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       [bookmark: v22zz99h:143] 
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:143]1. Imperialism,
      Socialism, and the Liberation of Oppressed Nations

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:143][bookmark: n1] Imperialism is the highest stage of
      development of capitalism. Capital in the advanced countries has
      outgrown the boundaries of national states. It has established
      monopoly in place of competition, thus creating all the objective
      prerequisites for the achievement of socialism. Hence, in Western
      Europe and in the United States of America, the revolutionary
      struggle of the proletariat for the overthrow of the capitalist
      governments, for the expropriation of the bourgeoisie, is on the
      order of the day. Imperialism is forcing the masses into this
      struggle by sharpening class antagonisms to an immense degree, by
      worsening the conditions of the masses both economically—trusts and
      high cost of living, and politically—growth of militarism, frequent
      wars, increase of reaction, strengthening and extension of national
      oppression and colonial plunder. Victorious socialism must achieve
      complete democracy and, consequently, not only bring about the
      complete equality of nations, but also give effect to the right of
      oppressed nations to self-determination, i.e., the right to free
      political secession. Socialist Parties which fail to prove by all
      their activities now, as well as during the revolution and after
      its victory, that they will free the enslaved nations and establish
      relations with them on the basis of a free union and a free union
      is a lying phrase without right to secession—such parties would be
      committing treachery to socialism.

       [bookmark: v22zz99h:144]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:144]
      
      Of course, democracy is also a form of state
      which must disappear when the state disappears, but this will take
      place only in the process of transition from completely victorious
      and consolidated socialism to complete communism.

      2. The Socialist Revolution and the Struggle for Democracy

      [bookmark: n2] The socialist revolution is not one single
      act, not one single battle on a single front; but a whole epoch of
      intensified class conflicts, a long series of battles on all
      fronts, i.e., battles around all the problems of economics and
      politics, which can culminate only in the expropriation of the
      bourgeoisie. It would be a fundamental mistake to suppose that the
      struggle for democracy can divert the proletariat from the
      socialist revolution, or obscure, or overshadow it, etc. On the
      contrary, just as socialism cannot be victorious unless it
      introduces complete democracy, so the proletariat will be unable to
      prepare for victory over the bourgeoisie unless it wages a
      many-sided, consistent and revolutionary struggle for
      democracy.

      If would be no less mistaken to
      delete any of the points of the democratic programme, for example,
      the point of self-determination of nations, on the ground that it
      is “infeasible,” or that it is “illusory” under imperialism. The
      assertion that the right of nations to self-determination cannot be
      achieved within the framework of capitalism may be understood
      either in its absolute, economic sense, or in the conventional,
      political sense.

      In the first case, the assertion
      is fundamentally wrong in theory. First, in this sense, it is
      impossible to achieve such things as labour money, or the abolition
      of crises, etc., under capitalism. But it is entirely incorrect to
      argue that the self-determination of nations is likewise
      infeasible. Secondly, even the one example of the secession of
      Norway from Sweden in 1905 is sufficient to refute the argument
      that it is “infeasible” in this sense. Thirdly, it would be
      ridiculous to deny that, with a slight change in political and
      strategical relationships, for example, between Germany and
      England, the formation of new states, Polish, Indian, etc, would be
      quite “feasible” very soon. Fourthly, finance capital, in its
      striving towards expansion, will “freely” buy and bribe the freest,
       [bookmark: v22zz99h:145]  most democratic and republican government
      and the elected officials of any country, however “independent” it
      may be. The domination of finance capital, as of capital in
      general, cannot be abolished by any kind of reforms in the realm of
      political democracy, and self-determination belongs wholly and
      exclusively to this realm. The domination of finance capital,
      however, does not in the least destroy the significance of
      political democracy as the freer, wider and more distinct form of
      class oppression and class struggle. Hence, all arguments about the
      “impossibility of achieving” economically one of the demands of
      political democracy under capitalism reduce themselves to a
      theoretically incorrect definition of the general and fundamental
      relations of capitalism and of political democracy in
      general.

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:145]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:145]In the second case, this assertion is
      incomplete and inaccurate, for not only the right of nations to
      self-determination, but all the fundamental demands of political
      democracy are “possible of achievement” under imperialism, only in
      an incomplete, in a mutilated form and as a rare exception (for
      example, the secession of Norway from Sweden in 1905). The demand
      for the immediate liberation of the colonies, as advanced by all
      revolutionary Social-Democrats, is also “impossible of achievement”
      under capitalism without a series of revolutions. This does not
      imply, however, that Social Democracy must refrain from conducting
      an immediate and most determined struggle for all these demands—to
      refrain would merely be to the advantage of the bourgeoisie and
      reaction. On the contrary, it implies that it is necessary to
      formulate and put forward all these demands, not in a reformist,
      but in a revolutionary way; not by keeping within the framework of
      bourgeois legality, but by breaking through it; not by confining
      oneself to parliamentary speeches and verbal protests, but by
      drawing the masses into real action, by widening and fomenting the
      struggle for every kind of fundamental, democratic demand, right up
      to and including the direct onslaught of the proletariat against
      the bourgeoisie, i.e., to the socialist revolution, which will
      expropriate the bourgeoisie. The socialist revolution may break out
      not only in consequence of a great strike, a street demonstration,
      a hunger riot, a mutiny in the forces, or a colonial rebellion, but
      also in consequence of any political crisis, like the Dreyfus
      affair,[bookmark: bkV22E051][4] the Zabern incident,[bookmark: bkV22E052][5] or in connection with a referendum on
      the secession of an oppressed nation, etc.

       [bookmark: v22zz99h:146]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:146]The intensification of national oppression
      under imperialism makes it necessary for Social-Democracy not to
      renounce what the bourgeoisie describes as the “utopian” struggle
      for the freedom of nations to secede, but, on the contrary, to take
      more advantage than ever before of conflicts arising also on this
      ground for the purpose of rousing mass action and revolutionary
      attacks upon the bourgeoisie.

      3. The Meaning of the Right to Self-Determination and its
      Relation to Federation

      [bookmark: n3] The right of nations to self-determination
      means only the right to independence in a political sense, the
      right to free, political secession from the oppressing nation.
      Concretely, this political, democratic demand implies complete
      freedom to carry on agitation in favour of secession, and freedom
      to settle the question of secession by means of a referendum of the
      nation that desires to secede. Consequently, this demand is by no
      means identical with the demand for secession, for partition, for
      the formation of small states. It is merely the logical expression
      of the struggle against national oppression in every form. The more
      closely the democratic system of state approximates to complete
      freedom of secession, the rarer and weaker will the striving for
      secession be in practice; for the advantages of large states, both
      from the point of view of economic progress and from the point of
      view of the interests of the masses, are beyond doubt, and these
      advantages increase with the growth of capitalism. The recognition
      of self-determination is not the same as making federation a
      principle. One may be a determined opponent of this principle and a
      partisan of democratic centralism and yet prefer federation to
      national inequality as the only path towards complete democratic
      centralism. It was precisely from this point of view that Marx,
      although a centralist, preferred even the federation of Ireland
      with England to the forcible subjection of Ireland to the
      English.[bookmark: bkV22E053][6]

      The aim of socialism is not only
      to abolish the present division of mankind into small states and
      all national isolation; not only to bring the nations closer to
      each other, but also to merge them. And in order to achieve this
      aim, we must, on the one hand, explain to the masses the
      reactionary nature of the ideas of Renner and Otto Bauer concerning
       [bookmark: v22zz99h:147]  so-called “cultural national
      autonomy”[bookmark: bkV22E054][7] and, on the other hand, demand the
      liberation of the oppressed nations, not only in general, nebulous
      phrases, not in empty declamations, not by “postponing” the
      question until socialism is established, but in a clearly and
      precisely formulated political programme which shall particularly
      take into account the hypocrisy and cowardice of the Socialists in
      the oppressing nations. Just as mankind can achieve the abolition
      of classes only by passing through the transition period of the
      dictatorship of the oppressed class, so mankind can achieve the
      inevitable merging of nations only by passing through the
      transition period of complete liberation of all the oppressed
      nations, i.e., their freedom to secede.

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

      [bookmark: n4] Not only the demand for the
      self-determination of nations but all the items of our democratic
      minimum programme were advanced before us, as far back as the
      seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, by the petty bourgeoisie. And
      the petty bourgeoisie, believing in “peaceful” capitalism,
      continues to this day to advance all these demands in a utopian
      way, without seeing the class struggle and the fact that it has
      become intensified under democracy. The idea of a peaceful union of
      equal nations under imperialism, which deceives the people, and
      which the Kautskyists advocate, is precisely of this nature. As
      against this philistine, opportunist utopia, the programme of
      Social-Democracy must point out that under imperialism the division
      of nations into oppressing and oppressed ones is a fundamental,
      most important and inevitable fact.

      The proletariat of the oppressing
      nations cannot confine itself to the general hackneyed phrases
      against annexations and for the equal rights of nations in general,
      that may be repeated by any pacifist bourgeois. The proletariat
      cannot evade the question that is particularly “unpleasant” for the
      imperialist bourgeoisie, namely, the question of the frontiers of a
      state that is based on national oppression. The proletariat cannot
      but fight against the forcible retention of the oppressed nations
      within the boundaries of a given state, and this is exactly what
      the struggle for the right of self-determination means. The
      proletariat  [bookmark: v22zz99h:148]  must demand the right of
      political secession for the colonies and for the nations that “its
      own” nation oppresses. Unless it does this, proletarian
      internationalism will remain a meaningless phrase; mutual
      confidence and class solidarity between the workers of the
      oppressing and oppressed nations will be impossible; the hypocrisy
      of the reformist and Kautskyan advocates of self-determination who
      maintain silence about the nations which are oppressed by “their”
      nation and forcibly retained within “their” state will remain
      unexposed.

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:148]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:148]The Socialists of the oppressed nations, on
      the other hand, must particularly fight for and maintain complete,
      absolute unity (also organizational) between the workers of the
      oppressed nation and the workers of the oppressing nation. Without
      such unity it will be impossible to maintain an independent
      proletarian policy and class solidarity with the proletariat of
      other countries in the face of all the subterfuge, treachery and
      trickery of the bourgeoisie; for the bourgeoisie of the oppressed
      nations always converts the slogan of national liberation into a
      means for deceiving the workers; in internal politics it utilizes
      these slogans as a means for conduding reactionary agreements with
      the bourgeoisie of the ruling nation (for instance, the Poles in
      Austria and Russia, who entered into pacts with reaction in order
      to oppress the Jews and the Ukrainians); in the realm of foreign
      politics it strives to enter into pacts with one of the rival
      imperialist powers for the purpose of achieving its own predatory
      aims (the policies of the small states in the Balkans, etc.).

      The fact that the struggle for
      national liberation against one imperialist power may, under
      certain circumstances, be utilized by another “Great” Power in its
      equally imperialist interests should have no more weight in
      inducing Social Democracy to renounce its recognition of the right
      of nations to self-determination than the numerous case of the
      bourgeoisie utilizing republican slogans for the purpose of
      political deception and financial robbery, for example, in the
      Latin countries, have had in inducing them to renounce
      republicanism.[bookmark: bkV22P148F01][1] 
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      [bookmark: v22zz99h:149]5. Marxism and
      Proudhonism on the National Question

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:149][bookmark: n5] In contrast to the
      petty-bourgeois democrats, Marx regarded all democratic demands
      without exception not as an absolute, but as a historical
      expression of the struggle of the masses of the people, led by the
      bourgeoisie, against feudalism. There is not a single democratic
      demand which could not serve, and has not served, under certain
      conditions, as an instrument of the bourgeoisie for deceiving the
      workers. To single out one of the demands of political democracy,
      namely, the self determination of nations, and to oppose it to all
      the rest, is fundamentally wrong in theory. In practice, the
      proletariat will be able to retain its independence only if it
      subordinates its struggle for all the democratic demands, not
      excluding the demand for a republic, to its revolutionary struggle
      for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie.

