mze the equality of nations, but In deeds they (often covertly,
behind the backs of the people) stand for certain privileges for one
ofthe nations, ana alwa%s try 10 secure greater advantages of “their
own” nation (1.e., for the bourgeoisie of their own nation); they
strive to separate and segregaté nations, to foster national exclu-
siveness, etc. By talking most of all about “national culture” and
emphasizing what separates one nation from the other, hourgeois
natlonalists divide the workers of the various nations and fool them
with “nationalist slogans.” | _

The. class-consciols workers combat all national oppression and
all national privileges, but they do not confine themselves to that.
They combat all, éven the most refined, nationalism, and advocate
not only. the unity, but also the amalgamation of the workers ofall
nationalities in the strugﬂ]le agamst reaction and against bourgeois
nationalism in all its forms, Qur task Is_not to segregate nations,
but to unite the workers of all natjons. Our banner does nat carry
the sIO(I;an national culture” but international culture, which yn-
Ites all the nations In a higher, socialist unity, and the way to which
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is already being paved by the international amalgamation of capi-

The influence of Petty bou_rc_]ems; philistine nationalism has in-
fected certain “would-be socialists,” who advocate what is called
“cultural-educational autonomy,” i.e., the transfer of educational
affairs (and matters of national culture in general) from the state to
the naividual nations. Naturally, Marxists combat this propaganda
for the segregation of natioris, they combat this refined na-
tionalism, they combat the s_e%regatlnp of the schoals according to
natlonaht;(. hen our Bundists, and [ater, the liquidators, wanted
to support “cultural-national autonomy” in direct opposition to our
Program, they were condemned not only by the Bolsheviks, but
also by the pro-Party Mensheviks (PIekhanon.

Now Mr. An, inNovaya Rabochaya Gazeta (No. 103) is trying to
defend a bad case by subterfuge, and by showerln% abuse upon us.
We calmly ignore the abuse; Tt is merély a sign of the liquidators
feebleness. . . .

10 have schools conducted in the native Ianﬁuages—thls, M,
An assures s, IS what Is meant by seqregatlng the schools accord-
mg t0 th nat|on%ht|es of the. pu 'lf; he Pravda pe%ple, he says,
want to deprive the non-Russians of their national schools!

We can afford to Iaugh at this trick of Mr. An’s, for everyhody
knows that Pravda stands for the fullest equallt)Mof languages, and
even for the abolition of an official language! Mr. Ar's impotent
’r&ar%e I causing him to lose his head. This is dangerous, dear Mr.

The right of a nation to use its native language is explicitly and
definitely recognized. in § § of the Marxist program.3 _

If Mr.” An Isright in stating that having schodls conducted in the
native languages. means segregating the schools according to na-
tionality, why did the Bundists in 1906, and the liquidators In
1912 supRIement” or rather, distort) the Program “adopted in
1903—at the very Congress which rejected “cultural-national
autonomy™—whichi fully recognizes the right of a nation to use its
naive lan uagfe? I . .

our sunte _u%e will fail, Mr. An, and you will not succeed in
covering up with your noise, clamor and ‘abuse the feet that the
liquidators have Violated this Program, and that they have
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“aga,[t)ted socialism to nationalism,” as Comrade Plekhanov expres-
sed It.

\We_ do not want to have the Progr,am violated. We do not want
socialism to be adapted to nationdlism. We stand for complete
democracy, for the complete freedom and equahty of languages,
but gilve N0 support whatever to the proposal to “transfer gduca-

Hgtngn gltftaw,s, to the nations” or to “segregate schools according to
jonality.
~ “The >ulestlon at Issue i that of segre%atmg the schools accord-
Ing to nations,” writes Mr. An, “hencg, these nations must exist in
each locality, hindering each others development; and conse-
ggs\r/]etwhthey must he segregated in the sphere of public education
The words, we have emphasized clearly reveal how li-
(uidationism_is draggm? Mr. An away. from’ socialism towards
nationalism. The segrégation of nations Within the limits of a smgle
state IS harmful, and we Marxists_strive.to bring the nations to
gether and to amalgamate them. Our ob+ect IS Nt to “segregate”
nations, but to secure for them, through tull democracy, an equal-
ity and coexistence as peaceful (relatively) as in Switzerfand.*

Proletarskaya Prayda No. 9, Published accordin
Decemberylai, {Sﬂ the Proletarskaya Brav ate

* Mr. An ?olgly asserts that “H]er Is.no intermixing of nations even in the cantons
of Switzerland., Wli|_ e not blush Ifwe mention four cantons: Berne, Fribourg,
Graubunden and Valais?



CRITICAL REMARKS
ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION3 (Excerpts)

1. LIBERALS AND DEMOCRATS ON THE LANGUAGE QUESTION

On several occasions the newspapers have mentioned the report of
the Govemor of the Caucasus, a report that is noteworthy, not for
its Black-Hundred33 spirit, but for its timid “liberalism.” Amon
other_things, the Governor objects to artificial Russification. 0
non-Russian. nationalities. Reﬂresentatlves_ of non-Russian
nationalities in the Caucasus are themselves striving to feach tneir
children Russian; an example of this is the Armenian church
schools, In which the teaching of Russian Is now opligatory. .
Russkoye Solvo3) (No. 198), ane of the most widely circulating
liberal newspapers in Russia, Pomts to this fact and draws the cor-
rect conclusion that the ostility towards, the Russian language in
Russia “stems exclusively from™the “artificial” (it should Have said
“forced”) implanting of that language. _
There is.no. reason.to worry atout the fate of the Russian lan-
guage. It will itself win recognition throughout Russia,” says the
newspaper. This is perfectly true, because the requirements of
economic exchange will always compel the nationalities |IVIn(i In
one state (as long as they wish to live together) to_study the Tan-
uage of the majority. The more democraic the political system in
ussia. becomes, the more powerfully rap|dI%/ and extensively
capitalism will develop, the more urgently will the requirements of
economic exchange. impel varlou? natlonall,tl?s to study the lan-
gu%%e most convenient for general commercial relations,”
e liberal newspaper, however, hastens to slap itself in the face
and demonstrate HS liberal mconSI?IencX. , .
Even those who oppose Russification,” it says, “would hardly
be likely to deny that In a country as huge as Russia there must b2
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%ness_sgp]g!e official language, and that this language can be only
ussian;

Logic turned inside out! Tiny Switzerland has not lost anything,
but has gained from havmg not. one single official languade, but
three—German, French and Italian. In Switzerland 70 percent of
the population are Germans (in Russia 43 per cent are Great Rus-
sians), 22 per cent. French (in Rugsia 17 per cent are Ukrainians)
and 7 per cent ltalians pn Russia 6 per cent are Poles and 4.5 per
cent Byelorussians). If Italians in Switzerland often speak French
In their common parllament,ther do not do so because they are
menaced by some savage police faw (there are none such in Swit-
zerland), but because the civilized citizens of a democratic state
themselves prefer a language that is understood by a majority, The
French Ian?ua e does not insti] hatred in Italians because i is the
an%uage of a free civilized nation, a language that is not imposed
0y disqusting police measures. _ _

Why shodld “huge” Russia, a much more varied and terribly
hackward cquntry, inhibit her develogment by the retention of any
KInd of privjlege ‘or anr}/ one Iﬁn uag ? Should nﬂt the contrary be
true, liberal gentlemen? Should™not Russia, If she wants to gver-
take_Europe, “put an end to every kina of,pnwlege as quickly as
possible, as completely as possiblé and as. vigorously as possible?

It all privileges disappear, ifthe |_mP03|t|on of any one language
ceases, al| Slavs will easily and ragld learn t0 understand eac
other and will not be frightened g e “harrible” thought that
speeches In different Ian?uages will be heard in the comman parli-
ament. The requirements of economic exc_han?e will themselves
decide which language of the given country it is 1o, the advantage of
the,majorltY to Know In the interests of commercial relations. “This
decision wil be all the firmer because it Is adopted voluntarily b%a
population of various nationalities, and_its adoption will be the
more rapid and extensive the more consistent the democracy and,
as atl Iconsequence of it, the more rapid the development of
capitalism.

pThe liberals approach the Iantl;,uage question in the same way as
they.approach all political guestions—like hypocritical hucksters,
holdling out one hand &op,enly) to democracy and the, other.(hehind
their backs) to the feudalists and police. We are against privileges,
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shout the liberals, and under cqver they haggle with the feudalists
for first one, then another PHVI|? e. ~

Such is the nature ofall liberal-bourgeois nationalism—not only
Great-Russian gl’[ Is the worst of them all because of its violenit
character and its kinship with the Purishkeviches40), but Polish,
Jewish, Ukrainian, Georqlan and every other nationalism. Under
the sIoPan of “national culture” the bourgeoisie ofall nations, hoth
In Austriaand in Russia, are infact pursting the policy of splitting
the workers, emasculating democracy. and hag{%lmg with thé
feudalists over the sale of the people’s Tights andthe people’s lib-

erty.

¥he 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 pegple
with varigus “positive” national, programs, The class-conscious
worker will answer the bourgeoisie —there is only one solution to
the national problem (insofar as it can, in general,”be solved in the
capitalist world, the world of profit, squabbling and exploitation),
and that solution is consistent democracy. _

The proof—Switzerland in Western Europe, acount_rx with an
ol(ftculture and Finland in Eastern Europe, a country with a young
culture. | |

Tﬂe national program of working-class democracy is; absolutely
ng erwleges for any one nation or any one languade; the solution
ofthe problem of thie political self-detérmination ofnations, that Is,
their separation as states by completelg free, democratic methods;
the promulgation of a lawfor the whole state by virtue of which
any measure (rural, urban or communal, etc., &tc.,) intrgducing
any privilege of any kind for one of the nations and militating
agamst the equall_tﬁ of nations or the rights of a national mlnorlt¥,
shall be declared iflegal and ingffective, and any citizen ofthe state
shall have the right to demand that such a medsure be annulled as
unconstitutional,”and that those who attempt to put it into effect be
punishe. .

. Working-class democracy contraposes to the nationalist wrangl-
Ing of thé various bourgedis parties over questions of language,
etC., the demand for the unconditional unity and complete™anial-
gamation of workers of all nationalities “in all working-class
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organizations—trade union, co-operative, consumers’, educational
and all others—iIn contradistinction to anY kind of hourgeols
nationalism. Only this tgpe of unity and ama %amatlon can uphold
democracy and " defend the intgrests of the workers against
CaPIta|—WhICh 15 alread5( International and Is becoming mofre so-

—fa(l promate the development of mankind towards a new way of
life tga[% 15 aﬁen 0 a?l prlvﬁeges and aﬂ expponatlon. y
2. "NATIONAL CULTURE"

As the reader will see, the article in Severnaya Prayda, made use
of a particular example, 1.¢., the problem of the officjal Ian?_uage,
to illustrate the inconsistency and opportunism of the Tiberal
bourgeoisie, which, in the national question, extends a hand to the
feudalists and the police. Everybody will understand that, apart
from the_problem of an officia Ianguaq_e, the liberal bourgeoisie
behaves just as treacherously, hypocritically and stupidly” (even
from thestandpoint of the Interests of liberdlism) in a number of
other related issues. _ _ _

The conclusion to be drawn from this? It is that all lib-
eral-hourgeqis nationalism sows the qreatest corruption among the
workers.and does immense_harm to the cause of freedom and the
Proletarlan class struggle. This bour?eols (and bourgems—feudahs%
endency is all the more dangerous Tor its being concealed behin
the slogan of “national culture.” It is under the quise of national
culture—Great-Russian, Polish, Jewish, Ukrainian, and so forth-
—that the Black-Hundreds and. the clericals, and alsp the
\l,)v%l#LQGOISIe of all nations, are doing their dirty and reactionary

Such are the facts ofthe national life of today, ifviewed from the
Marxist angle, 1.e., from the standpoint of the class struggle, and if
the slogans_ are compared with the nterests and policies 0f classes,
aHd not with meaningless “general principles,” declamations and
pNrases. | _ _

The slogan of natignal culture s a bourgeois gand_often also a
Black-Hundred and cIerlcaI% fraud. Qur slogan is; the international
culture of democracy and of the world working-class movement.
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Here the Bundist Mr.. Liebman rushes into the fray and annihi-
Iates me with the following deadly tirade:

Qne in the least fa iliar with the natronahl %uestron knows th trnternat|ona
cutur Ihnon natron cylture Igculture without a national form): non- atrona
culture, w Ich must not eRussra Wish. or Po ton Ire Cu ture 1S
nonsenée mternatrona |deaﬁ can aE) ea to the wor |n asso when the are

adapted to the language S e worker, and tot ncrete |onacn|
tIOSUH%GrWhICHg?ﬁgFé% ﬁ vr/rker ould nat pe mdr erentto eco 1tI0
and eveopnre[rto

IS natronal (iture Sbecause |t IS throu It and onl Hrougn
|tt t he I5 able to participate | Fthe ‘INnter af(ronac lture democraa
mﬁ) workrngcass movement/ This is well known utVI turns a deafear to |t

Ponder over this thrcaIIy Bundist argument, designed, |f){ou
please, to demolish the Marxist thesis that | advanced.. With th

air of supreme self-confidence of one who i “familiar with the na-
tional questron this Bundist passes off ordinary bourgeois views
as “well-known” axioms.

It is true my dear Bundrst that international culture. is not
non-national. Nobo g/ said, that_ it was. Nobody has proclaimed a
“pure” culture, eithér Polish, Jewish, or Russian, etc.. and your
jumble of empty words is simply an attempt to distract the readers
attention and t0 obscure the Issue with trnklrnq words.

The elements of democratic and socjalist culture are present, if
only in rudimentary form, in every national culture, since in every
nation there are toiling and explorted masses whose condrtrons of
life Inevitabl %rve rise to the ideol og Y0 democracgan socialism.
But every ndtion also possesses a hotrgeois culturé (and most na-
tions a reactionary and clerical culture as well) in the form, not
merely of “elements”, but of the dominant culture. Therefore the
general “national culture” is the culture ofthe landlords, the clergy
and the hourgeoisie. This f%ndamental and, for a Marxist, elemen
tary truth, Was kept |n t e back round; b}/ the Bundrst who

“drowned” it in his jumble of wors 1.8, instead of revealing and
clarifying the class r%ulf to the reader, he in fact obscured it. In
fact, the’ Bundist acted like a bourgeois, whose everY Interest re-
quires the spreading of a belief in a non-class national culture.