      On the other hand, in contrast to
      the Proudhonists, who “repudiated” the national problem “in the
      name of the social revolution,” Marx, having in mind mainly the
      interests of the proletarian class struggle in the advanced
      countries, put into the forefront the fundamental principle of
      internationalism and socialism, viz., that no nation can be free if
      it oppresses other nations.[bookmark: bkV22E055][8] It was precisely
      from the standpoint of the interests of the revolutionary movement
      of the German workers that Marx in 1898 demanded that victorious
      democracy in Germany should proclaim and grant freedom to the
      nations that the Germans were oppressing.[bookmark: bkV22E056][9] It
      was precisely from the standpoint of the revolutionary struggle of
      the English workers that Marx in 1869 demanded the separation of
      Ireland from England, and added: “...although after the separation
      there may come federation.”[bookmark: bkV22E057][10] Only by putting
      forward this demand did Marx really educate the English workers in
      the spirit  [bookmark: v22zz99h:150]  of internationalism. Only
      in this way was he able to oppose the revolutionary solution of a
      given historical problem to the opportunists and bourgeois
      reformism, which even now, half a century later, has failed to
      achieve the Irish “reform.” Only in this way was Marx able—unlike
      the apologists of capital who shout about the right of small
      nations to secession being utopian and impossible, and about the
      progressive nature not only of economic but also of political
      concentration—to urge the progressive nature of this concentration
      in a non-imperialist manner, to urge the bringing together of the
      nations, not by force, but on the basis of a free union of the
      proletarians of all countries. Only in this way was Marx able, also
      in the sphere of the solution of national problems, to oppose the
      revolutionary action of the masses to verbal and often hypocritical
      recognition of the equality and the self-determination of nations.
      The imperialist war of 1914-16 and the Augean stables of hypocrisy
      of the opportunists and Kautskyists it exposed have strikingly
      confirmed the correctness of Marx’s policy, which must serve as the
      model for all the advanced countries; for all of them now oppress
      other nations.[bookmark: bkV22P150F01][2]

      6. Three Types of Countries in Relation to Self-Determination
      of Nations

      [bookmark: n6] In this respect, countries must be divided
      into three main types:

      First, the advanced capitalist
      countries of Western Europe and the United States of America. In
      these countries the bourgeois, progressive, national movements came
      to an end long ago. Every 
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:151]  one of these
      “great” nations oppresses other nations in the colonies and within
      its own country. The tasks of the proletariat of these ruling
      nations are the same as those of the proletariat in England in the
      nineteenth century in relation to Ireland.[bookmark: bkV22P151F01][3]

      Secondly, Eastern Europe:
      Austria, the Balkans and particularly Russia. Here it was the
      twentieth century that particularly developed the
      bourgeois-democratic national movements and intensified the
      national struggle. The tasks of the proletariat in these
      countries—in regard to the consummation of their
      bourgeois-democratic reformation, as well as in regard to assisting
      the socialist revolution in other countries—cannot be achieved
      unless it champions the right of nations to self-determination. In
      this connection the most difficult but most important task is to
      merge the class struggle of the workers in the oppressing nations
      with the class struggle of the workers in the oppressed
      nations.

      Thirdly, the semi-colonial
      countries, like China, Persia, Turkey, and all the colonies, which
      have a combined population amounting to a billion. In these
      countries the bourgeois-democratic movements have either hardly
      begun, or are far from having been completed. Socialists must not
      only demand the unconditional and immediate liberation of the
      colonies without compensation—and this demand in its political
      expression signifies nothing more nor less than the recognition of
      the right to self-determination—but must render determined support
      to the more revolutionary elements in the bourgeois-democratic
      movements for national liberation 
       [bookmark: v22zz99h:152]  in these countries and assist their
      rebellion—and if need be, their revolutionary war—against the
      imperialist powers that oppress them.

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:152]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:152]7. Social-Chauvinism
      and Self Determination of Nations

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:152][bookmark: n7] The imperialist epoch and the war
      of 1914-16 have particularly brought to the forefront the task of
      fighting against chauvinism and nationalism in the advanced
      countries. On the question of the self-determination of nations,
      there are two main shades of opinion among the social-chauvinists,
      i.e., the opportunists and the Kautskyists, who embellish the
      reactionary, imperialist war by declaring it to be a war in
      “defence of the fatherland.”

      On the one hand, we see the
      rather avowed servants of the bourgeoisie who defend annexations on
      the ground that imperialism and political concentration are
      progressive and who repudiate the right to self-determination on
      the ground that it is utopian, illusory, petty-bourgeois, etc.
      Among these may be included Cunow, Parvus and the extreme
      opportunists in Germany, a section of the Fabians and the trade
      union leaders in England, and the opportunists, Semkovsky, Liebman,
      Yurkevich, etc., in Russia.

      On the other hand, we see the
      Kautskyists, including Vandervelde, Renaudel, and many of the
      pacifists in England, France, etc. These stand for unity with the
      first-mentioned group, and in practice their conduct is the same in
      that they advocate the right to self-determination in a purely
      verbal and hypocritical way. They regard the demand for the freedom
      of political secession as being “excessive” (“zu viel
      verlangt”—Kautsky, in the Neue Zeit, May 21, 1915); they do not
      advocate the need for revolutionary tactics, especially for the
      Socialists in the oppressing nations, but, on the contrary, they
      gloss over their revolutionary duties, they justify their
      opportunism, they make it easier to deceive the people, they evade
      precisely the question of the frontiers of a state which forcibly
      retains subject nations, etc.

      Both groups are opportunists who
      prostitute Marxism and who have lost all capacity to understand the
      theoretical significance and the practical urgency of Marx’s
      tactics, an example of which he gave in relation to Ireland.

       [bookmark: v22zz99h:153]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:153]The specific question of annexations has
      become a particularly urgent one owing to the war. But what is
      annexation! Clearly, to protest against annexations implies either
      the recognition of the right of self-determination of nations, or
      that the protest is based on a pacifist phrase which defends the
      status quo and opposes all violence including revolutionary
      violence. Such a phrase is radically wrong, and incompatible with
      Marxism.

      8. The Concrete Tasks of the Proletariat in the Immediate
      Future

      [bookmark: n8] The socialist revolution may begin in the
      very near future. In that event the proletariat will be faced with
      the immediate task of capturing power, of expropriating the banks
      and of introducing other dictatorial measures. In such a situation,
      the bourgeoisie, and particularly intellectuals like the Fabians
      and the Kautskyists, will strive to disrupt and to hinder the
      revolution, to restrict it to limited democratic aims. While all
      purely democratic demands may—at a time when the proletarians have
      already begun to storm the bulwarks of bourgeois power—serve, in a
      certain sense, as a hindrance to the revolution, nevertheless, the
      necessity of proclaiming and granting freedom to all oppressed
      nations (i.e., their right to self-determination) will be as urgent
      in the socialist revolution as it was urgent for the victory of the
      bourgeois-democratic revolution, for example, in Germany in 1848,
      or in Russia in 1905.

      However, five, ten and even more
      years may pass before the socialist revolution begins. In that
      case, the task will be to educate the masses in a revolutionary
      spirit so as to make it impossible for Socialist chauvinists and
      opportunists to belong to the workers’ party and to achieve a
      victory similar to that of 1914-16. It will be the duty of the
      Socialists to explain to the masses that English Socialists who
      fail to demand the freedom of secession for the colonies and for
      Ireland; that German Socialists who fail to demand the freedom of
      secession for the colonies, for the Alsatians, for the Danes and
      for the Poles, and who fail to carry direct revolutionary
      propaganda and revolutionary mass action to the field of struggle
      against national oppression, who fail to take advantage of cases
      like the Zabern incident to conduct widespread underground
      propaganda among the proletariat of the oppressing nation, to
      organize  [bookmark: v22zz99h:154]  street demonstrations and
      revolutionary mass actions; that Russian Socialists who fail to
      demand freedom of secession for Finland, Poland, the Ukraine, etc.,
      etc.—are behaving like chauvinists, like lackeys of the
      blood-and-mud-stained imperialist monarchies and the imperialist
      bourgeoisie.

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:154]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:154]9. The Attitude of
      Russian and Polish Social-Democracy and of the Second International
      to Self-Determination

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:154][bookmark: n9] The difference between the
      revolutionary Social-Democrats of Russia and the Polish
      Social-Democrats on the question of self-determination came to the
      surface as early as 1903 at the congress which adopted the
      programme of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, and which,
      despite the protest of the Polish Social-Democratic delegation,
      inserted in that programme point 9, which recognizes the right of
      nations to self-determination. Since then the Polish Social
      Democrats have never repeated, in the name of their Party, the
      proposal to delete point 9 from our programme, or to substitute
      some other formulation for it.

      In Russia—where no less than 57%,
      i.e., over 100,000,000 of the population, belong to oppressed
      nations, where those nations mainly inhabit the border provinces,
      where some of those nations are more cultured than the Great
      Russians, where the political system is distinguished by its
      particularly barbarous and mediaeval character, where the
      bourgeois-democratic revolution has not yet been completed—the
      recognition of the right of the nations oppressed by tsarism to
      free secession from Russia is absolutely obligatory for
      Social-Democracy in the interests of its democratic and socialist
      tasks. Our Party, which was re-established in January 1912, adopted
      a resolution in 1913[bookmark: bkV22E060][11] reiterating the right
      to self-determination and explaining it in the concrete sense
      outlined above. The orgy of Great-Russian chauvinism raging in
      1914-16 among the bourgeoisie and the opportunist Socialists
      (Rubanovich, Plekhanov, Nashe Dyelo, etc.) prompts us to insist on
      this demand more strongly than ever and to declare that those who
      reject it serve, in practice, as a bulwark of Great-Russian
      chauvinism and tsarism. Our party declares that it emphatically
      repudiates all responsibility for such opposition to the right of
      self-determination.

       [bookmark: v22zz99h:155]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:155]The latest formulation of the position of
      Polish Social-Democracy on the national question (the declaration
      made by Polish Social-Democracy at the Zimmerwald Conference)
      contains the following ideas:

      This declaration condemns the
      German and other governments which regard the “Polish provinces” as
      a hostage in the forthcoming game of compensations and thus
      “deprive the Polish people of the opportunity to decide its own
      fate.” The declaration says: “Polish Social-Democracy emphatically
      and solemnly protests against the recarving and partition of a
      whole country” . . . It condemns the Socialists who left to the
      Hohenzollerns “the task of liberating the oppressed nations.” It
      expresses the conviction that only participation in the impending
      struggle of the revolutionary international proletariat, in the
      struggle for socialism, “will break the fetters of national
      oppression and abolish all forms of foreign domination, and secure
      for the Polish people the possibility of all-sided, free
      development as an equal member in a League of Nations.” The
      declaration also recognizes the present war to be “doubly
      fratricidal” “for the Poles.” (Bulletin of the International
      Socialist Committee, No. 2, September 27, 1915, p. 15.)

      There is no difference in
      substance between these postulates and the recognition of the right
      of nations to self-determination except that their political
      formulation is still more diffuse and vague than the majority of
      the programmes and resolutions of the Second International. Any
      attempt to express these ideas in precise political formulae and to
      determine whether they apply to the capitalist system or only to
      the socialist system will prove still more strikingly the error
      committed by the Polish Social-Democrats in repudiating the
      self-determination of nations.

      The decision of the International
      Socialist Congress held in London in 1896, which recognized the
      self-determination of nations, must, on the basis of the
      above-mentioned postulates, be supplemented by references to: (1)
      the particular urgency of this demand under imperialism; (2) the
      politically conditional nature and the class content of all the
      demands of political democracy, including this demand; (3) the
      necessity of drawing a distinction between the concrete tasks of
      the Social-Democrats in the oppressing nations and those in 
       [bookmark: v22zz99h:156]  oppressed nations; (4) the inconsistent,
      purely verbal, and, therefore, as far as its political significance
      is concerned, hypocritical recognition of self-determination by the
      opportunists and Kautskyists; (5) the actual identity of the
      chauvinists and those Social-Democrats, particularly the
      Social-Democrats of the Great Powers (Great Russians,
      Anglo-Americans, Germans, French, Italians, Japanese, etc.) who
      fail to champion the freedom of secession for the colonies and
      nations oppressed by “their own” nations; (6) the necessity of
      subordinating the struggle for this demand, as well as for all the
      fundamental demands of political democracy, to the immediate
      revolutionary mass struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeois
      governments and for the achievement of socialism.

      [bookmark: v22zz99h:156]
      [bookmark: v22zz99h:156]To transplant to the International the point
      of view of some of the small nations—particularly the point of view
      of the Polish Social-Democrats, who, in their struggle against the
      Polish bourgeoisie which is deceiving the people with nationalist
      slogans, were misled into repudiating self-determination—would be a
      theoretical error. It would be the substitution of Proudhonism for
      Marxism and, in practice, would result in rendering involuntary
      support to the most dangerous chauvinism and opportunism of the
      Great Power nations.

      Editorial Board of Sotsial-Democrat, Central Organ
      of the R.S.D.L.P.

      Postscript. In Die Neue
      Zeit for March 3, 1916, which has just appeared, Kautsky
      openly holds out the hand of Christian reconciliation to
      Austerlitz, a representative of the foulest German chauvinism,
      rejecting freedom of separation for the oppressed nations of
      Hapsburg Austria but recognising it for Russian Poland, as
      a menial service to Hindenburg and Wilhelm II. One could not have
      wished for a better self-exposure of Kautskyism!
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       Needless to say, to repudiate the right of
      self-determination on the ground that logically it means “defence
      of the fatherland” would be quite ridiculous. With equal logic,
      i.e., with equal shallowness, the social-chauvinists of 1914-16
      apply this argument to every one of the demands of 
         democracy
      (for instance, to republicanism), and to every formulation of the
      struggle against national oppression, in order to justify “defence
      of the fatherland.” Marxism arrives at the recognition of defence
      of the fatherland, for example, in the wars of the Great French
      Revolution and the Garibaldi wars in Europe, and at the repudiation
      of defence of the fatherland in the imperialist war of 1914-16,
      from the analysis of the specific historical circumstances of each
      separate war, and not from some “general principle,” or some
      separate item of a programme. —Lenin
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      Reference is often made–e.g., recently by the German [...]

      Die Glocke[bookmark: bkV22E058][12] [...]

      defend the latter.[bookmark: bkV22E059][13] [...]
      —Lenin
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       [bookmark: v23pp64h:105]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:105]Is there any connection between imperialism
      and the monstrous and disgusting victory opportunism (in the form
      of social-chauvinism) has gained over the labour movement in
      Europe?

      This is the fundamental question
      of modern socialism. And having in our Party literature fully
      established, first, the imperialist character of our era and of the
      present war[bookmark: bkV23P105F01][1] , and, second,
      the inseparable historical connection between social-chauvinism and
      opportunism, as well as the intrinsic similarity of their political
      ideology, we can and must proceed to analyse this fundamental
      question.

      We have to begin with as precise
      and full a definition of imperialism as possible. Imperialism is a
      specific historical stage of capitalism. Its specific character is
      threefold: imperialism is 
       monopoly capitalism; parasitic, or decaying capitalism; moribund
      capitalism. The supplanting of free competition by monopoly is the
      fundamental economic feature, the quintessence of
      imperialism. Monopoly manifests itself in five principal forms: (1)
      cartels, syndicates and trusts—the concentration of production has
      reached a degree which gives rise to these monopolistic
      associations of capitalists; (2) the monopolistic position of the
      big banks—three, four or five giant banks manipulate the whole
      economic life of America, France, Germany; (3) seizure of the
      sources of raw material by the trusts and the financial
      oligarchy (finance capital is monopoly industrial capital merged
      with bank capital); (4) the (economic) partition of the world by
      the international cartels has begun. There are already
      over one hundred such international cartels, which command
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:106] the entire world market and
      divide it “amicably” among themselves—until war redivides
      it. The export of capital, as distinct from the export of
      commodities under non-monopoly capitalism, is a highly
      characteristic phenomenon and is closely linked with the economic
      and territorial-political partition of the world; (5) the
      territorial partition of the world (colonies) is
      completed.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:106]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:106]Imperialism, as the highest stage of
      capitalism in America and Europe, and later in Asia, took final
      shape in the period 1898–1914. The Spanish-American War (1898), the
      Anglo-Boer War (1899–1902), the Russo-Japanese War (1904–05) and
      the economic crisis in Europe in 1900 are the chief historical
      landmarks in the new era of world history.

      The fact that imperialism is
      parasitic or decaying capitalism is manifested first of all in the
      tendency to decay, which is characteristic of every
      monopoly under the system of private ownership of the means of
      production. The difference between the democratic-republican and
      the reactionary-monarchist imperialist bourgeoisie is obliterated
      precisely because they are both rotting alive (which by no means
      precludes an extraordinarily rapid development of capitalism in
      individual branches of industry, in individual countries, and in
      individual periods). Secondly, the decay of capitalism is
      manifested in the creation of a huge stratum of rentiers,
      capitalists who live by “clipping coupons”. In each of the four
      leading imperialist countries—England, U.S.A., France and
      Germany—capital in securities amounts to 100,000 or 150,000
      million francs, from which each country derives an annual
      income of no less than five to eight thousand million. Thirdly,
      export of capital is parasitism raised to a high pitch. Fourthly,
      “finance capital strives for domination, not freedom”. Political
      reaction all along the line is a characteristic feature of
      imperialism. Corruption, bribery on a huge scale and all kinds of
      fraud. Fifthly, the exploitation of oppressed nations—which is
      inseparably connected with annexations—and especially the
      exploitation of colonies by a handful of “Great” Powers,
      increasingly transforms the “civilised” world into a parasite on
      the body of hundreds of millions in the uncivilised nations. The 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:107] Roman proletarian lived at the expense of
      society. Modern society lives at the expense of the modern
      proletarian. Marx specially stressed this profound observation of
      Sismondi.[bookmark: bkV23E051][7] Imperialism somewhat changes the
      situation. A privileged upper stratum of the proletariat in the
      imperialist countries lives partly at the expense of hundreds of
      millions in the uncivilised nations.

      It is clear why imperialism is
      moribund capitalism, capitalism in transition to
      socialism: monopoly, which grows out of capitalism, is
      already dying capitalism, the beginning of its transition
      to socialism. The tremendous socialisation of labour by
      imperialism (what its apologists-the bourgeois economists-call
      “interlocking”) produces the same result.

      Advancing this definition of
      imperialism brings us into complete contradiction to
      K.Kautsky, who refuses to regard imperialism as a “phase of
      capitalism” and defines it as a policy “preferred” by
      finance capital, a tendency of “industrial” countries to annex
      “agrarian” countries.[bookmark: bkV23P107F01][2] Kautsky’s
      definition is thoroughly false from the theoretical standpoint.
      What distinguishes imperialism is the rule not of
      industrial capital, but of finance capital, the striving to annex
      not agrarian countries, particularly, but every
      kind of country. Kautsky divorces imperialist politics
      from imperialist economics, he divorces monopoly in politics from
      monopoly in economics in order to pave the way for his vulgar
      bourgeois reformism, such as “disarmament”, “ultraimperialism” and
      similar nonsense. The whole purpose and significance of this
      theoretical falsity is to obscure the most profound
      contradictions of imperialism and thus justify the theory of
      “unity” with the apologists of imperialism, the outright
      social-chauvinists and opportunists.

      We have dealt at sufficient
      length with Kautsky’s break with Marxism on this point in
      Sotsial-Demokrat and Kommunist.[bookmark: bkV23E052][8] Our Russian Kautskyites, the supporters 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:108] of the Organising Committee[bookmark: bkV23P108F01][3] (O.C.), headed by Axelrod and Spectator,
      including even Martov, and to a large degree Trotsky, preferred to
      maintain a discreet silence on the question of Kautskyism as a
      trend. They did not dare defend Kautsky’s war-time writings,
      confining themselves simply to praising Kautsky (Axelrod in his
      German pamphlet, which the Organising Committee has
      promised to publish in Russian) or to quoting Kautsky’s
      private letters (Spectator), in which he says he belongs to the
      opposition and jesuitically tries to nullify his chauvinist
      declarations.

      It should be noted that Kautsky’s
      “conception” of imperialism—which is tantamount to embellishing
      imperialism—is a retrogression not only compared with Hilferding’s
      Finance Capital (no matter how assiduously Hilferding now
      defends Kautsky and “unity” with the social-chauvinists!) but also
      compared with the social-liberal J.A. Hobson. This
      English economist, who in no way claims to be a Marxist, defines
      imperialism, and reveals its contradictions, much more profoundly
      in a book published in 1902[bookmark: bkV23P108F02][4] . This is
      what Hobson (in whose book may be found nearly all Kautsky’s
      pacifist and “conciliatory” banalities) wrote on the highly
      important question of the parasitic nature of imperialism:

      Two sets of circumstances, in
      Hobson’s opinion, weakened the power of the old empires: (1)
      “economic parasitism”, and (2) formation of armies from dependent
      peoples. “There is first the habit of economic parasitism, by which
      the ruling state has used its provinces, colonies, and dependencies
      in order to enrich its ruling class and to bribe its lower classes
      into acquiescence.” Concerning the second circumstance, Hobson
      writes:

      “One of the strangest symptoms of the
      blindness of imperialism [this song about the “blindness” of
      imperialists comes more appropriately from the social-liberal
      Hobson than from the “Marxist” Kautsky] is the reckless
      indifference with which Great Britain, France, and other imperial
      nations are embarking on this perilous dependence. Great Britain
      has gone farthest. Most of the fighting 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:109] by which we have won our Indian Empire has
      been done by natives; in India, as more recently in Egypt, great
      standing armies are placed under British commanders; almost all the
      fighting associated with our African dominions, except in the
      southern part, has been done for us by natives.”

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:109]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:109]The prospect of partitioning China elicited
      from Hobson the following economic appraisal: “The greater part of
      Western Europe might then assume the appearance and character
      already exhibited by tracts of country in the South of England, in
      the Riviera, and in the tourist-ridden or residential parts of
      Italy and Switzerland, little clusters of wealthy aristocrats
      drawing dividends and pensions from the Far East, with a somewhat
      larger group of professional retainers and tradesmen and a larger
      body of personal servants and workers in the transport trade and in
      the final stages of production of the more perishable goods: all
      the main arterial industries would have disappeared, the staple
      foods and semi-manufactures flowing in as tribute from Asia and
      Africa.... We have foreshadowed the possibility of even a larger
      alliance of Western states, a European federation of Great Powers
      which, so far from forwarding the cause of world civilisation,
      might introduce the gigantic peril of a Western parasitism, a group
      of advanced industrial nations, whose upper classes drew vast
      tribute from Asia and Africa, with which they supported great tame
      masses of retainers, no longer engaged in the staple industries of
      agriculture and manufacture, but kept in the performance of
      personal or minor industrial services under the control of a new
      financial aristocracy. Let those who would scout such a theory [he
      should have said: prospect] as undeserving of consideration examine
      the economic and social condition of districts in Southern England
      today which are already reduced to this condition, and reflect upon
      the vast extension of such a system which might be rendered
      feasible by the subjection of China to the economic control of
      similar groups of financiers, investors [rentiers] and political
      and business officials, draining the greatest potential reservoir
      of profit the world has ever known, in order to consume it in
      Europe. The situation is far too complex, 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:110] the play of world forces far too
      incalculable, to render this or any other single interpretation of
      the future very probable; but the influences which govern the
      imperialism of Western Europe today are moving in this direction,
      and, unless counteracted or diverted, make towards such a
      consummation.”