In adyancing the slogan of “the International culture of democ-
racy and of the"world working-class movement,” we takefrom each
national culture only its democratic and socialist elements: we take
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them only and absolutely in opposition to the bourgeois culture
and the bourgeois nationalism of each nation. No démocrat, and
certainly no Marxist, denies that all languages should have equal
status, or. that it is necessary to polemizé with one’s “native”
bourgeome In one’s native language and to advocate anti-clerical or
anti-Dourgeois ideas among one’s. “native” peasantry and Petty
bourgeoisie. That goes without saying, buf the Bundist uses these
Indisputable truths to obscure the point in dispute, 1.e., the real

|ssLﬁ]. - . - o

e, question is whether it is permissible for a Marxist, directly
or Indirectly, to advance the slogan of national culture, or whether
he should oppose it by advocating, in all languages, the slogan of
workeri’ internationalism while “adapting” himself to all focal and
national features. _ _

The significance of the “national culture™ slogan is not._ deter-
mined bg/”some petty intellectual’s promise, or good. intention, to

mterp‘ t” It as "meanln? tge deve opm%nt throlgn it of an Intey-

national culture.” It would be Ruerlle subjectivism to look at It in
that way. The significance of the slogan of national culture Is de-
termingd_ by the objective alignment of all classes in a (lylven coun-
try, and_in“all countries of the world. The national culture of the
bourgeoisie Is afact (and, | repeat, the bourgeoisie everywhere
enters Into deals with the landed proprietors and the clergy). Ag-
gressive hourgeois nationalism, which drugs the minds™of the
workers, stultities and disunites them, in ordér that the bourgeoisie
{“_nay lead them by the halter—such is the fundamental fact of the
Imes.

Those who seek to serve the proletariat must unite the workers
of all nations, and unswervmgl¥ fight bourgeois nationalism,
domestic and foreign. The place of those who advocate the slogan
of national culture”is among the nationalist petty bourgeois, hot
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 ofthe nationalists,
nof of the Marxists. Our task is to fight the dominant, Black-
Hundred and bourgeois national culture 0fthe Great Russians, and
0 deveIoP, exclusively in the mternatlonallst_sglrlt and In the
closest alliance with the workers of other countries, the rudiments
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also existing In_ the history of our_democratic and working-class
movement.” Fight your” own Great-Russian . landlords and
bourgeoisie _flq_ht thelr “culture” in the name of internationalism,
and, ‘In so fighting, “adapt” yourself to the special features of the
Purishkeviches and Struves—that is your task, not preaching or
toIeratlng the slogan of natignal culture.

The Same ap%lles_to the most oppressed and persecuted
nation—the Jews. Jewish national culture is the slogan of the rab-
bis and the hourgeoisie, the slogan of our enemies.” But there are
other elements i Jewish. culturé and in Jewish history as a whole,
Ofthe ten and a half million Jews in the world, somevihat over half
live in Galicia and Russia, backward and semi-harbarous countries,
where the Jews areforcibly kept in the status ofa caste. The other
half lives in the civilized world, and there the Jews do not live as a
segr_e%ated caste. There the great vv_orld-progresswe features of
Jewish culture stand clearly revealed: its internationalism, its iden-
tification with the advanced movements of the epoch (the percen-
tage of Jews in the democratic and proletarian movements s
%verywhere higher than the percentage of Jews among the popula-
jon). . L

/hoever, dlrectIY or Indirectly, puts forward the slogan of
Jewish “national culture” is (whatéver his good intentions ma bea
an enemy of the proletariat, a supporter ofall that is outmoded an
connected with caste amon% the Jewish peoPIe; he 15 an accomplice
ofthe rabbis and the bourgeoisie. On the other hand, those Jewish
Marxists who mingle with’the Russian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian and
other workers. in"International. Marxist organizations, and make
their contribution (both in Russian and in Yiddish) towards creating
the international culture of the working-class movement—thesg
Jews, despite the separatism of the Burid, uphold the best tradi-
tions of Jewry by fighting the sloc_‘an of “national culture.”

Bourgeois nationalism’ and proletarian internationalism —these
are the two irreconciliably hostile slogans that correspond to the
two great class camps throughout the Capitalist world, and express
the two policies (nay, the two world outlooks)| In the national ques-
tion, In advocating the slogan of national culture and building ulo
on it an entire Plan and” practical pr%gram_ of what they " call
“cultural-national autonomy,” the  Bundists are in effect
Instruments of bourgeois natidnalism among the workers.
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3, THE NATIONALIST BOGEY OF "ASSIMILATION"

The question of assimilation, i.e., of the she_ddlng? of national fea-
tures, and absorption by another nation, strikingly illustrates the
consequences of the nationalist vacillations of the Bundists and
their fellow-thinkers.

Mr. Liebman, who faithfully conveys and repeats the stock ar-
guments, . or. rather, tricks, of the Bundists, has qualified as “the
0ld assimilation story*’ the demand for the unity and amalgamation
of the workers of all nationalities In a giver country In united
workers’ organizations (see the concluding part of thie article in
Severnaya Pravda). , ,

CGonsequently,” says Mr. F. Liebman, commenting on the con-
c,Iudln,? part of the arficle in Severnaya Pravda, “If asked what na-
t[|)onal|y P,e, belongs to, the worker must answer: | am a Social-

emocrat.” | _ _

Our B\}l]ndlst considers thl? the qé:me of wit, As a matter of fact,
he gives himself away completely Dy such witticisms and outcries
iavlbél)rut_stagfcl)malrl]auon, evelled against a consistently democratic and

Xi .
~ Developing capitalism knows two historical tendencies in the na-
tional question. The first is the awakening of national oppression,
and the creation of national states.. The second is the development
and growmg frequency of international Intercourse in every form,
the Dreakddwn of nafional barriers, the creation of the interna-
(telr?geal eutp,lty of capital, of economic life in general, of politics, sci-

Both tendencies are a universal law of capitalism. The former
predominates in the beginning of its development, the latter
Characterizes a mature capitalism that Is moving towards its trans-
formation into socialist society. The Marxists™ national program
takes both tendencies into account, and advocates, firstly, the
equality of nations and languages and the, |mperm|ss_|b|I|t)( of all
priviledes in this_respect (and"also the right of nations 10 self-
determination, with which we shall deal “separately later); sec-
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ondly, the principle of internationalism and uncompromising
struggle. against contamination of the proletariat with bourgeois
nationalism, even of the most refined kind. |

The question arises; what does our Bundist mean when he cries
out to heaven against “assimilation™ He could not have meant the
oppression of ndtions, or the privileges enjoyed by a particular na-
tion, because the word “assimilation” here does not fit at all, be-
cause al] Marxists, individually, and as as official, united whole,
have quite d,efmltelg and unambiguously condemned the slightest
violence against.and oppression.and inéquality of nations, and fi-
nally becadise this general Marxist idea, whichi the Bundist has at-
tacKed, .1s expressed in the Severnaya Pravda article in the most
emﬁhatlc manner. . _ o

0, .evasion Is impossible here, In condemning “assimilation”

Mr. . Liebman had in mind, not violence, not ineguality, and not
pr|V|Ieﬂes._ | there anything real left in the concept of assimilation,
after afl violence and all mequalw have heen eliminated?.

.Yes, there undoubtedly is, What is left is capitalism’s world-
historical tendency to break down national barriers, opliterate na-
tional distinctions, and to assimilate nations—a tendency which
manifests itself more and more powerfully with every passing dec-
ade, and Is one_of the greatest arving forces™ transforming
capitalism into socialism.  ° _ _

. Whoever does not recognize and champion the equality of na-
tions and languages, and does not fight against all national oppres-
sion or mequallt)(, IS not a Marxist: he Is 1ot even a democrat, That
s beyond doutit. But it Is also beyond. doubt that the P_seudo-
Marxist who heaps abuse upon a Marxist of another nation for
being an “assimilator” is simply a nationalist philisting. In this un-
handsome categor_y of peaple are all the Bundists and (as we shall
shortly see) UKrainian” nationalist-socialists such as L. "Yurkevich,
Donsfov and Co. , ,

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

At is the Jewish nationalists in Russia in general, and the Bun-
dists In gar,ncu‘l‘ar, .Who vociferate most gdout Russian orthodox
Marxists elng assimilators.” And yet. as the afore-mentioned fig-
ures show, out ofthe ten and a halfmillion Jews all over the world]
about half that number live in the civilized world, where condi-
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tions favoring “assimilation” are stron Fgest whereas the unhappy
downtrodden, disfranchised Jews In Russia and Galicia, who are
crushed under the heel of the Purishkeviches (Russran and Polish),
live where condjtions for assrmrlatron Ieast grevar where there

?most SEQre athOH no evenfa Pale of Settlemen &41 NUMErUS
ausus42 and-otner ¢ armrn eatures of the Punsh EVIC [egime.

The Jews in the civilize world are not a nation, they have rn the
main become assimilated, say Karl Kautsky and Ottc’ Bauer. The
Jews 1 Galicia and In _Russia are not a nation; unfortunately
through no fault of their own but through that of the Purist-
evrc hes), they are still a caste here. Such’is the incontrovertible

Jgement of people who are undoubtedly familiar with the history
of eer and fake the above-cited facts into consideration.

What do these facts prove? It is that only Jewish reactionary
philistines, who want to turn back the wheel of history, and make
it proceed, not from the condrtrons evarIrng rn Russia and Galicia
to those prevarlrng n Pans and NewYork, but In the reverse
dirgction—only th e)(] can clamor against “assimilation.”

The best Jews, those who are Celebrated in world history, and
have given the world foremost leaders of democracy and socialism,
have Never clamored against assimilation. [t is only’those who con-

template the “rear aspect” of Jewry with reverential awe that
clamor against assimilation. .

4. "CULTURAL -NATIONAL AUTONOMY

The question ofthe “national culture” slogan is ofenormous impor-
tance to Marxists, not onIy because if determines the ideological
content of all our prop a anda_and agrtatron on the national ques-
tion, as distinct f rom our e0Is propaganda, but also hecause the
entire program of the much-discussed” cultural-national autonomy
15 based on this sIo%an

The main and fundamental flaw in this program is that it aims at
Introducing the most refined, most absolute and most extreme
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nationalism. The gist of this program is that every citizen reg|sters
s belon?mg 10 a Partlc_ular nation, and every nation constifutes a
legal entity™with the rlqht to_impose compulsory taxation on its
mempers,” with nationdl parliaments (Diets) and national sec-
ret rleﬁ of stat m|n|st?rs . .
uch an . 1dea, af led to the national question, resemhles
Proudhon’s idea, as applied to capitalism. Not abolishing caglta,llsm
and its basis—commadity production—but purg_mg that basis of
ahuses, of excrescences, and so forth; not aolishing exchange and
exchange value, but, on the contrary, makmq It “Constitutional,

universal, absolute, ‘fair,” and freé of fluctuations, crises and
abuses—such was Proudhon’s idea.

Just as Proudhon was petty-bourgeqis, and his theory converted
exchange and commodity production into an absolute category and
exalted them as the acme of perfection, so is the theory and prog-
ram of “cultural-national autonomy™ petty bourgeois,” for It co-
verts bourgeois nationalism into an absolute catégory, exalts it as
the acme Of perfection, and purges, it of violence, Injustice, etc,

Marxism cannot be reconciled with nationalism, be it even ofthe
“most just,” “purest,” most refined and civilized brand. In place of
all forms of nationalism_Marxism advances internationalism, the
amalgamation of all nations_in the higher unity, a unity that Is
grqwmg_ before our eyes with every mile of railway |ine that is

uilt, with every international trust, and every workers* association
that 15 formed é\n assqciation that is, international in its economic
activities as well as in jts ideas and aims). = ,

The prmmPIe_of nationalify is historically inevitable in bourgeois
society. and, aklngi this sociéty into due account, the Marxist Tully
recognizes the historical legitimacy of national movements. But to
Prevent gus [eco m[lon from bec}?mlng an apologia of natlﬂnahsm,
t must pe strlcta/ Imited to what IS"progressive In such move-
ments, in order that this recognition may not lead to bourgeois
Ideology ohscuring proletarian onsciousness. _

The awak_enmg of the masses from feudal Iethargg/_, and their
strug?Ie against &l national oppression, for the soverignty of the
Beop e, of the nation, are progressive. Hence, It Is the Marxist's

ounden duty to stand for the most resolute and consistent democ-
ratism on all"aspects of the national question. This task is largely a
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negative one. But this is the limit the proletariat can_?o to in _su_P-
porting nationalism, for beyond that begins the “positive™ activity
of the bourgeoisie striving fofortify nationalism. _

To throw off the feudal yoke, all national oppression, and. all
privileges enjoyed by an Pa[tlcular nation or Janguage, IS the im-
Pe_ratlv,e duty 0f the” proletariat as a democratic forcé, and is cer-
ainly In the interests of the proletarian class_stru?gle, which is ob-
scuréd and retarded 'bY bickering on the national que_stlon._ But to
ﬁo beyond these strictly limited and definite historical limits In
elping bourﬂems nationalism means betraying the proletariat and
siding With the bourgeoisie. There is a bordej-line here, which Is
often” very slight and which the Bundists and Ukrainian
nationalist-socialists completely lose sight of, _

.Combat all national oploressmn? Y&s, of course! Fight for any
kind of national deve oRment, for “national culture” In
general?—Of course not. The economic development of capitalist
Society presents us with examples of immature national movements
all overthe world, examples of the formation ofbig nations out ofa
number of small ones, or to the detriment of some of the small
ones, and also examples of the assimilation of pations. The de-
velopment of nationality in Peneral I the principle of bour?ems
nationalism; hence the" exclusiveness of bourgeois nationalism,
hence the endless national bickering. The proletariat, however, far
from undertaking to uphold the nafional development ofevery na-
tion, on the contrarY, warns the masses against such illusions,
stands for the fullest freedom of capitalist Intercourse and. wel-
comes every kind of assimilation of nations, except that which is
founded onforce or privilege. . | o .