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:110]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:110]Hobson, the social-liberal, fails to see
      that this “counteraction” can be offered only by the
      revolutionary proletariat and only in the form of a social
      revolution. But then he is a social-liberal! Nevertheless, as early
      as 1902 he had an excellent insight into the meaning and
      significance of a “United States of Europe” (be it said for the
      benefit of Trotsky the Kautskyite!) and of all that is now being
      glossed over by the hypocritical Kautskyites of various
      countries, namely, that the opportunists
      (social-chauvinists) are working hand in glove with the imperialist
      bourgeoisie precisely towards creating an imperialist
      Europe on the backs of Asia and Africa, and that objectively the
      opportunists are a section of the petty bourgeoisie and of
      a certain strata of the working class who have been bribed
      out of imperialist superprofits and converted to watchdogs
      of capitalism and corruptors of the labour movement.

      Both in articles and in the
      resolutions of our Party, we have repeatedly pointed to this most
      profound connection, the economic connection, between the
      imperialist bourgeoisie and the opportunism which has triumphed
      (for long?) in the labour movement. And from this, incidentally, we
      concluded that a split with the social-chauvinists was inevitable.
      Our Kautskyites preferred to evade the question! Martov, for
      instance, uttered in his lectures a sophistry which in the
      Bulletin of the Organising Committee, Secretariat
      Abroad[bookmark: bkV23E053][9] (No.4, April10, 1916)
      is expressed as follows:

      “...The cause of revolutionary
      Social-Democracy would be in a sad, indeed hopeless, plight if
      those groups of workers who in mental development approach most
      closely to the ‘intelligentsia’ and who are the most highly skilled
      fatally drifted away from it towards opportunism....”

      By means of the silly word
      “fatally” and a certain sleight-of-hand, the fact is
      evaded that certain groups of 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:111] workers have already drifted away
      to opportunism and to the imperialist bourgeoisie! And that is the
      very fact the sophists of the O.C. want to evade! They
      confine themselves to the “official optimism” the Kautskyite
      Hilferding and many others now flaunt: objective conditions
      guarantee the unity of the proletariat and the victory of the
      revolutionary trend! We, forsooth, are “optimists” with regard to
      the proletariat!

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:111]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:111]But in reality all these
      Kautskyites—Hilferding, the O.C. supporters, Martov and Co.—are
      optimists... with regard to opportunism. That is
      the whole point!

      The proletariat is the child of
      capitalism—of world capitalism, and not only of European
      capitalism, or of imperialist capitalism. On a world scale, fifty
      years sooner or fifty years later—measured on a world
      scale, this is a minor point—the “proletariat” of course “will be”
      united, and revolutionary Social-Democracy will “inevitably” be
      victorious within it. But that is not the point, Messrs.
      Kautskyites. The point is that at the present time, in the
      imperialist countries of Europe, you are fawning on the
      opportunists, who are alien to the proletariat as a class,
      who are the servants, the agents of the bourgeoisie and the
      vehicles of its influence, and unless the labour movement
      rids itself of them, it will remain a bourgeois labour
      movement. By advocating “unity” with the opportunists, with
      the Legiens and Davids, the Plekhanovs, the Chkhenkelis and
      Potresovs, etc., you are, objectively, defending the
      enslavement of the workers by the imperialist bourgeoisie
      with the aid of its best agents in the labour movement. The victory
      of revolutionary Social-Democracy on a world scale is absolutely
      inevitable, only it is moving and will move, is proceeding and will
      proceed, against you, it will be a victory over
      you.

      These two trends, one might even
      say two parties, in the present-day labour movement, which
      in 1914–16 so obviously parted ways all over the world, were
      traced by Engels and Marx in England throughout the course
      of decades, roughly from 1858 to 1892.

      Neither Marx nor Engels lived to
      see the imperialist epoch of world capitalism, which began not
      earlier than 1898–1900. But it has been a peculiar feature of
      England  [bookmark: v23pp64h:112] that even in the middle of
      the nineteenth century she already revealed at least two
      major distinguishing features of imperialism: (1) vast colonies,
      and (2) monopoly profit (due to her monopoly position in the world
      market). In both respects England at that time was an exception
      among capitalist countries, and Engels and Marx, analysing this
      exception, quite clearly and definitely indicated its
      connection with the (temporary) victory of opportunism in
      the English labour movement.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:112]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:112]In a letter to Marx, dated October7,
      1858, Engels wrote: “...The English proletariat is actually
      becoming more and more bourgeois, so that this most bourgeois of
      all nations is apparently aiming ultimately at the possession of a
      bourgeois aristocracy and a bourgeois proletariat
      alongside the bourgeoisie. For a nation which exploits the
      whole world this is of course to a certain extent justifiable.” In
      a letter to Sorge, dated September21, 1872, Engels informs
      him that Hales kicked up a big row in the Federal Council of the
      International and secured a vote of censure on Marx for saying that
      “the English labour leaders had sold themselves”. Marx wrote to
      Sorge on August4, 1874: “As to the urban workers here [in
      England], it is a pity that the whole pack of leaders did not get
      into Parliament. This would be the surest way of getting rid of the
      whole lot.” In a letter to Marx, dated August11, 1881, Engels
      speaks about “those very worst English trade unions which allow
      themselves to be led by men sold to, or at least paid by, the
      bourgeoisie.” In a letter to Kautsky, dated September12,
      1882, Engels wrote: “You ask me what the English workers think
      about colonial policy. Well, exactly the same as they think about
      politics in general. There is no workers’ party here, there are
      only Conservatives and Liberal-Radicals, and the workers gaily
      share the feast of England’s monopoly of the world market and the
      colonies.”

      On December7, 1889, Engels
      wrote to Sorge: “The most repulsive thing here [in England] is the
      bourgeois ‘respectability’, which has grown deep into the bones of
      the workers.... Even Tom Mann, whom I regard as the best of the
      lot, is fond of mentioning that he will be lunching with the Lord
      Mayor. If one compares this with 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:113] the French, one realises, what a
      revolution is good for, after all.”[bookmark: bkV23E056][10] In a
      letter, dated April19, 1890: “But under the surface
      the movement [of the working class in England] is going on, is
      embracing ever wider sections and mostly just among the hitherto
      stagnant lowest [Engels’s italics] strata. The day is no
      longer far off when this mass will suddenly find
      itself, when it will dawn upon it that it itself is this
      colossal mass in motion.” On March4, 1891: “The failure of
      the collapsed Dockers’ Union; the ‘old’ conservative trade unions,
      rich and therefore cowardly, remain lone on the field....”
      September14, 1891: at the Newcastle Trade Union Congress the
      old unionists, opponents of the eight-hour day, were defeated “and
      the bourgeois papers recognise the defeat of the bourgeois
      labour party” (Engels’s italics throughout)....

      That these ideas, which were
      repeated by Engels over the course of decades, were so expressed by
      him publicly, in the press, is proved by his preface to the second
      edition of The Condition of the Working Class in England,
      1892. Here he speaks of an “aristocracy among the working class”,
      of a “privileged minority of the workers”, in contradistinction to
      the “great mass of working people”. “A small, privileged, protected
      minority” of the working class alone was “permanently benefited” by
      the privileged position of England in 1848–68, whereas “the great
      bulk of them experienced at best but a temporary improvement”....
      “With the break-down of that [England’s industrial] monopoly, the
      English working class will lose that privileged position...” The
      members of the “new” unions, the unions of the unskilled workers,
      “had this immense advantage, that their minds were virgin soil,
      entirely free from the inherited ‘respectable’ bourgeois prejudices
      which hampered the brains of the better situated ‘old unionists’”
      .... “The so-called workers’ representatives” in England are people
      “who are forgiven their being members of the working class because
      they themselves would like to drown their quality of being workers
      in the ocean of their liberalism...”

      We have deliberately quoted the
      direct statements of Marx and Engels at rather great length in
      order that the reader may study them as a whole. And they
      should be studied, they are worth carefully pondering over. For 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:114] they are the pivot of the tactics
      in the labour movement that are dictated by the objective
      conditions of the imperialist era.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:114]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:114]Here, too, Kautsky has tried to “befog the
      issue” and substitute for Marxism sentimental conciliation with the
      opportunists. Arguing against the avowed and naive
      social-imperialists (men like Lensch) who justify Germany’s
      participation in the war as a means of destroying England’s
      monopoly, Kautsky “corrects” this obvious falsehood by
      another equally obvious falsehood. Instead of a cynical falsehood
      he employs a suave falsehood! The industrial monopoly of
      England, he says, has long ago been broken, has long ago been
      destroyed, and there is nothing left to destroy.

      Why is this argument false?

      Because, firstly, it overlooks
      England’s colonial monopoly. Yet Engels, as we have seen,
      pointed to this very clearly as early as 1882, thirty-four years
      ago! Although England’s industrial monopoly may have been
      destroyed, her colonial monopoly not only remains, but has become
      extremely accentuated, for the whole world is already divided up!
      By means of this suave lie Kautsky smuggles in the
      bourgeois-pacifist and opportunist-philistine idea that “there is
      nothing to fight about”. On the contrary, not only have the
      capitalists something to fight about now, but they
      cannot help fighting if they want to preserve capitalism,
      for without a forcible redivision of colonies the new
      imperialist countries cannot obtain the privileges enjoyed by the
      older (and weaker) imperialist powers.

      Secondly, why does England’s
      monopoly explain the (temporary) victory of opportunism in England?
      Because monopoly yields superprofits, i.e., a surplus of
      profits over and above the capitalist profits that are normal and
      customary all over the world. The capitalists can devote a
      part (and not a small one, at that!) of these superprofits to bribe
      their own workers, to create something like an alliance
      (recall the celebrated “alliances” described by the Webbs of
      English trade unions and employers) between the workers of the
      given nation and their capitalists against the other
      countries. England’s industrial monopoly 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:115] was already destroyed by the end of the
      nineteenth century. That is beyond dispute. But how did
      this destruction take place? Did all monopoly
      disappear?

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:115]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:115]If that were so, Kautsky’s “theory” of
      conciliation (with the opportunists) would to a certain extent be
      justified. But it is not so, and that is just the point.
      Imperialism is monopoly capitalism. Every cartel, trust,
      syndicate, every giant bank is a monopoly Superprofits
      have not disappeared; they still remain. The exploitation of
      all other countries by one privileged, financially wealthy
      country remains and has become more intense. A handful of wealthy
      countries—there are only four of them, if we mean independent,
      really gigantic, “modern” wealth: England, France, the United
      States and Germany—have developed monopoly to vast proportions,
      they obtain superprofits running into hundreds, if not
      thousands, of millions, they “ride on the backs” of hundreds and
      hundreds of millions of people in other countries and fight among
      themselves for the division of the particularly rich, particularly
      fat and particularly easy spoils.

      This, in fact, is the economic
      and political essence of imperialism, the profound contradictions
      of which Kautsky glosses over instead of exposing.

      The bourgeoisie of an imperialist
      “Great” Power can economically bribe the upper strata of
      “its” workers by spending on this a hundred million or so francs a
      year, for its superprofits most likely amount to about a
      thousand million. And how this little sop is divided among the
      labour ministers, “labour representatives” (remember Engels’s
      splendid analysis of the term), labour members of War Industries
      Committees,[bookmark: bkV23P115F01][5] labour officials,
      workers belonging to the narrow craft unions, office employees,
      etc., etc., is a secondary question.

      Between 1848 and 1868, and to a
      certain extent even later, only England enjoyed a monopoly:
      that is why opportunism could prevail there for decades.
      No other countries possessed either very rich colonies or
      an industrial monopoly.