Consolldatln,? nationalism within a certain “justly” delimited
sphere, “constitutionalizing” nationalism, and securing the. separa-
tion_ of all nations_from ofe another by means of a Special tate
Institution—such is the ideological foundation and content of
cultural-national autonomy. This"idea Is thoroughly bourgeois and
thoroughly false. The proletariat cannot support dny consecration
of nationalism; on the.cqntrary, it supports everything that helps to
obliterate national distinctions and remove riational barriers; it
supports everything that makes the ties between nationalities
closer ang closer, Or tends to merge. nations. To act differently
means siding with reactionary nationalist philistinism.
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When, at their Congress in Briinn43 (in 1899), the_ Austrian
Social-Democrats discussed the plan_for cultural-pational au-
tonomy, practically no attention was Pald to a theoretical appraisal
of that plan. 1t Is,"however, noteworthy that the following two ar-
guments were levelled against this program: (1) it would tend to
Strengthen clericalism; (29,“|ts result' would be the perpetuation of
chauvinism, Its introduction into every small community, into
every small group” (R 92 of the official report of the Briinin Con-
9res_s, In Gérman. A Russian_translation was published by the
ewish nationalist party, the J.S.L.P.4) _ |

There %an be no_doubt tha\t “national culture,” in the ordinary
sense of the term, .., schools, etc., IS at present under the pre-
dominant influence of the clergy and the bourgeois chauvinists, in
all countries in the world. When the Bundists, In advocating
cultural-national” autonomy, s_a%,that the constituting of nations
will keep the class strugglé within them clean of all’ extraneous
considerations, then thaf'is manifest and ridiculous sophistry. 1t is
primarily. in the economic and [[_)O|Itlca| sphere that a serious class
struggle IS waged in.any capitalist society. To separate the sphere
of edicationfrom this i, firstly, absurdly utopian, because schools
(Iike “national culture™ in deneral). cannot be separated from
economics and, politics; secondly, It’is the economic and political
life of a capitalist country that nécessitates at every step the, smash-
mg of the absurd and qutmoded national barriers and prejudices,
whereas separation of the school system and the like, would only
Berpetuate, Intensify and strengthen “pure” clericalism and “pure”
ourgeois chauvinism. _ _ o _

On the boards of joint-stock companies we find capitalists of dif-
ferent nations sittin tog{ethe_r In complete harmony. At the fact-
ories workers of different nations work side by side. In any really
serious and profound political issue sides aré taken accordmgi_to
classes, not nations, Withdrawing school education and the Tike
from state control of the nations, IS in effect an attempt to separate
from economics, which unites the nations, the most highly, so to
speak, 1deological sphere of social life, the sphere in which “pure”
national, cultlire or the national cultivation of clericalism and
chauvinism has the freest play.

In practice, the plan for “extra-territorial” or “cultural-national”
autonomy could mean only one thing: the division of educational
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affairs according to, nationality, 1.e., the introduction of national
curias In school affairs. Sufficiént thought to the real significance of
the famous Bund Plan will enable one'to realize how Utterly reac-
tionary It is even from the standpoint of demaocracy, let alorie from
that of the proletarian class struggle for socialism.”

Assingle Instance and a single’scheme for the “nationalization” of
the. school system will make™ this_point abundantly 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
Possess the greatest traditions of freedom and of struggle against
he slave-owners; the latter possess the greatest tidditions of
sIave-ov,vn(ﬂshH), survngils oJ peEsecWo%of e Negroes, who are
economically gppressed ang culturally backward (44 per cent of
Negroes aré illiterate, and 6 R,er cent of whites), and so forth. In
the northem states Negro children attend the' same schools as
white children do. In the South there are separate. “national " or
raclal, which ever you please, schools for Ne?,ro children. | think
that this 1s the_sole instance of actual “nationalization” of schools.

In Eastern Europe there exists a country where things like the
Beilis casedb are still possible, and Jews are condemned by the
Purishkeviches to a condition worse that that of the Negroés. In
that country a scheme for natlonallzm% Jewish schools was recendy
mooted In"the Ministry. Happllkl, this reactionary utopia IS no
more likely to be realized than the utopia of the "Austrian petty
bourgeoisie, who have despaired of achieving consistent democ-
racy or of putting an end to national blckermp, and have invented
for'the nations school-equcation compartments to keep them from
bickering over the distribution of schools . . . but have “consti-
tuted” themselves for an eternal bickering ofone “national culture”
with another. , _

In Austria, the idea of cultural-national autonomy has remained
largely a flight of literary fancy, which the Austrian Social-
Demacrats themselves have n(?t_ taken serlou%l]y. In Russia, how-
ever, It nas been Incorporated In the progrants of all the Jewish
bour[qeols Rartles and of several petty-bourgeois, opportunist ele-
ments in the different nations—for example, the Bundists, the i
quidators in the Caucasus, and the conference of Russian national
P_ames of the Left-Narodnik trend. gThls,confer,ence, we will men-
lon parenthetically, took place in 1907, its decision being adopted
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with apstention _on the part of the Russian Social-

Ist-Revolutionariesd6 and the P.S.P. 47 the Polish social-patriots.

Abstention from voting Is a method surprisingly characteristic of
the. Socialist-Revolutionaries and P.S.P., when they want to_show
their attitude towards a most |mportant question of principle in the
sphere of the national program!)

In Austria it was Otto Bauer, the principal theoretician of
“cultural-national autonomy,” who devoted a speC|aI chapter of his
hook to prove that. such a program.cannot p035| ly be roposed for
the Jews. In Russia, however It IS premse among Jews that all
th e bour ﬁ]ems parties—and the Bund which echogs them—have
adopted this Program. * What does this go to show? It %oes to show
that history, through the political practice of another state, has ex-
posed the absurdtty of Bauer’s invention, In exactly t e Same way
as the Russian Bemsteinians (Struve Tu an- Baranovs h//t Berdayev
and Co.), through their rapid evo utton from  Marxism to

liberalism, exposed the real ideological content of the German
Bemstemism>).

Since we have had to touch upon the Austrian pro?ram on the
national question, we must reassert a truth which is offen distorted
by the undists. At the Briinn Conqress a_pure Rrogram of
“Cultural-national autonomy” was presenited. This was the program
of the South-Slav Social Democrats, PZ of which reads: “Every na-
tion living in Austria, irrespective of the territory occupied bY Its
members. constitutes an autonomous group which manaﬁes all 1ts
national (language and cultural) affairs"quite independently.” This

*That the B HndISLS often vehementl deny thanall the d]eW|sh Qurgems arties

veace ted “cultural-nation uoo rst I Teet only 00
g ﬁxet;ttgftgshaeeﬁ L bhgéﬁvth L
%Sg?squoe from ro%veﬁlhchvemyﬁ hlo E 5 }sstate[stent th\‘at the
&J Sts toge her with all teJeW|s é]EOI Ear les and groups, have on
voc Fg étturg nagon autonomy’” an dts(i ts this st t m dro Vg
sts,” and subsftuting “the wors natloa ort

cuItura -national auton?mX Qne%an on |se 0ne’s |n amazemeht
Le\S/ \C(urté%vm |str%%t rltS k nat ona 15 omaﬁ)e anrg%tonhs tﬁ notamous |rlfa
dﬁownr?g tnt He fquota ons orthe bene toth %udd he afEtI sgoaf”h ung

and the Yu ewches ust be in a bad way |n eeq!
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Er?egrgm Was suPported, not onl bﬁ Kristan put bg the mflu?ntl,al
llénnogen. But It was withdrawn; hot a single vote was cast for It
Aterritorialist program was adopted, 1. €., One that did not create
any national %roups_ “Irrespective of the territory occupied by the
mémbers of the nation. ,

Clause 3 of the adopted program reads: “The self-goveming
regions of one and the_Same nation shall_{omtl form a nationally
uritted association, which shall manage its nafional affairs on an
absolutely autonomous hasis” (cf. Prosveshcheniye, 1913, No. 4, p.
2851), Cléarly, this compromise program is wrong too. An example
will “illustrate this. The German working-class Suburb of Riga or
Lodz, plus the German. housing estate near St. Petersburg, etc.,
would constitute a natlona,IIY United association” of Germans in
Russia. Ohviously the Social-Democrats cannot demand stich a
thing or enforce suich an association, although of course they do not
In the least deny freedom of every kind of association, . including
associations of any communities of any nationality in a given state.
The segregation, y law ofthe state, of Germans, etc., in different
localities and of ditferent classes in Russia into a single German-
national . associgtion may be gractlced by anybody—priests,
bourgeois or philistings, but not by Social-Démocrats,

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

When_ they discuss the national question, opportunists in Russia
are 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.  Semkivsky in Novaya
Rahochaya Gazeta, 52 and Mr. Liebman in Zeit), 1"asserted that,
Insofar as that Is at all possible under capitalism, there was only
one solution of the national question, Viz., through consistenit
%emtocreltcy(.}| In proof of this, | referred, among otfer things, to
witzerland.

* See pp. 87-89. - Ed.
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. This has not been to the |Ikln? of the two_opportunists men-
tioned above, who are trying to refute it or belittle its S|?n|f|cance.
Kautsky, we are told, said that Switzerland is an excepfion; Swit-
zerland, ifyou g)l_ease, has a special kind of decentralization, a spe-
cial history; special geogr%phlcal conditions, unique distribution of
a poloulatmn that speak different Ian(l;uages, etc., ete.

All these are nothing more than attempts to evade the issue. To
be sure, Switzerland s an exception in"that she I not a single-
nation 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 neighbors.

But where does all this come in, ifwe are speaking of the model
to be adopted? In the whole world, under present-day conditions,
countries In which any particular institution has beer founded on
consistent democratic principles are the exception. Does this pre-
vent us, in our program, from upholding consistent democracy in
allénstltut ons? . . . .

dwﬂzer and's special features lie.in her history, her geographical

and other conditions. Russia’s sPemaI features lig in the strength of
ner E)ro_letarlat, which has ng precedent In the epoch of bou ﬁems
revolutions, and in her shocking general hackwardness, which ob-
Jectlveh(] necessitates an exceptionally rapid and resolute advance,
under the threat of all sorts of drawbacks and reverses.

We are evolving a national program from the proletarian stand-
point; since whenhas It been recommended that the worst exam-
Dles, rather than the hest, 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 achl_evableg exclusively in"countries where consistent demo-
cracy prevails? _ ,

Since this s indisputable, the opportunists’ persistent references
to Austria instead of Switzerland are nothing but a typical Cadet
device, for the Cadets53 always copy the worst Europgan constitu-
tions rather than the best. L _

In Switzerland there are three official languages, but hills sub-
mitted to a referendum are printed infive Ianfquagesd that Is to say,
In two Monansh dialects, in‘addition to the three official languages.
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According to the 1900 census, these two dialects are spoken by
38651 odt of the 3,315,443 Inhabitants of Switzerland, 1.e., by a
litle over one per cent. In the amy commissioned and non-
commissioned qfficers “are given the Tullest freedom to sBeak t0
the men In their natjve language.” In the cantons ofGra% unden
and Wallis &each with a_population of a little over a hundred
thousand) bath dialects enjoy complete equality.* .

The question is: should e advocate and support this, the living
experience of an advanced_country, or borrow from the Austrian3
inventions like “extra-territorial autonomy,” which have not yet
been tried out an%/where In the world (anid not yet heen adopted
Dy the Austrians themselves)? o

To advocate this invention Is to advocate. the division of school
education according to nationality, and that is a downright harmful
dea. The experience of Switzgrland proves, however, that the
greatest (relative) degree of national peace can be, and has been
énsured In practice Where ¥ou have a consistent (again relative)
democracy throughout the state.

R e
%anona ties aliong way beﬁmd, in '1797-1%%( P

This means that the epoch of the great French Revolution,
which provided the most demacratic, solttion of the current prob-
lems. of the transition from feudalism to capitalism, . succeeded
Incidentally, en passant, in “solving *the national guestion.

Let the Semkovskys, Liebmans, -and other opportunists now try
to assert that this “exclusively Swiss” solution Is inapplicable to any
uyezd or even part of an Uyezd in Russia, where out of 3 popula-
tion of only 200,000 forty thousand speak two dialects and want to
have complete equality of language In their area! .

_Advocac?/ of complete equahty of nations and languages distin-

Uishes onx the consistently demogcratic elements in egch nation
%.e., only the proletarians), ‘and unites them, not accorqu to na-
tionality, but in a profound and eamest desire to |m,orove he en-
tire system of state. On the contrary, advocacy of “cultural-national
autonomy, 1 despite the pious wishes of individuals and groups,

* See Rene Henry: La Suisse et la question des languest Berne, 1907.
** See Ed. Blocher: Die Nationalitaten in der Schweiz, Berlin, 1910,
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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 hourgeois parnes%.

_ Guarantee_ln% the rights of’a national minority”is inseparably
linked up with'the R_rmuple_ofcomplete equality.”In my article in
Severnaya. Pravaa this principle was expressed i almost the same
terr?s as in the later, official and. more accgrage degision of the
conference of Marxists. That decision demanas “the incorporation
In the constitution of a fundamental law which shall declare null
and void all privileges enjoyed by any one nation and all infringe-
ments of the rights of a national mindrity.”

Mr. Liebman tries to ridicule this formula and asks: “Who knows
what the rights of a national minority are?” Do these rights, he
wants to_know, include the right of the minority to have "its own
program” for the national schools? How large must the national
minority be to have the right to have its own’Judges, officials, and
schools with the instruction in its own language? Mr. Liebman
wants it to be Inferred from these questions that a “positive” na-
tional program 1Is essential. o

Actually, these questions clearly show what reactionary ideas our
Bundist tries to smuggle through under cover of a dispute on sup-
posedly minor detailS"and particulars. _

“Its own proglr,am” In its national schools! . . . Marxists, my dear
nationalist-socidlist, have a Peneral school program which de-
mands, for example, an absolutely secular school: As far as Marx-
Ists are concerned, no departure from this general program is any-
where or at any_time permissible in a democratic state (the ques-
tion of Introducin “local” subhects languages, and so Torth

( any

Into if being decided by the laca] inhabitants). However, from the
prlnmf)tfe, ofg‘ta?(mg edu‘%at onal ahalrs out o”me, hang_s ofthe state”
and Pacmg them “under the control of the nations, it ensugs that
we, the workers, must allow the “nations™ in our democratic state
to spend the people’s money on clerical schools! Without being
aware of the feet, Mr. Liebman has clearly demonstrated the reac-
tionary nature of “cultural-national aut,onomx”! . _

“How large must a national minority be?” This is not defined
even in the” Austrian Bro ram, of which the Bundists are ena-
mored. It says (more briefly and less clearly than our program

does): “The fights of the national minorities are protected Dy a
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special law to pe passed by the Imperial Parliament” (84 of the
runn program). | _

. Why has nobody asked the Austrian Social-Democrats the ques-

tion: What exactly is that law, and exactly which rights and ofwhich

minority Is It to protect? o

That'is because all sensible people understand that it is inap-
propriate and impossible to define ,oartjcu_lars In a program. A
Program lays down only fundamental principles, In this Case the
undamentdl Prmuple_ Is implied with the Austrians. and directly
expressed in the decision ofthe latest conference of Russian Marx-
Ists. That principle is; no national privileges and no national in-
equality. ,

Let Us take a concrete example to make the point clear to the
Bundist. Accordmgz to the school census of January 18, 1911 St
Petershurg elementary schools under the Ministry of Public “Edu-
cation” were attended by 48,076 Ruplls. Of these, 396, I.e., less
than one_per cent, weré Jews. The other figures are: Rumanian
pupils—2, Georgians—1, Armenians—3, etc. X Is it possible to
draw up a “positive” national program that will cover this diversity
of relationships and conditions? gAnd St, Petersbur? 15, of course
far from being the city with the most mixed poPuIa lon In Ru53|a.3
Even such specialists in national “subtleties” as the Bundists woul
hardly be able to draw up such a program. _
Ana Yet, If the constitution of thé country contained a funda-
mental 1aw rendering null and void every measure that mfrln(%ed
the rights of a minority, any citizen would be able to demand the
rescinding of orders prohlbltlng, for example, the hiring, at state
expense, 0f special teachers of Hebrew, Jewish history, and the
like, or the provision of state-owned premises for |ectures for
Jewish, Armenian, or Rumanian children, or even for the one
Georgian child, Atall events, it is by no means impossible to meet,
oo b%s-'ﬁo"-ft-%%“aa“nti’n%"Jd“e o et st oty

| norities, Wi uality |
Harm'f]u .On J]e other an(?, |tyvvoullé élert,amﬁ(%e ﬁa¥mFquto a(%o-
cate division of schools according to nationg |tg(, to advocate, for
example, special schools for Jewish children In St. Petershurg, and
It would be utterly impossible to set up national schools forevery
national minority, for one, two or three children. .

Furthermore,” 1t Is impossible, in any country-wide law, to de-
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fine how large a national minority must be to be entitled to special
schools, or £0 special teachers for s,upplementary 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 reglonal Diets, and town, Zemstvo, village
commune and other authorities.

Wn[teﬂ in October-December 1913 Publlshﬁg accord|[1? to
Published in 1913 in the Jlourn%I the journal Text
Prosveshchew e Nos. 10, 11and 12

Signed. V. Ilyin



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

In Austria the national program ofthe Social-Demacratic_Party was
discussed and acopted at the Briinn Congress, in 1899, Therg is a
very widespread but mistaken opinion that this Congress adopted
what is known as “cultural-national autonomy.” The reverse is
true; the latter was unanimously rejected there.

The South-Slav Social-Demacrats submitted to the Brunn Con-
gress (see p. XV of the official Minutes ofthe Congress, in German)
a program of cultural-national autonomy worded &s follows:

eﬁ? “ever}/ nation inhabi,tin% Austria, irrespective of the territfry Qn which its

ers reside, shall constitute an autonomoys group, wiich snall guite indepen-
ently administer aﬂ its national ?Einguage an cgltur ) afiairs.” 1 P

The words underlined by us clearly express the ,?lst of
“cultural-national autonomy™” (otherwise called extra-territorial).
The state IS to perpetuate the delimitation of nations In educational
and similar affairs, and every citizen 1s free to register with any
nation he pleases. _

At the anress this proqram was defended hoth by Kristan and
the influential Ellenbogen. 1t was later withdrawn, however. Not a
single vote was cast for It. Victor Adler, the Party’s leader, said, “.
"1 doubt whether anybody would at present consider this plan
practicable™ (p. 82 of the Minutes). o

One of the arguments against it, on principle, was advanced by
Preusiler, who Said: “The E)r,oposals tabled b%/ comrades Kristan
and E Ienbo?en would result in chauvinism bein gerpe,tuated ang
Introduced Into every tiny community, into every tiny group

(ibid., p. 92).
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Clause 3 of the Briinn Congress program relevant to this subject
reads as follows:

. "The self-goyerning regions of a given nation shall form a sipgle national associa-
tion w |c?w sﬁaIY settl aﬁgns nanngI a?|a|rs quite autonomousﬂg'

This Is a_territorialist program which directly grecludes, for ex-
ample, Jewish cultural-national autonomy. Otto Bauer, the pringi-
pal theoretician of “cultural-national autonomy.” devoted a special
chapter of his book (1907) to proving that “cultural-national au-
tonomy” for the Jews could not he demanded.

We would mention on this issue that Marxists stand for full free-
dom of association, Including the association of any national regions
(uyezds, volosts, villages, and so forth); but Socidl-Democrats can-
not. possibly agree to h,av_lnq statutory recognition given to single
nat||onF§I a_SSOCIaIIOhnS within |Peh5t%te' " < i |

N Russia, s It happens, ewish hourgeois parties (aswe
as the Bund, w}ncwpactual?y Foﬁows In t elrgwaﬁeg aciopt d the
program of “extra-territorial” (cultural-national) autonomy,” which
was rejected by all the Austrian theoreticians and by the Congress
of the "Austriari Social-Democratic Party! . _

This feet, which the Bundists for quite obvious reasons have
often tried to deny, can be easﬂKJ verified by a reference to the
well-known book, "Forms of the National Movement (St. Peters-
burg, 19102—see also Prosveshcheniye No. 3, 1913,

Is feet clearly shows that the miore backward and more petty-
bourgeois social Structure of Russia has resulted in some of the
tI\/Iarxll_sts becoming much more infected with bourgeois na-
ionalism.

The Bund’s nationalist vacillations were formally and unequivoc-
aIIY condemned long ago by the Second (1903) Congress, which
flatly re{e,cted the amendment moved by the Bundist Goldblatt on
“the’ s tlr}]g up of Insfitutions guaranteelp% Ire?do of ,dev%IoB-
{nent or thie nationalities 8a pstudonym for “cultural-national au-
onomy”).

Whg_n, at the August 1912 Conference of liquidators, the
Caucasian Mensheviks; who until then had for decades been stren-
lously flgh_tm([; the Bund, themselves slipped into nationalism,
undef thé influence of the entire nationalist atmosphere of the
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counter-revolution, the Bolsheviks were not the only ones to, con-
demn them. The Caucasian Mensheviks were also. emphatically
condemned by the Menshevik Plekhanov, who described their de-
cision as “the adaptation of socialism to nationalism.

“The Caucasian comrades,” Plekhanov wrofe, “who have begun
to talk about cultural autonom% Instead of political autonom(}/, have
merely certified the fact that they have unwisely submitted to the
hegemony of the Bund.” o |

Besides the Jewish bourgeois parties, the Bund and the Ii-
quidators, “cultural-national ‘autonomy” was adopted only by the
conference of the petty-bourgeois national parties of the "Left-
Narodnik trend. But even hefe four parties Et)he Jewish Socialist
L abor Partg; the Byelorussian Hromada; the Dashnaktsutyun and
the Georglan Sociafists-Federalists), adopted this prograr, while
the two [argest parties abstained from voting: these were the Rus-
sian Left Narodniks and the Polish “Fracy”(P. S.P.)! N

The Russian Left Narodniks expressed particular opposition to
the compulsory, Iegial-state associations of nationalities proposed in
the_famous. Bund plan. .

From this brier historical survey it is clear why hoth the Feb-
ruary and the summer conferences of Marxists in 1913 emphatic-
ally“condemned the petty-bourgeois and nationalist idea of
cUltural-national autonomy.™

Put Pravdy No. 13, Published according to
gleg%]rg r % 1914 the text |dn Put Pragdy

* See pp. 70-71, also Collected Works, Vol. 18, p. 461.—Ed.



THE NATIONAL EQUALITY BILLSS

Comrades:

The Russian Social-Democratic Lahor group_in the Duma has
decided to introduce in the Fourth Duma a Bill to abolish the
disabilities of the Jews and other non-Russians. The text of this Bill
you will find below. _ o ,
~The Bill aims at abollshm? all national restrictions against all na-
tions: Jews, Poles, and so forth. But it deals in particular detail
with the restrictions against the Jews. The reason is obviqus:. no
nationality in Russia,is'so oppressed and persecuted as the Jewigh.
Anti-Semitism is striking ever deeper root among the propertied
classes. The Jewish workers are suffering under a double yoke,
both as workers and as Jews. During the Past_few years, the, perse-
cution of the Jews has assumed incredible dimensions. It is suffi-
cient to recall the anti-Jewish pogroms and the Beilis case.

In view of these circumstances, organized Marxists must devote
proPer attention to the Jewish question. . _

It goes without saying that the Jewish cLue_stlon can effectively be
solved only to%et_he with the fundamental issues confronting Rus-
sia_today; Obviously, we do not look to the nationalist-
Purishkevich Fourth Duma to abolish the restrictions against the
Jews and other non-Russians. But it is the duty ofthe working class
to make its voice heard. And the voice ofthe Russian workers must
be particularly loud in profest against national oppression,

In Rubhsh,mg the text ofour Bill, we hope that the Jewish work-
ers, the. Polish workers, and.the workers of the other oppresse
nationalities will express their opinion of it and propose amend-
ments, should th_e% deem it necessar%. , _

At the same time we hope that the Russian workers will give
particularly strong support to our Bill by their declarations, etc. .

In conformity with Article 4 we shall append to the Bill a special
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list of requlations and laws to be rescinded. This appendix will
cover ahout a hundred such laws affecting the Jews alone.

ABILL FOR THE ABOLITION
OF ALL DISABILITIES OF THE JEWS
AND OF ALL RESTRICTIONS
ON THE GROUNDS OF ORIGIN OR NATIONALITY

" LI Citizens of all nationalities inhabiting Russia are equal before
e law.

2. No citizen of Russia, regardless. of sex and religion, may he
(r)ers}]ra{tqgendall_rg political or in any other rights on the grodinds of origin

jonality.

3. Al an(},/ any laws, provisional regulations, riders to laws, and
so forth, which |mPose restrictions upon Jews in any sghere of so-
cial and political lite, are herewith abolished. Article 767, Vol. IX,
which states that “Jews are sub#ect fo the general laws in all cases
where no special regulatlons aifecting them have been issued” Is
herewith repealed. All and any restrictions of the rights of Jews as
regards residence and travel,, the right to education, the right to
state and public employment, electoral _rl%hts, milifary servicg, the
right to purchase and Tent real estate in‘towns, villages, etc., are
hérewith abolished, and all restrictions of the n%hts 0f Jews to en-
ga%e In the liberal professions, etc., are herewith abolished.

.. To the present law is aRpen_de_d a list of the laws, orders
provisional regulations, etc., that limit the rights of the Jews, and
Which are subject to repeal.

Put Pravdy No. 48, Publish '
March 28, 1904 e SR



NATIONAL EQUALITY

In Put Pravdy No, 48 (for March 28?, the Russian Social-
Democratic Labor group in'the Duma published the text of its_Blill
on national equality, ar, to quote its official title, “Bill for Abolition
of All Disabilities of the Jews and of All Restrictions on the
Grounds ofOan or Natlonallt,5{.”* ,
Amidst the afarms and turmoil ofthe struggle for existence, fora
hare livelihood, the Russian workers cannot’ and must not forget
the yoke of national oppression under which the tens and tens of
millions of “subAect GpeoPIes” Inhahiting Russia are groaning. The
ruling nation—the Great Russians—constitute about'45 percent of
the total population of the Empire. Out of every 100 inhabitants,
over 50 l%elong tg, ,subjec§ ?,%oples. . .
And the conditions of Tife of this vast population are even
harsher than those of the Russians. o _
The policy of oppressing nationalities is ong of dividing nations.
At the same time it _Is a policy of systematic corruption of the
people’s minds. The Black Hundreds’ plans are designed.to foment
antagonism among the different nations, to poison tiie minds of the
Ignorant and downtrodden masses. Pick up any Black-Hundred
newspaper and you will find that the persecutiori of non-Russians,
the sowing of mutual distrust between the Russian peasant, the
Russian pétty bourgeois and the Russian artisan on the one hand,
and the Jewish, Finnish, Polish, Georgmn and Ukrainian peasants,
pett){ bourgeois and artisans on the other, is meat and drink to the
whole of this Black-Hundred gang, o
_But the working class needs u_m(tjy, not division. It has no. more
bitter enemy than'the savage pre{u Ices and superstitions which its
enemies sow among the ignorant masses. The oppression of “sub-

* See pp. 94-95.-Ed.
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J[ect peoples” is a double-edged weapon, It cuts both ways—against
he_“subject peoples” and a%amst the Russian peoPIe. |

That IS why the working ¢lass muat rotest most strongly against
national oppression in any shape and form.

It must counter the agitation of the Black Hundreds, who try to
divert its attention to the baiting of non-Russians, by assertlnq Its
conviction as to the need for complete equality, for'the complete
and final rejection of all privileges for any_one nation.

The, Black Hundreds carr¥ on_a particularly venomous hate-
campaign aqamst the Jews. The Purishkeviches try to make the
Jewish people the scapegoat for all their own sins. o

And that is why the R.S.D.L. group in the Duma did right in
putting Jewish disabilities in the forefront of its Bill _

- The"schools, the press, the parliamentary rostrum—everything
J|se\,5)8e|ng used to sow ignorant, savage, and vicious hatred of the

This dirty and despicable work is undertaken, not only by the
scum of the Black Hundreds, but also by reactlonarx/] professars,
scholars, journalists and members of the Duma. Millions and
%ﬂousandls of millions of rubles are spent on poisoning the minds of

e people.