      The last third of the nineteenth
      century saw the transition to the new, imperialist era. Finance
      capital not of one, but of several, though very few, Great
      Powers  [bookmark: v23pp64h:116] enjoys a monopoly. (In
      Japan and Russia the monopoly of military power, vast territories,
      or special facilities for robbing minority nationalities, China,
      etc., partly supplements, partly takes the place of, the monopoly
      of modern, up-to-date finance capital.) This difference explains
      why England’s monopoly position could remain
      unchallenged for decades. The monopoly of modern finance
      capital is being frantically challenged; the era of imperialist
      wars has begun. It was possible in those days to bribe and corrupt
      the working class of one country for decades. This is now
      improbable, if not impossible. But on the other hand,
      every imperialist “Great” Power can and does bribe
      smaller strata (than in England in 1848–68) of the “labour
      aristocracy”. Formerly a “bourgeois labour party”, to use
      Engels’s remarkably profound expression, could arise only in one
      country, because it alone enjoyed a monopoly, but, on the other
      hand, it could exist for a long time. Now a “bourgeois labour
      party” is inevitable and typical in all
      imperialist countries; but in view of the desperate struggle they
      are waging for the division of spoils it is improbable that such a
      party can prevail for long in a number of countries. For the
      trusts, the financial oligarchy, high prices, etc., while
      enabling the bribery of a handful in the top layers, are
      increasingly oppressing, crushing, ruining and torturing the
      mass of the proletariat and the semi-proletariat.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:116]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:116]On the one hand, there is the tendency of
      the bourgeoisie and the opportunists to convert a handful of very
      rich and privileged nations into “eternal” parasites on the body of
      the rest of mankind, to “rest on the laurels” of the exploitation
      of Negroes, Indians, etc., keeping them in subjection with the aid
      of the excellent weapons of extermination provided by modern
      militarism. On the other hand, there is the tendency of the
      masses, who are more oppressed than before and who bear
      the whole brunt of imperialist wars, to cast off this yoke and to
      overthrow the bourgeoisie. It is in the struggle between these two
      tendencies that the history of the labour movement will now
      inevitably develop. For the first tendency is not accidental; it is
      “substantiated” economically. In all countries the
      bourgeoisie has already begotten, fostered and secured 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:117] for itself “bourgeois labour parties” of
      social-chauvinists. The difference between a definitely formed
      party, like Bissolati’s in Italy, for example, which is fully
      social-imperialist, and, say, the semi-formed near-party of the
      Potresovs, Gvozdyovs, Bulkins, Chkheidzes, Skobelevs and Co., is an
      immaterial difference. The important thing is that, economically,
      the desertion of a stratum of the labour aristocracy to the
      bourgeoisie has matured and become an accomplished fact; and this
      economic fact, this shift in class relations, will find political
      form, in one shape or another, without any particular
      “difficulty”.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:117]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:117]On the economic basis referred to above, the
      political institutions of modern capitalism—press, parliament
      associations, congresses etc.—have created political
      privileges and sops for the respectful, meek, reformist and
      patriotic office employees and workers, corresponding to the
      economic privileges and sops. Lucrative an soft jobs in the
      government or on the war industries committees, in parliament and
      on diverse committees, on the editorial staffs of “respectable”,
      legally published newspapers or on the management councils of no
      less respectable and “bourgeois law-abiding” trade unions—this is
      the bait by which the imperialist bourgeoisie attracts and rewards
      the representatives and supporters of the “bourgeois labour
      parties”.

      The mechanics of political
      democracy works in the same direction. Nothing in our times can be
      done without elections; nothing can be done without the masses. And
      in this era of printing and parliamentarism it is
      impossible to gain the following of the masses without a
      widely ramified, systematically managed, well-equipped system of
      flattery, lies, fraud, juggling with fashionable and popular
      catchwords, and promising all manner of reforms and blessings to
      the workers right and left—as long as they renounce the
      revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of bourgeoisie. I would
      call this system Lloyd-Georgism, after the English Minister Lloyd
      George, one of the foremost and most dexterous representatives of
      this system in the classic land of the “bourgeois labour party”. A
      first-class bourgeois manipulator, an astute politician, a popular
      orator who will deliver any speeches you like even
      r-r-revolutionary ones, to a labour audience, and a 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:118] man who is capable of obtaining sizable
      sops for docile workers in the shape of social reforms (insurance,
      etc.), Lloyd George serves the bourgeoisie splendidly,[bookmark: bkV23P118F01][6] and serves it precisely among the
      workers, brings its influence precisely to the
      proletariat, to where the bourgeoisie needs it most and where it
      finds it most difficult to subject the masses morally.

      And is there such a great
      difference between Lloyd George and the Scheidemanns, Legiens,
      Hendersons and Hyndmans, Plekhanovs, Renaudels and Co.? Of the
      latter, it may be objected, some will return to the revolutionary
      socialism of Marx. This is possible, but it is an insignificant
      difference in degree, if the question is regarded from its
      political, i.e., its mass aspect. Certain individuals among the
      present social-chauvinist leaders may return to the proletariat.
      But the social-chauvinist or (what is the same thing) opportunist
      trend can neither disappear nor “return” to the
      revolutionary proletariat. Wherever Marxism is popular among the
      workers, this political trend, this “bourgeois labour party”, will
      swear by the name of Marx. It cannot be prohibited from doing this,
      just as a trading firm cannot be prohibited from using any
      particular label, sign or advertisement. It has always been the
      case in history that after the death of revolutionary leaders who
      were popular among the oppressed classes, their enemies have
      attempted to appropriate their names so as to deceive the oppressed
      classes.

      The fact that is that “bourgeois
      labour parties,” as a political phenomenon, have already been
      formed in all the foremost capitalist countries, and that
      unless determined and relentless struggle is waged all along the
      line against these parties—or groups, trends, etc., it is all the
      same—there can be no question of a struggle against imperialism, or
      of Marxism, or of a socialist labour movement. The Chkheidze
      faction,[bookmark: bkV23E058][11] Nashe Dyelo and Golos
      Truda[bookmark: bkV23E059][12] in Russia, and the O.C. supporters
      abroad are nothing but 
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:119] varieties of one
      such party. There is not the slightest reason for thinking
      that these parties will disappear before the social
      revolution. On the contrary, the nearer the revolution approaches,
      the more strongly it flares up and the more sudden and violent the
      transitions and leaps in its progress, the greater will be the part
      the struggle of the revolutionary mass stream against the
      opportunist petty-bourgeois stream will play in the labour
      movement. Kautskyism is not an independent trend, because it has no
      roots either in the masses or in the privileged stratum which has
      deserted to the bourgeoisie. But the danger of Kautskyism lies in
      the fact that, utilising the ideology of the past, it endeavours to
      reconcile the proletariat with the “bourgeois labour party”, to
      preserve the unity of the proletariat with that party and thereby
      enhance the latter’s prestige. The masses no longer follow the
      avowed social-chauvinists: Lloyd George has been hissed down at
      workers’ meetings in England; Hyndman has left the party; the
      Renaudels and Scheidemanns, the Potresovs and Gvozdyovs are
      protected by the police. The Kautskyites’ masked defence of the
      social-chauvinists is much more dangerous.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:119]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:119]One of the most common sophistries of
      Kautskyism is its reference to the “masses”. We do not want, they
      say, to break away from the masses and mass organisations! But just
      think how Engels put the question. In the nineteenth century the
      “mass organisations” of the English trade unions were on the side
      of the bourgeois labour party. Marx and Engels did not reconcile
      themselves to it on this ground; they exposed it. They did not
      forget, firstly, that the trade union organisations directly
      embraced a minority of the proletariat. In England then,
      as in Germany now, not more than one-fifth of the proletariat was
      organised. No one can seriously think it possible to organise the
      majority of the proletariat under capitalism. Secondly—and this is
      the main point—it is not so much a question of the size of an
      organisation, as of the real, objective significance of its policy:
      does its policy represent the masses, does it serve them, i.e.,
      does it aim at their liberation from capitalism, or does it
      represent the interests of the minority, the minority’s
      reconciliation with capitalism? The 
       [bookmark: v23pp64h:120] latter was true of England in the
      nineteenth century, and it is true of Germany, etc., now.

      [bookmark: v23pp64h:120]
      [bookmark: v23pp64h:120]Engels draws a distinction between the
      “bourgeois labour party” of the old trade unions—the
      privileged minority—and the “lowest mass”, the real
      majority, and appeals to the latter, who are not infected by
      “bourgeois respectability”. This is the essence of Marxist
      tactics!

      Neither we nor anyone else can
      calculate precisely what portion of the proletariat is following
      and will follow the social-chauvinists and opportunists. This will
      be revealed only by the struggle, it will be definitely decided
      only by the socialist revolution. But we know for certain that the
      “defenders of the fatherland” in the imperialist war
      represent only a minority. And it is therefore our duty,
      if we wish to remain socialists to go down lower and
      deeper, to the real masses; this is the whole meaning and the
      whole purport of the struggle against opportunism. By exposing the
      fact that the opportunists and social-chauvinists are in reality
      betraying and selling the interests of the masses, that they are
      defending the temporary privileges of a minority of the workers,
      that they are the vehicles of bourgeois ideas and influences, that
      they are really allies and agents of the bourgeoisie, we teach the
      masses to appreciate their true political interests, to fight for
      socialism and for the revolution through all the long and painful
      vicissitudes of imperialist wars and imperialist armistices.

      The only Marxist line in the
      world labour movement is to explain to the masses the inevitability
      and necessity of breaking with opportunism, to educate them for
      revolution by waging a relentless struggle against opportunism, to
      utilise the experience of the war to expose, not conceal, the utter
      vileness of national-liberal labour politics.

      In the next article, we shall try
      to sum up the principal features that distinguish this line from
      Kautskyism.
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      [bookmark: fwV23P105F01][1] 
      
       
       The reference is to the First World War of
      1914–18. p.5 —Lenin

      
      [bookmark: fwV23P107F01][2] 
      
       “Imperialism is a product of
      highly developed industrial capitalism. It consists in the striving
      of every industrial capitalist nation to subjugate and annex ever
      larger agrarian territories irrespective of the nations that
      inhabit them” (Kautsky in Die Neue Zeit;
      September11, 1914). —Lenin

      
      [bookmark: fwV23P108F01][3] 
      
       
       Organising Committee
      (O.C.)—the leading centre of the Mensheviks, supporters of the
      petty-bourgeois, opportunist trend in the Russian Social-Democratic
      Party. It was formed in 1912; during the world imperialist war it
      took a social-chauvinist stand, justifying the war led by the
      tsarist government and preaching nationalistic and chauvinistic
      ideas. p.7 —Lenin

      
      [bookmark: fwV23P108F02][4] J.A. Hobson, Imperialism,
      London, 1902. —Lenin

      
      [bookmark: fwV23P115F01][5] 
      
       
       War Industries Committees
      were set up in Russia in May 1915 by the big imperialist
      bourgeoisie for aiding tsarism in conducting the war. In an attempt
      to bring the workers under its influence and instil defencist
      sentiments into them, the bourgeoisie decided to form “Workers’
      Groups” of the War Industries Committees, thereby showing that a
      “class truce” between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat was
      established in Russia. The Bolsheviks advocated a boycott of the
      War Industries Committees and were successful in securing this
      boycott with the support of the majority of the workers. p.4
      —Lenin

      
      [bookmark: fwV23P118F01][6] 
      
       I recently read an article in an English
      magazine by a Tory, a political opponent of Lloyd George, entitled
      “Lloyd George from the Standpoint of a Tory”. The war opened the
      eyes of this opponent and made him realise what an excellent
      servant of the bourgeoisie this Lloyd George is! The Tories have
      made peace with him! —Lenin
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      [bookmark: fwV23E051][7] 
      
       See Karl Marx, Preface to the
      second edition of The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
      Bonaparte. p.6

      
       
       Die Neue Zeit (New Times)—the
      theoretical journal of the German Social-Democratic Party,
      published in Stuttgart from 1883 to 1923. Up to October 1917 it was
      edited by Karl Kautsky, later by Heinrich Cunow. Some of the
      writings of Karl Marx and Frederick Engels were first published in
      Die Neue Zeit. Engels gave regular advice to the editors
      and frequently criticised them for permitting deviations from
      Marxism in the journal. In the late nineties, after the death of
      Engels, the journal regularly carried articles by revisionists.
      During the First World War (1914–18) the journal occupied a
      Centrist position, in reality supporting the social-chauvinists. p.
      7

      
      
      [bookmark: fwV23E052][8] 
      
       
       Sotsial-Demokrat—Central Organ of the
      Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, published as an illegal
      newspaper from February 1908 to January 1917. p.7

      
       Kommunist—a journal started by Lenin;
      published in Geneva in 1915 by the editorial board of the newspaper
      Sotsial-Demokrat. Only one (double) issue appeared.
      p.7

      
      
      [bookmark: fwV23E053][9] 
      
       Bulletin of the R.S.D.L.P. Organising
      Committee, Secretariat Abroad—a Menshevik Centrist organ,
      published in Geneva from February 1915 to March 1917. Altogether
      ten issues appeared. 
      