Itpls g point of honor for the Russian workers to have this Bill
against national oppression backed by tens of thousands of Bro-
|&tarian signatures and declarations. ", . . This will he the best
mean ofconsolldatmq,com lete. un| Y amalgamating all the work-
ers of Russia, Irrespective of nationality.

Put Pravdy No. 62, Published according to
April 16, ¥914 the text In Put Pra%dy



BILL ON THE EQUALITY OF NATIONS
AND THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE RIGHTS
OF NATIONAL MINORITIESS/

1. The_boundaries of Russia’s administrative divisions, rural and
urban (villages, volosts, uYezds, gubernias, parts and sections of
towns, suburbs, etc.), shall be revised on the basis ofa register of
Phrgsegt-l?l% i0enconomlc conditions and the national composition of

2.IO 1S register shall be made by commissions elected by the
local population on the basis of universal, direct and equal suffrage
by secret ballot with proportional representation; national
minorities too small %mder loroloortlonal representation) to elect
one commission member shall elect a commission member with a
consultative voice. _

3. The new boundaries shall be endorsed by the central parlia-
ment of the country. | |

4. Local self-government shall be introduced. in all areas of the
country withouf” exception, on the basis of universal, direct and
equal ‘suffrage hy secret ballot with proportional representation;
areas with specific geographical, living or economic conditions or a
special national composition of the pdpulation shall have the right
to form autonomous regions with autonomous regional Diets.

0. The limits of jurisdiction exercised b;[/ the, autonomous Diets
and local self- overnln? bodies shall be determined by the central
parliament of the coun rE/. .

0. AH nations in the state are absolutel;i equal, and alelréVItle e
enjoyed by any one. nation or any one language are held to e
|Jd¥1 ssme r¥d anﬂ-const;tuﬂonaK A |

1. The local self-governing bodies and autonomous Diets shall
determing the,languagi_e In Which business It to be conducted b
state and public eStablishments in a given area or region, all ng-
tional minorities having the right to demand absolute ,safe?uards
for their Ianguage on the hasis of the principle of equality, for ex-
ample, the right to receive replies from state and public establish-
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ments in the language in which the?/_are addressed, etc. Measures

by. Zemstvos, towns, etc., which infringe the equality of languages

enjoyed bY the national minorities I financial, administrative,

legal and all other fields, shall be considered non-valid and subject

50 re_pelal on a protest filed by any citizen of the state, regardless of
omicile.

8. Each self-governing unit of the state, rural and urban, shall
elect, on the basis of universal, direct and e%ual suffrage by secret
ballot with proportional representation, hoards of education to take
care, wholly and autonomously, of expenditures on all the cultural
and educational needs of the population subject to the control and
mana?ement, of the town and Zemstvo bodies.

9. Tn territorial units with a mixed population the number of

embers on the board%of,educatl%P shall OPot be less tpan twenty.
This number ‘20) may be increased by order of the self-governing
bodies and autonomots Diets. Areas Shall be considered as having
a mixed population where a national minority constitutes up to five
per cent of the population. | L

10. Every national minority of a given self-governing unit that is
too small td elect, under proPortlona! representation, One member
of the board ofeducation shall be entitled to elect a member with a
consultative voice,

11. The proportional share ofthe funds expended on the cultural
and educational needs of the national minorities in a given area
shall not be less than the proportional share of the national
minorities in the whole population of the given area. _

12. A cepsus of the population, with dlie account of the native
language of citizens, shall be carried out every ten years thro,ugh-
out"the state, and every five years in regions and areas with a
mixed Ropulatlon. A _

13, All'measures by boards of education which in any way in-
fringe the complete equality of nations and languages of the Tocal
population or the proportionality of expenditurés on cultural and
educational. needs in con_formltx with ‘the share of the national
minorities In the population, shall be, considered non-valid and
(s#b grcnt éolerepeal on a protest of any citizen ofthe state, regardless

icile.

Written after May 6 (19), 1914 Published according.to
First rﬁzu&m eW 19(317) tHe manuscript
In Lenin Miscellany XXX



CORRUPTING THE WORKERS
WITH REFINED NATIONALISM

The more strongly the workmg-class movement develops the. more
frantic are the aftempts by the bourgeoisie and the teudalists to
suppress it or break it up. Both these methods—suppression by
force and disintegration by bourgeois influence—are constantly
employed all over'the world, in all'countries, and one or another of
th?_se mlethods Is adopted alternately by the different parties of the
ruling classes.

IngRu33|a Rartlcularly_after 1905, when the more intelligent
members of the bourgeoisie realized that brute force alone Was
Ineffective, all sorts of “progressive” bourq_ems parties and groups
have been more and mofe often resor mp (0 the. method of
dividing the workers by advocatlngi differen{ bourgeois ideas and
doctrines designed to weaken the struggle of the working class..

. One such idea is refined natignalism, which advocates the divi-
sion and splitting ug of the proletariat on the most plausible and
specious pretexts, as for example, that of protecting the Interests of

national culture,” “national autonomy, or independence,” and so
on,_and so forth, | _ |

The  class-conscious workers. fight hard against everY_ kind of
nationalism, both the crude, violent, Black-Hundred nationalism,
and that most refined nationalism which preaches the equality of
nations together with . , . the splitting up of the workers* cadise
the workers’ organizations_and the” working-class movement
according.to nationality. Unlike all the varietieS of the nationalist
bourgeoisie, the class-Conscious workers, carrying out the decisions
of the recent (summer 1913) conference ofthe Marxists, stand, not
only for the most complete, consistent and fully applied equality of
nations and languages, .but also for the amalgamation of the work-
ers of the different nationalities in united proletarian organizations
of every kind.
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Here lies the fundamental distinction between the national
pgggge}]@egt,l\/lamsm and that of any bourgeoisie, be it the most

vanced.

Recognition of the equality ofnations and languages is important
to Marxists, not only because they are the most consistent democ-
rﬁts. Th |nt,erfsts of Broletanﬁn sohﬂarlh/J fmd comradelg umty In
the workers’ class striggle call for the fullest equality 0f natfons
with a view to removing every trace of national distrust, estrange-
ment, suspicion and enmity. And full equality implies the recogni-
tion of the right of self-determination for all hations. ,

To the holrgeoisie, however, the demand for national equality
veéy often amaunts in practice to advocatln,(fq national exclusiveness
and chauvinism; they very often couP_Ie It with advocacy of the
division and _e%tranqeme,nt of nations, This Is absolutely
Incompatible with proletarian internationalism, which advocates,
not only closer relations between nations, but the amalgamation of
the warkers of all nationalities in a given state Inthe united
proletarian organizations, That is why Marxists emphatically con-
demn so-calléd, “cultural-national autonomy,” i.e. the idea that
educational affairs should be taken out ofthe”hands ofthe state and
transferred fo the respective nationalifies. This plan means that in
questions of “national culture” educational affairs are to be splif up
In national associations according to the nationalities in the given
state federation, each with it ‘own separate Diet, educafional
budgets, school boards, and educational Institutions. N

I 15 a plan of refined nationalism, which _corrulqts and divides
the working class. To this plan (of the Bundists, liquidators ana
Narodniks, .., of the varigus petty-bourgeois ?roups), the Marx-
ISts contrapose the principle of complete” equality of nations and
IanPuages and qo fo the extent of denying the neCessity of an offi-
cial language; dt the same time they advocate the closest possible
relations pEtween the nations, uniform state institutions for all na-
tigns, uniform school hoards, a uniform education P0|IC?{ secular
education!. and the unity of the workers of the different nations in
the_struggle against the nationalism ofevery natjonal bourgeoisie, a
nationallsm which is presented in the form of the slogan *national
culture” for the purpose of decelving simpletons. _

Let the petty-bou,rgems nationalists—the Bundists, the li-
quidators, the Narodniks and the writers for Dzvin—openly advo-
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cate their principle of refined bourgeois nationalism; that is their
right. But they should not try to fool the workers, as Madam V.
(058 does, for'example, in issue No. 25 of Severnaya Rabochaya
(Gazeta, where she assures her readers that Za Pravdu is opposed
to instryction in schools bemg given in the native Iangua(lge,s! _

That is gross slander. The Pravdists not only recognize this right,
but are more consistent in reco?nlzmg It than anyone else. The
Pravdists, who icentified themselves with the conférence of Marx-
Ists, which declared that no compulsory official Ianguage was
necessary, were the first in Russia to recognize fully the fight to
use the native Ianguage! . - .

At 1s crass ignordncé to confuse instruction in the native Iangua%e
with “dividing educational affairs within a single state according to
nationality,” with “cultural-national autonomy,” with “taking edu-
cational affairs out of the hands of the state.”

Nowhere, in the world are Marxists (or even democrats) opposed
to Instruction being conducted in the native language. And
nowhere in the world have Marxists adopted the “pragram . of
‘_‘tcultural-natlor&al autonomy”; Austria is the only country in which
it was proposed. _ . .

T?wepex m_p?e of Finland, as quoted bY Madam V. O., Is an ar-
gument against herself, for in that country the equality of nations
and Ianﬁuages which.we recognize unresérvedly and more consis-
tently than-any odyz Is recognized and carried out, but there is no
Uestion there abodt taking educational affairs out of the hands of
the_state, about separate national associations to deal with all edu-
cational affairs, about_partitioning up the school system of a coun-
try with national barriers, and so forth.

, Published according to
%P{Svdlwo - tHe textqn Put Pra (Sy
Signed: V..



LECTURE ON THE 1905
REVOLUTIOND® (Excerpt)

Tsarism vented its hatred particularly upon the Jews. On the one
hand, the Jews furnished a par_tlcular;f Nigh percentage (compared
with the total Jewish Populatlon) of leaders of the Tevolutionary
movement. And now, 100, It should be noted to the credit of the
Jews, they furnish a relatively high percentage of internationalists,
compared with other natjons. Of the other hand, tsarism adroitly
exploited the basest anti-Jewish prejudices of the most égnorant
strata of the population in order to organize, If not to lead directly,
pogroms—over 4,000 were killed and more than 10,000 mutilated
in"100 towns, These atrocious massacres of peaceful Jews, their
wives and children roused disgust throu?hout he civilized world, |
have in mind, . of course, the dlsqust of the truly democratic_ele-
ments of the civilized world, andthese are exclusively the socialist
workers, the proletarians,

BNrité?n Si)n %erngﬁg hefore PUb”Sh?ﬁea?ﬁgr%%%t%
Fal?gt ublig%]g’dl& Prgxga Translated from the erman
0. 1.,Jﬁ1ulz11r¥]. 1

igned: N. Lenin



SPEECHES ON GRAMOPHONE RECORDS®

ANTI-JEWISH POGROMS

Anti-Semitism means spreading enmity towards the Jews. When
the, accursed tsarist monarchy was I|V|n? Its |ast dv?)/s It tried fo
Incite ignorant workers and peasants against the Jews. The tsarist
police, 'in alliance with the landowners and the capitalists, or-
?anlzed pogroms against the Jews. The landowners and capitalists
ried to divert the hatred of the workers and peasants who were
tortured b% want against the Jews. In other countries, too, we
often see the capitalists fomenting hatred agamst the Jews In order
to blind the workers, to divert their attention from the real enemy
of the, working people, capital. Hatred towards the Jews persists
only in those” countries where, slavery to the landowners and
capitalists has created abysmal ignorance among the workers and
P_easants. Only the most qnorant and downtrodden people_can be-
leve the lies and slander that are spread about the Jews. This is a
survival of ancient feudal times, when the priests burned heretics
at the stake, when the peasants |ived_in slavery, and when the
people were crushed and inarticulate. This ancient, feudal ignor-
ance Is passing away; the eyes of the people are being opened.

It is not the Jews who dre the enemies of the working people.
The enemies of the workers are the capitalists of all countries.
Among the Jews there are working people, and they form the ma-
J[ont%/. hey are our brothers, who, like us, are oppressed by capi-
al; they are our comrades in the sfru&lgle for socialism. Among the
Jows theke are kulaks, exploiters an capltallst]g, eHSt as theré are
amon?_ the “Russians, a among g)eo le of all nations. The
capitalists strive to sow and foment hatred between workers of dif-
ferent faiths, different nations and different races. Those who do
not work are kept in power by the power and strength of capital.
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Rich Jews, like rich Russians, and the rich in all countries, are in
alliance to oppress, crush, rob and disunite the warkers.

Shame on accursed tsarism which tortured and persecuted the
Jews. Shame on those who foment hatred towards the Jews, who
foment hatred towards other nations, .

Long live the fraternal trust and fighting alliance of the workers
of all niations in the struggle to overthirow Capital.

Recording made at the ublished according to
en 09 M%r% 1919 tﬁe gramapnone record



THESES FOR A LECTURE ON
THE NATIONAL QUESTIONGL (Excerpt)

(z) Jews—main Bytraders. _
So hism of undists: we isolate for pure
class struggle.

44, Natlonal autonom&for the Jews?

0. Bauer and K. Kautsky. “Caste.”
Jewish contribution to World culture and two
trends among the Jews.

) In Russia Jews isolated as a caste.
Way out? (1) freezing isolation in one way or
another
(2) bringing them closer to the
democratic and socialist
movement of the Diaspora count-

“EXéJeIIm the Jews from the ranks of nations”
46. 10.5 million throughout the world. Two halves
| Asher about Vienfa—150,000.
47. All bourgeors parties of the Jews have adopted
cuIturaI nat|onal autonomy in Russia
Betty ourgeois demograc 19071
section
‘What sort of grist has Bauers (Petty bourgeols,
opportunist) invention become’

ritten betwe nJ nuar 10and 20
January 23 §F é 2), 1914
in 1917

Irst paplis
Lenslan?sceqFany XXX

* Greek letter in the original
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APPENDIX

DECLARATION OF THE RIGHTS OF THE NATIONALITIES OF RUSSIA

The October Revolution of the workers and peasants started under
the ﬁeneral slogan of freedom.

The peasants have been freed from the rule of the landlords, for
large landownership_no longer exists—the soil has become free.
The soldiers and sailors have been freed from the power of the
soverelﬁn generals, for the generals are now elective and remov-
able. The workers have been freed from the caprice and tyranny of
the capitalists, for from now on the control of the enterprises ana
factories by the workers has been established. All that is living and
vital has become freed from hateq bon,d,a%e. |

Now there remain gnly the natiqnalities of Russia,_who have suf-
fered and still suffer from oppression and tryanny. Their freedom
must immediately be worked for, and it miust be brought about
resolutely and irrévocably. . _ _

.During the times of tSarism the nations of Russia were system-
atically instigated against each other, The results of this policy are
known: massacres and pogroms on the one hand, the enslaving of
nations on the other hand” ,

This_hideous policy of rousing hatred must and will never re-
turn. From now on it will be replaced by the policy of voluntary
and honest unions of nations. _

In the_period of imperialism, after the February Revolution,
when political power passed into the hands of the bourgeoisie rep-
resented by the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the dpen policy
of mstu{q_aﬂon was replaced by a policy of cowardly mistrust towards
the. nations of Russia, pohc@ of” molestatiort and provocation
which was covered with verbose declarations about the “freedom
and “equality” of nations. The results of this policy are known: the
sharpening of national enmity, the undermining of mutual trust.
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This unworthy %olicy of lies and mistrust, of molestation and
provocation, must be ended. From now on it must be replaced b

a frank and honest policy leading to complete mutual trust be-
tween the nﬁtlons in Rusm?]. L

Only on the basis of such trust can an honest and firm union of
the n?tlons %f ussia be fo%med. .

Only on.the basis of such a union can the workers and peasants
of the” nations of Russia be merﬂed Into a single revolutionary
force, able to withstand all the aftacks of the imperialist, annex-
ationist hourgeoisie. _ _

. InJune ofthis year the Congress of Soviets proclaimed the free
right of self-determination of the nations of Russia.

he second Congress. of Soviets, which met in October, even
more resolutely and definitely established this inalienable right of
the nations of Russia. _ _ ,

Acting on the decisions ofthis Congress, the Council of Peaple’s
Commissars Plans to base its actions In regard to the nationalities
of Russia on the following principles: _ _

1. The equality and sovereignty of the nations of Russia. .

. 2. The right of the nations 0f Ryssia to free self-determination
Including separation and the formation of independent states,

3. The removal of every and any national and national-religious
privilege and restriction. _ o

4. The free development of the national minorities and ethno-
gr%)hlc groups living within the confines of Russia.

orresponding concrete provisions will be worked out as soon as
the Commission™af Nationalities s established. _

In the name of the Russian Republic: Chairman of the Councll
of People’s Commissars, V. Ulyanov (Lenin); People’s Commissar
of Nationalities, Joseph Djugashvili (Stalin).

November 15, 1917.
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RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF PEOPLE'S COMMISSARS
ON THE UPROOTING OF THE ANTI-SEMITIC MOVEMENT

According to reports received by the Council of People’s Commis-
sars, the ‘counter-revolutionaries are carrylng on agitation for po
groms In many cities especially in the frontiér zon€, as a result of
which there have been sporadic outrages agzamst the toiling Jewish
population. . The bourgeols counter-révolution has taken™up the
weaﬁon which has slipped from the hands of the Tsar.

The absolutist government, each time when the need arose,
turned the wrath of the peoples directed at itself against the Jews,
at the same time telling the uneducated masses that all their mis-
ery comes from the Jews. The rich Jews, however, always found a
wg to protect themselves; only the Jewish poor always suffered
an ﬁ)enshed from msugatlo_n and violence. |

The counter-revolutionaries have now renewed hatred against
the Jews, usmg hunger, exhaustion and also the backwardnéss of
the . most retarded masses as well as the remnants of that hatred
aglalpst the Jews which was planted among the people by ab-
solutism.

In the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic, where the
ernmple of self-determination of the toiling masses of all, peoples

as peen proclaimed, there is ng room for national oppression. The

Jewish bourgeois are our enemies, not as Jews but as hourgeois.
The Jewish worker is our brother. .~ . . .

Any kind of hatred against any nation is inadmissible and shame-

ul,

The Council of People’s Commissars declares that the anti-
Semitic movement and pogroms aga|n§t the Jews are fatal to the
Interests of the workers’ and peasants’ revolution and calls upon
the tmlmg people of Socialist Russia to fight this evil with all the
means at their disposal. L

National hostility weakens the ranks of our revolutionaries, dis-
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rupts the united front of the toilers without distinctions of national-
ity and helps only our enemies. =~ _ ,

The Council of People's Commissars instrycts all Soviet deputies
to take uncompromising measures to tear the anti-Semitic move-
ment out by the roots. Pogromists and pogrom-agitators are to be
placed outside the law, ~ _

Chairman of the Council of Peoples Commissars, Ulyanov
(Lenin); Administrator of Affairs of the Council of Peaple's Com-
mlssbars, BONCHE-BUREVICH; Secretary of the Council, N.
Gorbunov.

July 27,1918,



NOTES

1 Posledniye lzvestia (News)—a. periodical bulletin issued by the Foreign Commit-
tee oftg\eyBund tsrom(1901% 1986 Y g p. 20

8 The Bund (The General JeWIﬁ}h Workers’ Union olet!?uanla Poland, and Ru55|ag
came mto Ing.In 1 (5 e nau ural.C onPeresso eW|h Social-D F crati

roups In Vilna_ It ¢ n3|ste inly of semi-profetari nJW|s artisans qf Western
ussFa Atthe First Con resso? g é p 8a 98 the Bu Aomegth lsatIer

e Jewi ol %”i%?f'?%l '”i{“ﬂ?” i) OFJV‘” el ey
g g[esfgg Confe SHCG and Plena Meetlngsofthe Central Committee, Russ.ed,.

e Bund 8vasavh| f nationalist and separatist ideas in Russ aswork|
class movem?nt In X r(fL 801 th &und% Eouﬁﬁ conaress reﬁolvedI to atert e
organlzal\tlona tles eRSDLP as esta eI the latter’s Fi ds -
%r n_is re? [!ﬁtlon tf}e BundI Conqress dec ?re ;] it regar ed T[ de
RS De'?nkF; as a federation of national orgarfizations, ofwhich the Bund was a fe

iy EEQSJeAﬁ%'r?”a?ytﬁQe e °[t“a$.a3t“”tﬂ
the Pa !)ut rejome(f It in 1%06 on tfw %asm o?adecmoﬂ ;\e Fourth

ER!
ntrhe ERSD L.P. the B ndc dy ported the Party’s 0 portumst
vwngB Econom E enshevi qhn q at . and wa ed.a g ru galnst
evJks an 4 evism, 10 { Is orogram aﬁlc r the
of nations t(f etermmatloHteBun co traposed the demand for au-
to om of national cultyre Durmg eaf dAhe Stoyﬁ)m eac(jmp anéi the new
[evo |onar¥or§%lr r?ot : e%u %soptetl Pa@ Ftlonlsbrs and an Fprg e oH cive
@M gl Sl i e A e
omalls eY olution. During t % Porelgn mi tar¥|n ervention ang t Crlw
e Bunglist leaders made use with the oce 0 countgr
revolut|on At the same time a d}endincx tovi/ar scoope t|onw e l6ts
"f? appare amon the Bund.rank and f é\/larc 1921teBun ssolved
Itse #parto H] bersivpdf)mm e. Russian Communist Party ( Boshewks Jul
accordance with the general rules ofadmission. p. 20

The ref Yiddish transl f Karl K hi
Sevo?utrieo nelrence IS to a Yiddish translation of Karl Kautsky’s pamphlet, Boc%

4 Hofrnan—pseudonym of Bund member V. Kossovsky. p. 27
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5 This refers to the Northumberland ﬁnd Durham m|gers who, mfhgm%hesofthg

nineteenth century, secureﬁ nr Workin a?/ for_skil ergroun
wor ers—tr deal wit eco owneri ué ate 1 T< ears
opposed the 3 enactmento an 8-hour working day for all workers in Br})alen0

6 The refere ce 15 to the Jewish pogrom. organized in Kishinev by the tsarist goy-
ernment an the BiacL Hun re}(}sJD ongApnI 98 y pg

TArakcheyev, A A. (1769-1834)—the poweyful favorite qf Paul | and Alexander |
%hgse name is assocﬂlatea with'a pengd o{ crush\llng poﬂce tyranny an )jacho%

8Len(§n says that the Centtr]al ommittee “has not been om Yet out of decunt
?n5| rations: actuallg entral Committee alrea ex sted—it had bee
ected at the Second Party Congress on August 7 (20), 1903 40

9The ](belte 5 5 orkers Voice) was the Central Organ of the Bund; |t ap
peare rom D.

IOTBe [efe Ijfence AS t0 hhe decision of the First Con ress ofthe R. dﬁ D.LP. that the
Bun |sa fot ePai as an autono ouso anlzatlon Inde endentonyln
[e ai uestdons sgecmca cqneerning the Jewi etarjat,” The C.P.S.U. In
ReSolutions and Decisions T Tts Congresss Con eren es, and Plenary Meehngsof
the Central Committee, 1954, Part [,°P. 14) p. 4l

11 Mephistopheles” injunction to the student in Goethe’s Faust. D. 46

2The | mgent ofthe Bund cam a| amstthe Iﬁkatennoslav Party Committee
IF§0 %Sccarll 0 ;/n Lenmsashc he ewish Proletariat Need an ndepen ent

pp. 1
ressions ori |naII coined b Lenln to
congmists; who genied the | y Y

descri eh ading role of the:Parfy M
% e é) a¥mt e working-class movement; tfelr position npdn att rgl
gvens trail after the spontaneously developing movement, tollow In the ta| f

Gt el T aaeﬁnej
autsky and subse uent% y e|nr|c Cunow ome 0T t eworkso arx an
En els were first. ub 1S § 0|n |gs ool umn ﬁngejng é em. Marxs Criti Egue of the

S? |Bra 0 rggl]al m?cr fic Pro ramv3 foro% (gﬂon t?ﬁhe rtigue of

Was

|ve he constan)( elp éee tors |t su estions an adwcea E)t Infre-

iy\/\[“W zedth h e artu es from Ma IS, utos include A&gn;t
E necht ranz nn ara et In

Ie anov, ar Ue, an ot er ea |n ures |n ermana interna-

t|ona workin c ssm vemen%oft ate n et nth an twenhe centur

nalf of the nlnetles e eue mae %lceo

nnin e latte
13 a %wn s OF e I VisIonjsts, notab N ernstemsseMe ms 0
ol ism.” which in guratedterewsmmstsc paign against Marxism. During

13 Tajl-ism’ I(Ekhvostlsmgy “tail- &nders —exg
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ne First World War it adopted a Centrist, Kautskian position, in effect supportrn9
the social-chauvinists. D. 4

uotations are from Alfred Naquet s article “Drumont and Bernard Lazare,”
usth% ?ﬁe tembe]r 241903 n?the Paris La Petite Reg#ﬁ

at that trme
b f i e ot S o gl

16The Pale ofﬁettlement In tsarist Russia was the territory outside, which Jews were
not allowed to live n. 43

}YEr est Fenan Was (f Promrnent French phrIoIrFJz%llst and hrst%rlan yotation is
1 lecture “Judalsm as a Race and as a Religion,” publis |scours et
Conferences par Ernest Renan, Paris, 1887, p. 373,

18Black Hundreds—a reactionary, monarchjst, pogrom-making.or anrzatron setu
v%lthe tsarist polrcelr %at Yhe revoluthanarr)g ove enthg i

zy O[nur ered &
utionaries, ‘assaulted progressive intellectdals, and organized anti- Jewrg
pOgroms.

10The document.is an editorial preface to the.pamphlet Report on the Third Con-
gressop?reuRSDlLP plu IlrslrdrfnYrr%rsqr 195 p ! p54

The decisions hgre reJerredtower raft Terms for the Union ofthe Bund wi

T e
?(?opted att eFr FAII Russran] ¥Jonference oft ga{ % 808 8
2 Nasha .7barry #OurDawn—aMenshevrk liquid tor monthl rl] ed Je aIIyrn
%rCFggtlenrs ot from 1910to 1914, It served as ra ying cente dtronrst

22 Lenin. wrote this Draft Platform for the Latvian Bolspevrks In Maa/ %13 Whe
reﬁ]aratrons were bern% made to convene the Fourth Con reg f the So%a
crafs é)fthe atvrﬁ Area, [t was a time when t estruP etweeg

evr S an Mensheviks in_the Latvian Socr Bmocratc Part &ni
arper; all tecen\ra osrtons in the Part en sgrz Menshevik [I-
qurdators and ato J Izatvran Bo evr ormed their rou with the
sugqor tof oIs mrnde workers. Lenin helped them in their tru gle against

urdatronis Yad rsh
qétﬂsh%vrm 8 |Ofthe Latvjan S craL macrats. set l{ their center
abroa— re g ABb ad—an IShe enms? foma%are
rint from No. therr tns u ?]underthehea n1g atorrfn or the
ourt %o 0ress of Social- 8m1p rats Latvian Area.” The D ﬂr
|s N 1SsUe No 9-10 0T the rtens T orso the | uence
t ||at0rgeementsamont omrtte esectrono a ormd
se Yr\)lrrts enatr nal question, and made some alterations and e ons In Fg)tGegr

The ro ra referred 0ist eAstr n Social-Demagratic_Par sPo ram on
e Na % 8uestr0n adopte att 80ngress In Brrrnn BrnSy tember
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24 The publication referred to is Der Cechoslavische Sozialdemokrat. p. 74

éSThese theses were written bX Izenrn fo S”S lectyres. on the national guestion
elivered on Julx 11 and 13 (new style), 1913 In the Swiss towns of Zuric
Geneva, Lausanne and Berne. D. 15

The decisions of the Prague. Canference (1912) called th re trons that the pa-
nghl Soc(raij%) mocratic or@ | Qonsmvsl% the R.S.D.L rom 190/ to }%11
e ratroH e Wo stt aDemocratrc organizations o
ap also the Bund, felonged to the
aloof, Their re resentatives did not take