       
      

      
      
      [bookmark: fwV23E056][10] [PLACEHOLDER ENDNOTE.]

      
      
      [bookmark: fwV23E058][11] 
      
       Chkheidze faction—the Menshevik group
      in the Fourth Duma led by N.S. Chkheidze. Officially followed
      a Centrist policy in the First World War, but factually supported
      the Russian social-chauvinists. In 1916 the group was composed of
      M.I. Skobelev, I.N. Tulyakov, V.I. Khaustov,
      N.S. Chkheidze and A.I. Chkhenkeli. Lenin criticises
      their opportunist policy in several articles, including “The
      Chkheidze Faction and Its Role”, “Have the Organising Committee and
      the Chkheidze Group a Policy of Their Own?”

      
      
      [bookmark: fwV23E059][12] 
      
       Nashe Dyelo (Our Cause)—a Menshevik
      monthly, chief mouthpiece of the liquidators and Russian
      social-chauvinists. Published in Petrograd in \thinspace1915 in
      place of Nasha Zarya (Our Dawn) which was closed in
      October 1914. Contributors included Y.Mayevsky, P.P.
      Maslov, A.N. Potresov and N.Cherevanin. Six issues
      appeared altogether.

      Golos Truda (Voice of Labour)—a legal
      Menshevik paper published in Samara in 1916, after the closure of
      Nash Golos (Our Voice). Three issues appeared.
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      Comrades, I am very glad of the opportunity to greet
      this Congress of Communist comrades representing Moslem
      organisations of the East, and to say a few words about the
      situation now obtaining in Russia and throughout the world. The
      subject of my address is current affairs, and it seems to me that
      the most essential aspects of this question at present are the
      attitude of the peoples of the East to imperialism, and the
      revolutionary movement among those peoples. It is self-evident that
      this revolutionary movement of the peoples of the East can now
      develop effectively, can reach a successful issue, only in direct
      association with the revolutionary struggle of our Soviet Republic
      against international imperialism. Owing to a number of
      circumstances, among them the backwardness of Russia and her vast
      area, and the fact that she constitutes a frontier between Europe
      and Asia, between the West and the East, we had to bear the whole
      brunt-and we regard that as a great honour of being the pioneers of
      the world struggle against imperialism. Consequently, the whole
      course of development in the immediate future presages a still
      broader and more strenuous struggle against international
      imperialism, arid will inevitably be linked with the struggle of
      the Soviet Republic against the forces of united imperialism-of
      Germany, France, Britain and the U.S.A.

      As regards the military aspect of the matter, you know how
      favourable our situation now is on all the fronts. I shall not
      dwell in detail on this question; I shall only say that the Civil
      War which was forced upon us by international imperialism has in
      two years inflicted incalculable hardship upon the Russian
      Socialist Federative Soviet Republic, and imposed upon the peasants
      and workers a burden so intolerable that it often seemed they would
      not be able to endure it. But at the same time, because of its
      brute violence, because of the ruthlessly brutal onslaught of our
      so-called allies, turned wild beasts, who robbed us even before the
      socialist revolution, this war has performed a miracle and turned
      people weary of fighting and seemingly incapable of bearing another
      war into warriors who have not only withstood the war for two years
      but are bringing it to a victorious end. The victories we are now
      gaining over Kolchak, Yudenich and Denikin signify the advent of a
      new phase in the history of the struggle of world imperialism
      against the countries and nations which have risen up to fight for
      their emancipation. In this respect, the two years of our Civil War
      have fully confirmed what has long been known to historythat the
      character of a war and its success depend chiefly upon the internal
      regime of the country that goes to war, that war is a reflection of
      the internal policy conducted by the given country before the war.
      All this is inevitably reflected in the prosecution of a war.

      Which class waged the war, and is continuing to wage it, is a
      very important question. Only due to our Civil War being waged by
      workers and peasants who have emancipated themselves, and to its
      being a continuation of the political struggle for the emancipation
      of the working people from the capitalists of their own country and
      of the whole world-only thanks to this were people to be found in
      such a backward country as Russia, worn out as she was by four
      years of imperialist war, who were strong-willed enough to carry on
      that war during two years of incredible and unparalleled hardship
      and difficulty.

      This was very strikingly illustrated in the history of the Civil
      War in the case of Kolchak. Kolchak was an enemy who had the
      assistance of all the world’s strongest powers; he had a railway
      which was protected by some hundred thousand foreign troops,
      including the finest troops of the world imperialists, such as the
      Japanese, for example, who had been trained for the imperialist
      war, but took practically no part in it and therefore suffered
      little; Kolchak had the backing of the Siberian peasants, who were
      the most prosperous and had never known serfdom, and therefore,
      naturally, were farthest of all from communism. It seemed that
      Kolchak was an invincible force, because his troops were the
      advance guard of international imperialism. To this day, Japanese
      and Czechoslovak troops and the troops of a number of other
      imperialist nations are operating in Siberia. Nevertheless, the
      more than a year’s experience of Kolchak’s rule over Siberia and
      her vast natural resources, which was at first supported by the
      socialist parties of the Second International, by the Mensheviks
      and the SocialistRevolutionaries, who set up the Constituent
      Assembly Committee front, and which therefore, under these
      conditions, from the standpoint of the man in the street and of the
      ordinary course ofhistory, appeared to be firm and invincible that
      experience actually revealed the following. The farther Kolchak
      advanced into the heart of Russia, the more he wore himself out,
      and in the end we have witnessed Soviet Russia’s complete triumph
      over Kolchak. Here we undoubtedly have practical proof that the
      united forces of workers and peasants who have been emancipated
      from the capitalist yoke can perform real miracles. Here we have
      practical proof that when a revolutionary war really does attract
      and interest the working and oppressed people, when it makes them
      conscious that they are fighting the exploiters-such a
      revolutionary war engenders the strength and ability to perform
      miracles.

      I think that what the Red Army has accomplished, its struggle,
      and the history of its victory, will be of colossal, epochal
      significance for all the peoples of the East. It will show them
      that, weak as they may be, and invincible as may seem the power of
      the European oppressors, who in the struggle employ all the marvels
      of technology and of the military art-nevertheless, a revolutionary
      war waged by oppressed peoples, if it really succeeds in arousing
      the millions of working and exploited people, harbours such
      potentialities, such miracles, that the emancipation of the peoples
      of the East is now quite practicable, from the standpoint not only
      of the prospects of the international revolution, but also of the
      direct military experience acquired in Asia, in Siberia, the
      experience of the Soviet Republic, which has suffered the armed
      invasion of all the powerful imperialist countries.

      Furthermore, the experience of the Civil War in Russia has shown
      us and the Communists of all countries that, in the crucible of
      civil war, the development of revolutionary enthusiasm is
      accompanied by a powerful inner cohesion. War tests all the
      economic and organisational forces of a nation. In the final
      analysis, infinitely hard as the war has been for the workers and
      peasants, who are suffering famine and cold, it may be said on the
      basis of these two years’ experience that we are winning and will
      continue to win, because we have a hinterland, and a strong one,
      because, despite famine and cold, the peasants and workers stand
      together, have grown strong, and answer every heavy blow with a
      greater cohesion of their forces and increased economic might. And
      it is this alone that has made possible the victories over Kolchak,
      Yudenich and their allies, the strongest powers in the world. The
      past two years have shown, on the one hand, that a revolutionary
      war can be developed, and, on the other, that the Soviet system is
      growing stronger under the heavy blows of the foreign invasion, the
      aim of which is to destroy quickly the revolutionary centre, the
      republic of workers and peasants who have dared to declare war on
      international imperialism. But instead of destroying the workers
      and peasants of Russia, these heavy blows have served to harden
      them.

      That is the chief lesson, the chief content of the present
      period. We are on the eve of decisive victories over Denikin, the
      last enemy left on our soil. We feel strong and may reiterate a
      thousand times over that we are not mistaken when we say that
      internally the Republic has become consolidated, and that we shall
      emerge from the war against Denikin very much stronger and better
      prepared for the task of erecting the socialist edifice-to which we
      have been able to devote all too little time and energy during the
      Civil War, but to which, now that we are setting foot on a free
      road, we shall undoubtedly be able to devote ourselves
      entirely.

      In Western Europe we see the decay of imperialism. You know that
      a year ago it seemed even to the German socialists, and to the vast
      majority of socialists-who did not understand the state of
      affairs-that what was in progress was a struggle of two world
      imperialist groups, and they believed that this struggle
      constituted the whole of history, that there was no force capable
      of producing anything else. It seemed to them that even socialists
      had no alternative but to join sides with one of the groups of
      powerful world predators. That is how it seemed at the close of
      October 1918. But we find that in the year that has since elapsed
      world history has witnessed unparalleled events, profound and
      far-reaching events, and these have opened the eyes of many
      socialists who during the imperialist war were patriots and
      justified their conduct on the plea that they were faced with an
      enemy; they justified their alliance with the British and French
      imperialists on the grounds that these were supposedly bringing
      delivery from German imperialism. See how many illusions were
      shattered by that war! We are witnessing the decay of German
      imperialism, a decay which has led not only to a republican, but
      even to a socialist revolution. You know that in Germany today the
      class struggle has become still more acute and that civil war is
      drawing nearer and nearer-a war of the German proletariat against
      the German imperialists, who have adopted republican colours, but
      who remain imperialists.

      Everyone knows that the social revolution is maturing in Western
      Europe by leaps and bounds, and that the same thing is happening in
      America and in Britain, the countries ostensibly representing
      culture and civilisation, victors over the Huns, the German
      imperialists. Yet when it came to the Treaty of Versailles,
      everyone saw that it was a hundred times more rapacious than the
      Treaty of B rest which the German robbers forced upon us, and that
      it was the heaviest blow the capitalists and imperialists of those
      luckless victor countries could possibly have struck at themselves.
      The Treaty of Versailles opened the eyes of the people of the
      victor nations, and showed that in the case of Britain and France,
      even though they are democratic states, we have before us not
      representatives of culture and civilisation, but countries ruled by
      imperialist predators The internal struggle among these predators
      is developing so swiftly that we may rejoice in the knowledge that
      the Treaty of Versailles is only a seeming victory for the jubilant
      imperialists, and that in reality it signifies the bankruptcy of
      the entire imperialist world and the resolute abandonment by the
      working people of those socialists who during the war allied
      themselves with the representatives of decaying imperialism and
      defended one of the groups of belligerent predators. The eyes of
      the working people have been opened because the Treaty of
      Versailles was a rapacious peace and showed that France and Britain
      had actually fought Germany in order to strengthen their rule over
      the colonies and to enhance their imperialist might. That internal
      struggle grows broader as time goes on. Today I saw a wireless
      message from London dated November 21, in which American
      journalists—men who cannot be suspected of sympathising with
      revolutionaries—say that in France an unprecedented outburst of
      hatred towards the Americans is to be observed, because the
      Americans refuse to ratify the Treaty of Versailles.