Lit 1
R £l "y

RSDL Puat?tea ar(]:tuaﬁ heﬂtw themsel

t; sigoli M L
e paper appeared In St eters urg nl an )
Baona, t(?uermé’%td”t“a‘ tot'n'?er%‘d ratt?@ 5t°”a% ot aray

P v e
evoultro]n aLoo a Demokracia was the main Eart ﬁ scountrrvoutroB
Poli Blac Hundreds to use Lenin’s expression. They supported the Octo

nstsrnte tate Dum

B e B e o oy

Brp ”]Pt econg o%i ar, md” vrdua? ?ro I partg ﬁavr n ?on er

arg{ arty of their own, attac ed themselves to Miko ach Sre ctronangparty
ske Stronnictwo Ludowe (Polish Popular Party5

%9Thrs refers éo th %egr gation of the schoolls according to_natjonality, Pne ofth

a&sd%o(rjneymen S0 ourgeois-nationalist program for “cultura -natroni

%JThe Joggt Conf erence of the CentraI Commrtte of the R.SD. LP and Part ny

fficials (for purposes of secrec kno ummer” or
nce p rom eptemb r2a§ 10 &toaéer % %ctober6143 i% qn
¥ oronrn near) ra ow w erg enrn entt esugtmer months.
erefice was attended eqate Fg a Vote an 5wrthav8|ce th no
vote erteen dee/g;\atg rego ese te oca rty organizations: St etersburg-
Inessa Arman ayev an oma Moscow and the 8ent I
Industrial Area—F. A Balas v Y. T voz ilov, R V Mall n0\rs A I.
Lo oV tet o ast-named were' found to grovocateurs aterin sIav—G
etrovsky, K P tﬁ Muranay; Kostroma—N. R_Shagov; Kiev—Y. F.
ozmirovich (* nad) Hras—s . De%rn&r rn “Elena®). Lenin, Kru é
aTro no m} others re res‘]ente tk Committee” BureathAbro :
Ea(n the Party Satsial-Demokrat and the ma aér sves chent e.
osevr eutres tote ourth n]a als re rese organiza-
trons teconfs ttencre oyvn]s at e)cte tB epr Sen
eso ttrrrn% ratrc rt anec
amensl Doms N ers attende thes egates avorcebut o Vote.



NOTES

The Conference disc ssdth ollowing questions: eort from the localities,
report on tfte Wor i orsﬁ ocrYaWe r]ats e 2)% neworfwf?t 8
fr CommrHee 2) the national g ueftron the wo Socra ocrats |n the
Duma; (ft?t e s atron I the Socra ratic Duma r%roup tﬁ gst o o[
organrza on h aroy ongr testrrkem ﬁ the eﬁ
ass0¢c grons the Nar dnrvs % ress hcognng Interna-
tion ocraIrtCon ess J Ien w daswere evote] t0"a private
con erence ofthe DUm ak Ptres on uestroso ra trc work In t uma

Lenin quided the { eCon renc enteat7 emeetlng an intro-
ductor X eech and n/errf [eports ont the Central Committee, the
natronI stion Eﬂt nter at lonal Soc 8ngress n |enH enrn (aso
spoeoR ?sta the points o teagena ma e"proposals and compile

edited the draft resolutions

eports from the F Pres told otthe rowHt of the Workrn ss movement.
The on? }r]ence ecr ?rn favor or unitéd A Russran Party to quide the
actions of the wor |n ass on ac untr -wide scale.

Lenin’s re or on Central Ittee actquty summarrrhd What had heen
ones ce ue Con erence |n 92 In_his feport on the Vienna ntera
ess Lenin ro 056 ﬁn dede ate as 0SSl

ona cr |st ndrn
rom bot aI and Ie al rganr atrons ait Pgeste t]eho g tg
ress at the ame time st Internationa Cona ess. The Conferénce en

thnscosrng Qﬁ
rPute eConferencea}Poronnhve n?t beer} found. The resolutjons
were published as a separate gagn I Pert etrteNot ication and Resolutions
f eSumm [, 1?13 Joint Conte eBceﬁ eCenltra Committee o theRSD P.
ficials |sue abroad by the Centra C mmittee, For reasons.o sc
rec sa eo eres utions weren rrnted In Htrtted ere pornt60Ftt

resolution on the strike move ents an ornt %Jo e resofution on the Part
reslsonﬂt tjt]rll‘texts the reso utronsweep%lrs J egaly mamrmeogra&“

él ?e resqutroB refers her% trt]te declsron adoptenl ba/ the liquidators' Au UF
onference In 19121 %thee ectt at ‘cultural-national adtonomy”™ was compati
with the Program ofthe R.S p. 8

SamoLov ade_his stateme t at a sessjion of the %‘ate Duma on November 26
Decem ][ r? 1913, durrng e drfcussron on a hill to increase the salaries of
eachers of refigion In agrarian schoo p. 93

FrLe In’s ch ract r| tion of Peredonoy see the article “The Question of
ﬁrn?stryo E ucataron ?cyQCo‘Iecte Works, e\/of 19, p. 143) 0 p. %

A The work referred to is Stalin’s Marxism and the National Question. P- 95
k3 gtruvrsm—a variet ofth%bour e0is sto[tron of Marxism,
our

Betr“e\gevc% IaBter bRec%tSrnaen ne o%l ?]rs Ilea ers o? ﬁonégrtte(t) Pa? G 'Smtrt'é 8] :

e ution, as a White emigre, was an Inveterate engmy ot the 0VI6'[
I

3 This refers to 88 of the Program of the R.S.D.L.P. adopted at the Second Con-
gress of the Party. 0.99
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%7 The article “Critical Remarks on the National Questjon” was written b Irenrn rr]
Pr%toves eﬁlergbe(r)sml an z?ni?“i ed the same Vear In the Bo hevrkleé aljourna

artrc% %sPref%e b ectuzeson th(e national question whrgh Lenin deli-
gﬁrr]em rOaf gr@ WISS citles—Zurich, Geneva, Lausanne and Berne—in the
In the autumn of 1913 Lenin rrﬁale A report on the natrop]al questron at the
“August” iSummer %Conferemﬁo e Ce %mmrttee ofthe R.S.D.LP W\th
art? workers. A res Iruttergn on the report qr aenlt?ewasa oHteﬁ After t

fe
Onference Lenin Stated Work on His articte “Crtic
Uestion.

38qu Black Hundreds—mﬂnarchrst %an s forme bg the tsarrs\ palice to fr ht the
utrrinarx O{*novement T %murd red revolutionaries, assaulted progress Ve i%
ellectuals and organized pogrom 1

Russkoye Slovo Rss n Word)}—a dail bIshe in Mosco frm1895
usy v ura jtou?lflglw r W

st trja rssuea Formally nop-part
fgnde the rnter ts a?us an pourgeoisie om aymo (p ¥|ber torm

News was Prvenawr eCOV(iEﬁ] Irnt eP hich wa the first i Russratos
SPeCial cor espondents to all trhe argectr S at home an to many foreign caprta

%qacti(rrl_p rlecttlnm\c{na'r‘é Ist51870 1920)—a hig landlord and rabid reactrongpry %

marks 0

atro 8(11

41 Pale of Settlement—district in tsarist Russia where Jews were permitted pernia-
nent residence.

42Nun%erus clausus—the numerical res rrctron r Bosed In tsarist Russia on admis-
sion of Jews Ttot e state seﬁondargl gn ere cational estanlishments, to em-
ployment at factories and offices, dnd the proessions. p. 110
BThis refers to the Congress of the Austrian Social- [B magratic PartY held. In
Briinn ( Atr]strra?tfrom Se z (Juestion

as the 0 e?k%etr§4 t(\)N%9 %g 9“%nnegrv S ressi en Ir)enna INnts 0
wew Were submrtte(p egg [6SS; uereso? on o?q arttpg t
mrttee otrn terde the terr rr aut om ofnatons and(
reso tron |ttee outh-Slav ocra emocratic Party suppo trng

ther e extra terrrtorra tura -nafional autonomy.
ongress unanrmousyre cted the ro ram ofcult ral-national aut no
%n a oPte compromise res tron recognizing natignal autonom wrt In the

?twdaresofteAstrranstate 5enrn artrc A 5 ution t teHrstorg
e National Program In Austria and In Russia,” pp. 9 5

S T e s e
tPrthe Jews—th ecreatrono fratrrrtor al Jew a laments aut qrrzejt §

tions ¢ ncernrnqte tcal organiza on 9 PRSI Hssra
shooqgJ Sfo[ge to_the Socialist-Revo utronarrs with whom it wage astruggle abgarf1

45 The Beilis case—a provocative trial engineered by the tsarist government in 1913
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m Krev B rI Was faIser accused fhavrn murdered a Chrrsg%n bog
Yus rrrtuaI oses actua - the murder was omanrze th
ac Hundre ear sfra 25 t0 fan antr emitism and ncrte
pr roms S0 asé |vert mfses romt e mountrn(? revolutignar movgrrlep
|gl exerte great tr ¢ feell ﬂ\g/orkers protest demonstrations were rn

a number ot cities. Beilis was acquitte

48 Socialist- Revolutronarres—cf pettX bourgfeors arty in Russia, which came mfo
being,af the end ofd1901 and beginning of 190 Iasa esult ofa merger of various
arQ dnik ro San crrcles Th SRsswnoc ?trnctd s between the pro-
etarian a dth etty rretor é)lag gown t e class ereFtratron z1nd an-
tagionrsm?]wr In he% % ¥ fused to reri gmze the role rhats eadin
role In the revolutio VIews Wer(e an eclectic mixtur de the 1d eas o
arodism and revrshonrsm Itn Lenin’s woras, t Xtrre fo.mena “the rents In th

Nayo nrh |deaﬁswrt bdts 0 f%szrona opportunist ‘criticism* of Marxism.” (See

COT“t?Ct ocra? Rvo troEar es’ agrarian menvrsa edt eaboIrtron of private
Wners orJ he? C Wagto be rrar%fa rred tot evr unepmy Eh
asrso e “labor rmc e” and “equ lZ an tenure,” gn sote eveorh
[n coo eratrvs ms aﬁ)rogram W rc SR calle socralrzatrono the
adn thr socr rst it In his anaysrs ofthrs r?grram Lenin showe
tte reserv ono ro uctro and rrva armin ncommuna
and wou not awa Wrt rnatrono ca Ior ree thetr peasantr
romexp ortﬂtr?n and Impoveris met Neith rco eratrves reme
or he sma ers under carasm as the [yserve to eH% fur
creorsre At t e]same trmF as Lenin_pointed out, the mand for equalize
enure, thoug not socla dstrc das ofa [0Qressive, ievg utignary-democratic
caracter m]asmu h as It was directed against r ctronary ordism;
The Bolshevik Part eBosed fhe atte Etso t For ass themselves off as

socdalrsts twaﬂed ét frrght agarn ft g |nffuen over the easantr

revealed the damage thel tactco "hlvb terrorism \?rascusm e
evIks ? definite term

the Socra rst Revolutionaries to com at

or
Wor Jnﬂ]jass movement.” A tﬁwe same. h
Te oclalist Revolutrona arty’s political and rde logical instability and ranr
) DI 0 i

tere 0 temporary agreements wit

ational. (ncohgsion, as”1ts constant vacillation bet] ween Iberal
ourgeoisie and the pro etarrfat were due tot senceofca mogeWamon
E easantr¥ Durmgt rst ussra revo utron teRrg fhe S
roke away from art n}]eé egal Lapar Popular 8cdalrtPa}r]
whose vre swerecoet toseo onstr tron em crats a e
the etwrnog sg |tawg}/?n formed a semi-anarc rst eeg] malist
rn g[)d the XPm re ction te aciall st tronary Partysufw
reakdown Ide ogkca Syanhl or anrzatrona uring“the First orI
ar mos 0 rts members todk a socl

al cha vinist sa]

After the .February bourgeois- rat)c rev(? %trog f 1917 the Socjalist-
Revolutionaries, togi er witp the enrs evrks an ﬁet)s Were, themritsta
?tecun er C{evo i na Provrsrona ovemmen oft our eorsre and lan
ords, T &r Kerensky, Avksentyev an erngv—werg
m ber Frrngf he arty [e usdto sugp rtthehasa f5* deman

ea o trono org m, and. stood for the preservation of landlord owner-
33 ﬁrso eProrﬂ lona Govern ent authorized punitive action
against peasantsw 0 had seized landed estates.
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éthe end of ovrember t917 the Leftwtng of the S.R. Party formed an inde-
en en|[ rtél tRocra st Revqutronane u/ho In an endeavor tci presgrve
elr Intluence amon epasatmaSﬁes ormfl recognized Soviet rule and en-
aeraertrjrsmt? agov reem nt with Bolsheviks. Shortly,” howeVer, they began a struggle
Durrng T ears of foreign intervention and the CrvrIWar theSRscarrred on
counter-revolutiona L}/ ubv rive activities. They actively s rted th |nterven
tronrssandw |teq args trn cqunter- evo tro ots an or anr
ﬁrrOétstrc\ths a%a £a erso de ovret stae an ommunist Party.
h \R/contrnue their anti- ovret actrvrtres within the countrg
nd i the camp o Ite emigres.
ad t the Whit

47The Polish Socialist Party_ (Polska Partja Socjalistygzna)—a reformist nationalist

orqan(?zat(r)nfoundﬁ1 dtrn 8S¥2 Ing tne s?b ?strugg? ? or an mdegen ent

under Pl sujf ana Ers adherents carried on,.separatis

&e‘:tronalrst Lt@ and amonlg %wor ers, whom they trie to drvert rom
{

with t u}ssg workers against the autocracy and e{\a})r]a IS,
out hrstd]rgothe rous tsnn ngfut% thin the
gart aresulto activiies 0 the ran Pf or ers o ese e%roups
ve ut%o %rnedtt erelvto utrontar tt\er P olis dNtOhrkl class rr]novem
N arty split up jntg Wrna e chayinist wrn
ghe ocalledp J:r)evd/ t?onarp actron nder th g|n luence o W} (f
0¢Ia Democratrc P rY of P(S)Iarn ana Lr thuania, the L twrng gradually

ad te acons tent v?

ung Irst %r aréome ofthePshP LftW ado ted an_i r]ter
naHona t stand. In De}eemberll8rt united wi the %oca§ ocrats ot Poland
na LIt anraéo orm the ommu Workers™ Party of Polan ?asthe ommunist
hona vInism, organizing Po ?t

qrrn naenFWgtSV\Pg\f/& V\}ar ttﬁ) S%SP Ri thwrtn rctgrrttrn g 0I|c¥I qht i
esrdp ¥ {r0- e?manr ena?rsm %pothe %rnenatlron“n %’o Ish ou eols
Ii_)tafe teRr t P.SP. In 1919 %nrt wrt teP P. or%rc]rzatrons hstrn on

th|]s|§h0F|tI %B Aes forr]né arterr]zeeg \y ermany and Aus ésra resumed the name

mment, 1t arranged for t etrans erot[ Wer t
bour eorsre e%stema ? ? Rg g
After PrIsu skrs scstcou Was ina
éron ut a uaI not car nan act |ve Ight ari
the Pohsh
munrstﬁ ﬁ orte ront factics in @ numper o am al ns
urrng e ecoEWor
jorng (Ls utht or
Po anﬁ
1 % ation of ?

cal carrred on ant ommun ?a%a 8, an
orte ress|on agai stte Soviet %nrop EO @P C0 uestan
§ sggnaar d?( g Western Byelorussia.  Various HJ
ﬁ ree Wi
lamentary opposi
lascrtreg gp
ar the PS.P. a |ns It up. ﬁts eatro and
act\on whjch assume tename \/ﬁnos Rown sc |eo osc
en(?pu fron a%argft the Nazi in
Alrberatron] Pursu gP relations wi
ej % and’s eastern e[(ntorres and rﬁn%rono a
Po |sh Commrttee of National Li ers’ Party o PoIr

S In
tht orc orn th% 0 munrst Part of
e FL
con |nue |t atr o unist gn ant ovie
mgm at errod Arne Letvrg (L?n em nts otn hets-’ P. coLabor te%rwrt
uvrnr
Libert tE It enece took reactio r olrs emigre
r]nhe ﬂ rt/d eﬁt ction, paﬁw Fgjled t orkers’g Part of
ocrams2 under t e |anue ce o orsh ers hrc
eration, the Wor oclalists
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h fP.S.P. he P.S.P. he
resulnpbed af neaom eQ deS ocr%rrtlrOI tE § Y\Ht?)teceembsér Wrbt o|J h
amagp te an ormed the Polish United Workers Party p. 11

Luc Ra —aI al daily ofthe Menshevik li urdators ublrshed In St. Peters
) i
rom Septem er 16{?2 1912 to Jul 3183 Hrﬂt ﬁ |ssues e
Pe ﬁe?s Ier \Xr//as marntahnaen so? Fy %y con\/rr (Ertrons omt earraov Igﬁo ogrcg
N%rrt norlro ﬁ rurﬁ tors useh d the columns 0 thrs news&)ainer |to o{npofset e re-
onary tac cso e Bolsheviks, adyocate the 0 S 0 an “open
Phart " attack t erevolutronr ss strrkesofthew rKers, anria empt to revrse

0st | porta orntso e r% rogram. enr Wrote tat Luch was “en-
sIave by a rbera Ircy and caIIe e pa eramout plece of the renegadies.

D. 115
{gﬁrva;.lrgagrrrggrigg" B TR
h Jogfn vvs'?oun ed on Lenrn initjative lace the Moscow-published

0re
{bevr twourngl which wascose %éh tetarrst goveLXmet Otner

wgrh son the ne eJournal \were \/orovs h)ranov izarova, N.
Kruﬂ aand otners. Lenin.en O(sted the_ser rcEs of Im Gorky to run the
jour tera&/ sectron enin. directed Prosves ubse-

b en

yently from oronin, He edite arr ular corres on

i e d
Itrhee oﬁ?rlsteos“gn hr 0nlrmg)ale IasrtseglrtI %sm lngCf‘rrtrca mart](s nnt
|onan grestroovner Oj % Etrrl Lot Na]tlrons to Seﬁ{ Determination,” Drsruptron of
n[t% our aI exposed t eog ortunrsts—tﬂf ?mur tors otzovrst and Tro
ast ebour eors nationalists. It hi edt esrugg ass
un er conditions 0T a new. revo utronary g ge propaga rze sev ans
In the Fourth Duma e ﬁtron cam ar N a erhu arns elvrsronrsm an
trrlsm in the parties, of t eSeci ternatronz% T dro a \Bae an rmEortant

arx jonaJist.educa the & 5 0f RuSSia
nthe eve oﬂ/\/er %“ rosvesb enrﬁe Was cposed downh the tsan%

rmment, 1t resum cation In the autlmn of one 1SS
aovr?)er one(] %Wfé‘vﬁ%%v og thtealFr’]arr]t lFTreongIrra rs] “Can the Bolsthevr(hs Retain gtﬂ

5) Bemsteinism—an, anti-Marxist t[]end In int er atronal Soci IDem%cracX It afrtﬁe

fowards t ecoseof the nineteent cenHr erman n]m 0

erm no r)nrtunrtl clal-Democrat nster ertedet

g %sern public advo ate revrsro xs revolutio ar rK rn) E

rrrto ourgeers aIrsm sar Pr ms ofSoc an IS 000
lalism an the asso So a Democrac lan aftempt to

e Premise
ertrh %ocra §emocratrc art 0 eos social reforms.
? [P\{ ssia t rg h H(resent thge[lte/gal K/Igrxrjst conomEsts the
Bundists, and the Mensheviks p. 115
nin ref to, Stalin’s article “Marxism and the_Natio aI uestion” published In
Ghehfe | Bols frvrkjourna Prosve’\ﬂ me Nos. 3, 4an r1§13u éj he (tirt
“The National Question and Socra racy "Chapter 4o Starnsartrclequotes
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of the natjonal program adopted at the BriinnCongress of the Austri
ocraﬁ emocratic bartyIO J P J %

Nova abor:haab zefa (New Workers Rer —a le aI daily for the l\/Ie
qur ) Irs In'St. ebrsb rg ust 913 om Januar
ruaryl |twas supercede erH ochaya zeta orte

rkers*P enn repeaedg referred to tnis newspape asteNovaya L|
Vi atorskaya zeta New Liquiaationist Paper).

ts—members o{)the Consfitytional- Democratrc Parg nncrpal arty 0
the da onarchist ourgerorﬁre In RUSsIa. It dn %RerlOS an
corasrste 0 representatrveso t ebourPeo Sle, ?rh or Jnemberso e ems 05,
an bourgeors Intel ectuals ro |nent ea the Cadets were: P |yu ov
Muromtsev, V. Ah aklakov, A |n ar}/o(y P. B truve a)

ad the et t

e e e e e ot cepe

titutio almnach They considereq the fight agai st the revolutionary moye
L T A e el

| ctlve

overnment’s aggressive foreign polic urin % hour eo
aemocrattc revgi flon t‘he trFedpto sXveth mongrc 3 key ost

ourgeors Pfovrsronal vern hthe gtb an an ran
counter-revo utronarty go icy. Arter t evrctora/% th ober Socialist . ev utron
the Cadets ¢ me out'aSt eav(?wed enemies 0f Sqviet rue taking part in armed
counterr%/ thon Iy acts arnr%s ofthe méerventromst vrng road as
emiqres. after t eatot rve lonists and whiteguards, the Cadets Cﬂ]7

tinu therr anti- Sovret actrvrtres

Lenin obtarﬂed these figures from the statrstrcal handb ok On eDay Census 0
Elementary Schools In the Empire, aeo uar 11 htj Part 2
Petersaur Egucatronal Area, uerma Arclw ge ¥0 ogda, Novgorad, dlog
ers, Pslov-and St Petersburg t. Petersburg, 1 7

The reference | | to B eIor&s&r ocr Irst Hroma natronalrsf:Q roanization
W |c came | to em un eg ena elorussian Re utrona
efende the mterestso the B ru sran ourgeoisie, lan Iords an
enr fd the re Iuttonarg/ |ass stru e an eept e Byelorussia
Reo eaway rom the USSIan revo utronatr orkr gcass hese attem S met wit
upport amon gworkr gmasseso X russian people nt engtrona
uestion, the Hr maasttio ?Hal national a tono Aferthe %g
our e0ls- emocratr revolution o 8 the %ma as%P gtedt oIrcP/
eors 0 |srona overnmrint Iowm% cralrst] evo Jron(g
Into three counter-revolutionary grotps wh Jorned the whiteguards an
Interventionists In an active stru arnstt Sovlets
nakts tyun—a bour1ge0|s atjona t ounde m he earl mnetres of
urkrs Armenia | ear(m liberating the Armen-
|ans rom th eTur ish.yoke. T p%‘ Was a hour eors emocratrc co ome ate of
re resentatrves QT various classs side the Weor% rom| en ace In
|ed bM e national intelligentsi cfi as u‘Ye P]e iants an orkers
una ecte So la a, ana part of the lumpenproletariat

? retaq

Dds
the nineteentn cent ré

natte el Iaemocratrc propagan
On I%e eve ofO %5 07 Revolution this party transferred its activities to the
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aucasu and aligned rtseltwrth the Socialist-R volutronanes The Bart;s Left wing

ormed e oung Dashnaktsutyun group, which joined the S. rty in 1907,
i % ng P}r)rn wereJ o? an antr Far nature. Its

The activities of the Daslin
J‘ det mental to the |nterna o aIrst education of

atrona ISt Prop (anda Was %rea
PfO etariat and the masses ot Armenia and the entire Transcaucasla.

he Februar our eois-demacratic . rev |ution of 1917, thi_et Deﬁhnaks ng
orfe tep Icy Of t our gors Provrsrona Government.” After t e Octo

oclalist Revo utog the enter Into a counter-revolutionary bloc Wht the M eLr
sheviks MI savatrsts against tt]e Bolsheviks. In 018-20 the Dashna
stood at th ehea ofte eors ationalist counter -I8Y0 utronw o¥ernmen

Armenr herractronwas r)[e to convert Armenja into a colq tge foretg
rm erra sﬁ and . stron’a 0 French rnterventro 1S Ussian

nglo-
g%arf]rnt Ir struggle a arHstteSg ﬁglgvgr ment. nHerkhe ea er d)f

evrk ar rt tehepot grg the wor nH)e(\)}J
rn]enraover hrew the Sk %overnmentrn November 1920, Wrt e c
ange Sovretg the Dashnaktsutytn organizations In Transcaucasia were smas

Iquidate
oLglan lists- Federalrsts—a ourgeois-nationalist ép rt founde dtlh] rrI
emande naﬁron autonomz eor awrthrn th rq ewo t
srag ?urg ois-landlord state. Dari fg eriod of reactron the S cra rsts
Ist ecarn]e opeH gonenso the rebolution, In_concert wrt I\%Jen
sheu( sand ar]arc gsts this party tried.to smash the unrted internationa fr ntot
wor dgeo Transca caﬁra ggarnst tsarism and capitalism. A erte rﬁat
t?]ct e aIrst evolution .S, togetner with the Georgi a{t rPh Viks
ashn %and usavatists, or anr acou te revo tronr bloc,
Porte Xthe ermano- ur |s ater Ang Frenc
rnte ventionist
he Na nal E uaI official title of the BrIIfrth Aholition ofaII Dis:
rt e 0 Of?beJe d oPa" Fgestrrctr ns.on t he Groun of Origin orNtronaIrW
was ratte enin for the Russian ocr Democragc abor OUM] e Fourt
ﬁga appar ntyrnconnectron with the discussion otthe Ministry ofthe Interior’s

ubh?]hrn thrs ill of the R.S. %rou}u Lenin considered rh orgt ot
honor on t eRug;lr%n vrror s {0 suppo t bwrht ns of thou anso
srqntatures and ec araflons. " [N, sar rn W|< t est-means Qf con-

o] g)ete unrt%r amal amat ng the workers of Russia, irrespective of
natrona ee the article Ntrona quality,” pp. 96-97. p. 125

67Bill.on the E of Nat d the S a tth R ht tion
uthrttts Ve T B Lt MUGELBIGH 1 1 Fouth DO by e B

er %tan fthe Brllwsoutlrr}]d |naIetter to S G. Sahum{an dated H\/rl]ag

atd i I B e D ol
stupr ity oP curptural natronew autonomy and crush the votaﬁespop tlh teﬁyponce Por

“rhe Bl was not introduced. n. 129

V. 0.—author of the article “The Deterioration of School Education” publish
‘rrJrErgSevernaya Ra[)ochaya (azeta No. 3§ March 21, 1914, P D. ig?»
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59The Lecture on the 1905 Revolution, waﬁ dellverﬁd In German on Januarm)
aametln of oun rkers in the Zurich People’s H ou%e Leni ean

or |n on th$ lecturg | osing days of 1916, Hereferred to the lecture Tha
su jec ﬁKarpmsEy (?ate Phsber 7&0 ),asKing forhterature an ﬂlﬁ

8 The making of ramo hone rec rds of Lenin’s speeclhe wsor%amzedb
sen ropg the ent ra aen%y the |-Russia Central Executive Smmléte

and Distributiqn of Periodicals). Between 1919 and 1921, 1 gg
enlnssp es were recorde p. 1

6% The thgelsgs WerLe ap arentl wntt(en by Lenin at}ert’% lecturetln Panstﬁn Januar oy
[]hezghlatlonatSQeuesetTcI) M'Ispnow f<<|s aDrP |nd1 catlon t T peRon o de t%%vtgan

at ennrepeate
ecture at Liege on February 2, p. 1

& Diaspara_ (Gk. for dlsgersal —the Jews llVIﬂ% outside JudeF In éhe earlg bth
century B.C.. there were Jewish %omm nitles Ega(pt Babylon and other %H
tne?] ofthe Mediterranean. From ntury B th goraﬂrewrﬁn
that In the stfentr B.C., teJrnum er ame {0 the Romdn
|re the ews ved JA communities, sometl es.Tormin pu awcor or t|ons
Aftle] andria), or nvater |ous Societies (as in Rome). ? eone
ews oft uceestu ﬂ” ducte te 0 ag ofJudaism, an e
osing their national traifs and language.

e Diaspora
other, they were gradually
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