      Britain and France are victors, but they are up to their ears in
      debt to America, who has decided that the French and the British
      may consider themselves victors as much as they like, but that she
      is going to skim the cream and exact usurious interest for her
      assistance during the war; and the guarantee of this is to be the
      American Navy which is now being built and is overtaking the
      British Navy in size. And the crudeness of the Americans’ rapacious
      imperialism may be seen from the fact that American agents are
      buying white slaves, women and girls, and shipping them to America
      for the development of prostitution. Just think, free, cultured
      America supplying white slaves for brothels! Conflicts with
      American agents are occurring in Poland and Belgium. That is a tiny
      illustration of what is taking place on a vast scale in every
      little country which received assistance from the Entente. Take
      Poland, for instance. You find American agents and profiteers going
      there and buying up all the wealth of Poland, who boasts that she
      is now an independent power. Poland is being bought up by American
      agents. There is not a factory or branch of industry which is not
      in the pockets of the Americans. The Americans have become so
      brazen that they are beginning to enslave that “great and free
      victor”, France, who was formerly a country of usurers, but is now
      deep in debt to America, because she has lost her economic
      strength, and has not enough grain or coal of her own and cannot
      develop her material resources on a large scale, while America
      insists that the tribute be paid unreservedly and in full. It is
      thus becoming increasingly apparent that France, Britain and other
      powerful countries are economically bankrupt. In the French
      elections the Clericats have gained the upper hand. The French
      people, who were deceived into devoting all their strength
      supposedly to the defence of freedom and democracy against Germany,
      have now been rewarded with an interminable debt, with the sneers
      of the rapacious American imperialists and, or, top of it, with a
      Clerical majority consisting of representatives of the most savage
      reaction.

      The situation all over the world has become immeasurably more
      complicated. Our victory over Kolchak and Yudenich, those lackeys
      of international capital, is a big one; but far bigger, though not
      so evident, is the victory we are gaining on an international
      scale. That victory consists in the internal decay of imperialism,
      which is unable to send its troops against us. The Entente tried
      it, but to no purpose, because its troops become demoralised when
      they contact our troops and acquaint themselves with our Russian
      Soviet Constitution, translated into their languages. Despite the
      influence of the leaders of putrid socialism, our Constitution will
      always win the sympathy of the working people. The word “Soviet” is
      now understood by everybody, and the Soviet Constitution has been
      translated into all languages and is known to every worker. He
      knows that it is the constitution of working people, the political
      system of working people who are calling for victory over
      international capital, that it is a triumph we have achieved over
      the international imperialists. This victory of ours has had its
      repercussions in all imperialist countries, since we have deprived
      them of their own troops, won them over, deprived them of the
      possibility of using those troops against Soviet Russia.

      They tried to wage war with the troops of other
      countries-Finland, Poland, and Latvia-but nothing came of it.
      British Minister Churchill, speaking in the House of Commons
      several weeks ago, boasted-and it was cabled all over the
      world-that a campaign of fourteen nations against Soviet Russia had
      been organised, and that this would result in victory over Russia
      by the New Year. And it is true that many nations participated in
      it-Finland, the Ukraine, Poland, Georgia, as well as the
      Czechoslovaks, the Japanese, the French, the British, and the
      Germans. But we know what came of it! We know that the Estonians
      left Yudenich’s forces in the lurch; and now a fierce controversy
      is going on in the press because the Estonians do not want to help
      him, while Finland, much as her bourgeoisie wanted it, has not
      assisted Yudenich either. Thus the second attempt to attack us has
      likewise failed. The first stage was the dispatch by the Entente of
      its own troops, equipped according to all the rules of military
      technique, so that it seemed they would defeat the Soviet Republic.
      They have already withdrawn from the Caucasus, Archangel and the
      Crimea; they still remain in Murmansk, as the Czechoslovaks do in
      Siberia, but only as isolated groups. The first attempt of the
      Entente to defeat us with its own forces ended in victory for us.
      The second attempt consisted in launching against us nations which
      re our neighbours, and which are entirely dependent financially on
      the Entente, and in trying to force them to crush us, as a nest of
      socialism. But that attempt, too, ended in failure: it turned out
      that not one of these little countries is capable of waging such a
      war. What is more, hatred of the Entente has taken firm root in
      every little country. If Finland did not set out to capture
      Petrograd when Yudenich had already captured Krasnoye Solo, it was
      because she hesitated, realising that she could live independently
      side by side with Soviet Russia, but could not live in peace with
      the Entente. All little nations have felt that. It is felt in
      Finland, Lithuania, Estonia, and Poland, where chauvinism is
      rampant, but where there is hatred of the Entente, which is
      expanding its exploitation in those countries. And now, accurately
      assessing the course of developments, we may say without
      exaggeration that not only the first, but also the second stage of
      the international war against the Soviet Republic has failed. All
      that remains for us to do now is to defeat Denikin’s forces, and
      they are already half-defeated,

      Such is the present Russian and international situation, which I
      have summarised briefly in my address. Permit me, in conclusion, to
      say something about the situation that is developing in respect of
      the nationalities of the East. You are representatives of the
      communist organisations and Communist Parties of various Eastern
      peoples. I must say that the Russian Bolsheviks have succeeded in
      forcing a breach in the old imperialism, in undertaking the
      exceedingly difficult, but also exceedingly noble task of blazing
      new paths of revolution, whereas you, the representatives of the
      working people of the East, have before you a task that is still
      greater and newer. It is becoming quite clear that the socialist
      revolution which is impending for the whole world will not be
      merely the victory of the proletariat of each country over its own
      bourgeoisie. That would be possible if revolutions came easily and
      swiftly. We know that the imperialists will not allow this, that
      all countries are armed against their domestic Bolshevism and that
      their one thought is how to defeat Bolshevism at home. That is why
      in every country a civil war is brewing in which the old socialist
      compromisers are enlisted on the side of the bourgeoisie. Hence,
      the socialist revolution will not be solely, or chiefly, a struggle
      of the revolutionary proletarians in each country against their
      bourgeoisie-no, it will be a struggle of all the
      imperialist-oppressed colonies and countries, of all dependent
      countries, against international imperialism. Characterising the
      approach of the world social revolution in the Party Programme we
      adopted last March, we said that the civil war of the working
      people against the imperialists and exploiters in all the advanced
      countries is beginning to be combined with national wars against
      international imperialism. That is confirmed by the course of the
      revolution, and will be more and more confirmed as time goes on. It
      will be the same in the East.

      We know that in the East the masses will rise as independent
      participants, as builders of a new life, because hundreds of
      millions of the people belong to dependent, underprivileged
      nations, which until now have been objects of international
      imperialist policy, and have only existed as material to fertilise
      capitalist culture and civilisation. And when they talk of handing
      out mandates for colonies, we know very well that it means handing
      out mandates for spoliation and plunder-handing out to an
      insignificant section of the world’s population the right to
      exploit the majority of the population of the globe. That majority,
      which up till then had been completely outside the orbit of
      historical progress, because it could not constitute an independent
      revolutionary force, ceased, as we know, to play such a passive
      role at the beginning of the twentieth century. We know that 1905
      was followed by revolutions in Turkey, Persia and China, and that a
      revolutionary movement developed in India. The imperialist war
      likewise contributed to the growth of the revolutionary movement,
      because the European imperialists had to enlist whole colonial
      regiments in their struggle. The imperialist war aroused the East
      also and drew its peoples into international politics. Britain and
      France armed colonial peoples and helped them to familiarise
      themselves with military technique and up-todate machines. That
      knowledge they will use against the imperialist gentry. The period
      of the awakening of the East in the contemporary revolution is
      being succeeded by a period in which all the Eastern peoples will
      participate in deciding the destiny of the whole world, so as not
      to be simply objects of the enrichment of others. The peoples of
      the East are becoming alive to the need for practical action, the
      need for every nation to take part in shaping the destiny of all
      mankind.

      That is why I think that in the history of the development of
      the world revolution-which, judging by its beginning, will continue
      for many years and will demand much effort-that in the
      revolutionary struggle, in the revolutionary movement you will be
      called upon to play a big part and to merge with our struggle
      against international imperialism. Your participation in the
      international revolution will confront you with a complicated and
      difficult task, the accomplishment of which will serve as the
      foundation for our common success, because here the majority of the
      people for the first time begin to act independently and will be an
      active factor in the fight to overthrow international
      imperialism.

      Most of the Eastern peoples are in a worse position than the
      most backward country in Europe-Russia. But in our struggle against
      feudal survivals and capitalism, we succeeded in uniting the
      peasants and workers of Russia; and it was because the peasants and
      workers united against capitalism and feudalism that our victory
      was so easy. Here contact with the peoples of the East is
      particularly important, because the majority of the Eastern peoples
      are typical representatives of the working people-not workers who
      have passed through the school of capitalist factories, but typical
      representatives of the working and exploited peasant masses who are
      victims of medieval oppression. The Russian revolution showed how
      the proletarians, after defeating capitalism and uniting with the
      vast diffuse mass of working peasants, rose up victoriously against
      medieval oppression. Our Soviet Republic must now muster all the
      awakening peoples of the East and, together with them, wage a
      struggle against international imperialism.

      In this respect you are confronted with a task which has not
      previously confronted the Communists of the world: relying upon the
      general theory and practice of communism, you must adapt yourselves
      to specific conditions such as do not exist in the European
      countries; you must be able to apply that theory and practice to
      conditions in which the bulk of the population are peasants, and in
      which the task is to wage a struggle against medieval survivals and
      not against capitalism. That is a difficult and specific task, but
      a very thankful one, because masses that have taken no part in the
      struggle up to now are being drawn into it, and also because the
      organisation of communist cells in the East gives you an
      opportunity to maintain the closest contact with the Third
      International. You must find specific forms for this alliance of
      the foremost proletarians of the world with the labouring and
      exploited masses of the East whose conditions are in many cases
      medieval. We have accomplished on a small scale in our country what
      you will do on a big scale and in big countries. And that latter
      task you will, I hope, perform with success. Thanks to the
      communist organisations in the East, of which you here are the
      represelitatives, you have contact with the advanced revolutionary
      proletariat. Your task is to continue to ensure that communist
      propaganda is carried on in every country in a language the people
      understand.

      It is self-evident that final victory can be won only by the
      proletariat of all the advanced countries of the world, and we, the
      Russians, are beginning the work which the British, French or
      German proletariat will consolidate. But we see that they will not
      be victorious without the aid of the working people of all the
      oppressed colonial nations, first and foremost, of Eastern nations.
      We must realise that the transition to communism cannot be
      accomplished by the vanguard alone. The task is to arouse the
      working masses to revolutionary activity, to independent action and
      to organisation, regardless of the level they have reached; to
      translate the true communist doctrine, which was intended for the
      Communists of the more advanced countries, into the language of
      every people; to carry out those practical tasks which must be
      carried out immediately, and to join the proletarians of other
      countries in a common struggle.

      Such are the problems whose solution you will not find in any
      communist book, but will find in the common struggle begun by
      Russia. You will have to tackle that problem and solve it through
      your own independent experience. In that you will be assisted, on
      the one hand, by close alliance with the vanguard of the working
      people of other countries, and, on the other, by ability to find
      the right approach to the peoples of the East whom you here
      represent. You will have to base yourselves on the bourgeois
      nationalism which is awakening, and must awaken, among those
      peoples, and which has its historical justification. At the same
      time, you must find your way to the working and exploited masses of
      every country and tell them in a language they understand that
      their only hope of emancipation lies in the victory of the
      international revolution, and that the international proletariat is
      the only ally of all the hundreds of millions of the working and
      exploited peoples of the East.

      Such is the immense task which confronts you, and which, thanks
      to the era of revolution and the growth of the revolutionary
      movement-of that there can be no doubt-will, by the joint efforts
      of the communist organisations of the East, be successfully
      accomplished and crowned by complete victory over international
      imperialism.

      

      Endnotes

      [bookmark: fw01][1]
      This Congress was held in Moscow from November 22 to December 3,
      1919, on the initiative of the Central Bureau of Communist
      Organisations of the Peoples of the East at the CC., B.C.P.(B.). On
      the eve of the Congress, November 21, a preliminary meeting of the
      Central Committee members with a group of delegates was held with
      Lenin presiding.The Congress was attended by 71 delegates with the
      right to vote and by 11 delegates with voice but no vote. On the
      opening day of the Congress, November 22, Lenin delivered a report
      on the current situation. The resolution adopted on his report was
      submitted to the presidium “for concretisation and drafting of the
      chief theses that should serve as a basis for work in the East”.
      The Congress heard the report on the work of the Central Bureau of
      Communist Organisations of the Peoples of the East, reports from
      the localities, the reports of the Central Moslem War Collegium,
      Central Moslem Commissariat of the People’s Commissariat of
      Nationalities; it discussed the national question of the Bashkirs
      and Tatars and heard reports of sections on state organisation and
      Party work, on work among women in the East and among the youth,
      etc. The Congress outlined the tasks of the Party and the
      government in the East, and elected a new Central Bureau of
      Communist Organisations of the Peoples of the East
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      In submitting for discussion by the Second Congress
      of the Communist International the following draft theses on the
      national and the colonial questions I would request all comrades,
      especially those who possess concrete information on any of these
      very complex problems, to let me have their opinions, amendments,
      addenda and concrete remarks in the most concise form
      (no mree than two or three pages ), particularly on the
      following points:

        Austrian experience;

        Polish-Jewish and Ukrainian
      experience;

        Alsace-Lorraine and Belgium;

        Ireland;

        Danish-German, Italo-French and
      Italo-Slav relations;

        Balkan experience;

        Eastern peoples;

        The struggle against Pan-Islamism;

        Relations in the Caucasus;

        The Bashkir and Tatar Republics;

        Kirghizia; Turkestan, its
      experience;

        Negroes in America;

        Colonies;

        China-Korea-Japan.

      N. Lenin

      June 5, 1920

      1) An abstract or formal posing of the problem of equality in
      general and national equality in particular is in the very nature
      of bourgeois democracy. Under the guise of the equality of the
      individual in general, bourgeois democracy proclaims the formal or
      legal equality of the property-owner and the proletarian, the
      exploiter and the exploited, thereby grossly deceiving the
      oppressed classes. On the plea that all men are absolutely equal,
      the bourgeoisie is transforming the idea of equality, which is
      itself a reflection of relations in commodity production, into a
      weapon in its struggle against the abolition of classes. The real
      meaning of the demand for equality consists in its being a demand
      for the abolition of classes.

      2) In conformity with its fundamental task of combating
      bourgeois democracy and exposing its falseness and hypocrisy, the
      Communist Party, as the avowed champion of the proletarian struggle
      to overthrow the bourgeois yoke, must base its policy, in the
      national question too, not on abstract and formal principles but,
      first, on a precise appraisal of the specific historical situation
      and, primarily, of economic conditions; second, on a clear
      distinction between the interests of the oppressed classes, of
      working and exploited people, and the general concept of national
      interests as a whole, which implies the interests of the ruling
      class; third, on an equally clear distinction between the
      oppressed, dependent and subject nations and the oppressing,
      exploiting and sovereign nations, in order to counter the
      bourgeois-democratic lies that play down this colonial and
      financial enslavement of the vast majority of the world’s
      population by an insignificant minority of the richest and advanced
      capitalist countries, a feature characteristic of the era of
      finance capital and imperialism.

      3) The imperialist war of 1914-18 has very clearly revealed to
      all nations and to the oppressed classes of the whole world the
      falseness of bourgeois-democratic phrases, by practically
      demonstrating that the Treaty of Versailles of the celebrated
      “Western democracies” is an even more brutal and foul act of
      violence against weak nations than was the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk
      of the German Junkers and the Kaiser. The League of Nations and the
      entire post war policy of the Entente reveal this truth with even
      greater clarity and distinctness. They are everywhere intensifying
      the revolutionary struggle both of the proletariat in the advanced
      countries and of the toiling masses in the colonial and dependent
      countries. They are hastening the collapse of the petty-bourgeois
      nationalist illusions that nations can live together in peace and
      equality under capitalism.

      4) From these fundamental premises it follows that the Communist
      International’s entire policy on the national and the colonial
      questions should rest primarily on a closer union of the
      proletarians and the working masses of all nations and countries
      for a joint revolutionary struggle to overthrow the landowners and
      the bourgeoisie. This union alone will guarantee victory over
      capitalism, without which the abolition of national oppression and
      inequality is impossible.

      5) The world political situation has now placed the dictatorship
      of the proletariat on the order of the day. World political
      developments are of necessity concentrated on a single focus—the
      struggle of the world bourgeoisie against the Soviet Russian
      Republic, around which are inevitably grouped, on the one hand, the
      Soviet movements of the advanced workers in all countries, and, on
      the other, all the national liberation movements in the colonies
      and among the oppressed nationalities, who are learning from bitter
      experience that their only salvation lies in the Soviet system’s
      victory over world imperialism.

      6) Consequently, one cannot at present confine oneself to a bare
      recognition or proclamation of the need for closer union between
      the working people of the various nations; a policy must be pursued
      that will achieve the closest alliance, with Soviet Russia, of all
      the national and colonial liberation movements. The form of this
      alliance should be determined by the degree of development of the
      communist movement in the proletariat of each country, or of the
      bourgeois-democratic liberation movement of the workers and
      peasants in backward countries or among backward nationalities.

      7) Federation is a transitional form to the complete unity of
      the working people of different nations. The feasibility of
      federation has already been demonstrated in practice both by the
      relations between the R.S.F.S.R. and other Soviet Republics (the
      Hungarian, Finnish[bookmark: bk02][2] and Latvian[bookmark: bk03][3] in the past, and the
      Azerbaijan and Ukrainian at present), and by the relations within
      the R.S.F.S.R. in respect of nationalities which formerly enjoyed
      neither statehood nor autonomy (e.g., the Bashkir and Tatar
      autonomous republics in the R.S.F.S.R., founded in 1919 and 1920
      respectively).

      8) In this respect, it is the task of the Communist
      International to further develop and also to study and test by
      experience these new federations, which are arising on the basis of
      the Soviet system and the Soviet movement. In recognising that
      federation is a transitional form to complete unity, it is
      necessary to strive for ever closer federal unity, bearing in mind,
      first, that the Soviet republics, surrounded as they are by the
      imperialist powers of the whole world—which from the military
      standpoint are immeasurably stronger—cannot possibly continue to
      exist without the closest alliance; second, that a close economic
      alliance between the Soviet republics is necessary, otherwise the
      productive forces which have been ruined by imperialism cannot be
      restored and the well-being of the working people cannot be
      ensured; third, that there is a tendency towards the creation of a
      single world economy, regulated by the proletariat of all nations
      as an integral whole and according to a common plan. This tendency
      has already revealed itself quite clearly under capitalism and is
      bound to be further developed and consummated under socialism.

      9) The Communist International’s national policy in the sphere
      of relations within the state cannot be restricted to the bare,
      formal, purely declaratory and actually non-committal recognition
      of the equality of nations to which the bourgeois democrats confine
      themselves—both those who frankly admit being such, and those who
      assume the name of socialists (such as the socialists of the Second
      International).

      In all their propaganda and agitation—both within parliament and
      outside it—the Communist parties must consistently expose that
      constant violation of the equality of nations and of the guaranteed
      rights of national minorities which is to be seen in all capitalist
      countries, despite their “democratic” constitutions. It is also
      necessary, first, constantly to explain that only the Soviet system
      is capable of ensuring genuine equality of-nations, by uniting
      first the proletarians and then the whole mass of the working
      population in the struggle against the bourgeoisie; and, second,
      that all Communist parties should render direct aid to the
      revolutionary movements among the dependent and underprivileged
      nations (for example, Ireland, the American Negroes, etc.) and in
      the colonies.

      Without the latter condition, which is particularly important,
      the struggle against the oppression of dependent nations and
      colonies, as well as recognition of their right to secede, are but
      a false signboard, as is evidenced by the parties of the Second
      International.

      10) Recognition of internationalism in word, and its replacement
      in deed by petty-bourgeois nationalism and pacifism, in all
      propaganda, agitation and practical work, is very common, not only
      among the parties of the Second International, but also among those
      which have withdrawn from it, and often even among parties which
      now call themselves communist. The urgency of the struggle against
      this evil, against the most deep-rooted petty-bourgeois national
      prejudices, looms ever larger with the mounting exigency of the
      task of converting the dictatorship of the proletariat from a
      national dictatorship (i.e., existing in a single country and
      incapable of determining world politics) into an international one
      (i.e., a dictatorship of the proletariat involving at least several
      advanced countries, and capable of exercising a decisive influence
      upon world politics as a whole). Petty-bourgeois nationalism
      proclaims as internationalism the mere recognition of the equality
      of nations, and nothing more. Quite apart from the fact that this
      recognition is purely verbal, petty-bourgeois nationalism preserves
      national self-interest intact, whereas proletarian internationalism
      demands, first, that the interests of the proletarian struggle in
      any one country should be subordinated to the interests of that
      struggle on a world-wide scale, and, second, that a nation which is
      achieving victory over the bourgeoisie should be able and willing
      to make the greatest national sacrifices for the overthrow of
      international capital.

      Thus, in countries that are already fully capitalist and have
      workers’ parties that really act as the vanguard of the
      proletariat, the struggle against opportunist and petty-bourgeois
      pacifist distortions of the concept and policy of internationalism
      is a primary and cardinal task.

      11) With regard to the more backward states and nations, in
      which feudal or patriarchal and patriarchal-peasant relations
      predominate, it is particularly important to bear in mind:

      first, that all Communist parties must assist the
      bourgeois-democratic liberation movement in these countries, and
      that the duty of rendering the most active assistance rests
      primarily with the workers of the country the backward nation is
      colonially or financially dependent on;

      second, the need for a struggle against the clergy and other
      influential reactionary and medieval elements in backward
      countries;

      third, the need to combat Pan-Islamism and similar trends, which
      strive to combine the liberation movement against European and
      American imperialism with an attempt to strengthen the positions of
      the khans, landowners, mullahs, etc.;[In the
      proofs Lenin inserted a brace opposite points 2 and 3 and wrote “2
      and 3 to be united”.—Editor.]

      fourth, the need, in backward countries, to give special support
      to the peasant movement against the landowners, against landed
      proprietorship, and against all manifestations or survivals of
      feudalism, and to strive to lend the peasant movement the most
      revolutionary character by establishing the closest possible
      alliance between the West European communist proletariat and the
      revolutionary peasant movement in the East, in the colonies, and in
      the backward countries generally. It is particularly necessary to
      exert every effort to apply the basic principles of the Soviet
      system in countries where pre-capitalist relations predominate—by
      setting up “working people’s Soviets”, etc.;

      fifth, the need for a determined struggle against attempts to
      give a communist colouring to bourgeois-democratic liberation
      trends in the backward countries; the Communist International
      should support bourgeois-democratic national movements in colonial
      and backward countries only on condition that, in these countries,
      the elements of future proletarian parties, which will be communist
      not only in name, are brought together and trained to understand
      their special tasks, i.e., those of the struggle against the
      bourgeois-democratic movements within their own nations. The
      Communist International must enter into a temporary alliance with
      bourgeois democracy in the colonial and backward countries, but
      should not merge with it, and should under all circumstances uphold
      the independence of the proletarian movement even if it is in its
      most embryonic form;

      sixth, the need constantly to explain and expose among the
      broadest working masses of all countries, and particularly of the
      backward countries, the deception systematically practised by the
      imperialist powers, which, under the guise of politically
      independent states, set up states that are wholly dependent upon
      them economically, financially and militarily. Under present-day
      international conditions there is no salvation for dependent and
      weak nations except in a union of Soviet republics.

      12) The age-old oppression of colonial and weak nationalities by
      the imperialist powers has not only filled the working masses of
      the oppressed countries with animosity towards the oppressor
      nations, but has also aroused distrust in these nations in general,
      even in their proletariat. The despicable betrayal of socialism by
      the majority of the official leaders of this proletariat in
      1914-19, when “defence of country” was used as a social-chauvinist
      cloak to conceal the defence of the “right” of their “own”
      bourgeoisie to oppress colonies and fleece financially dependent
      countries, was certain to enhance this perfectly legitimate
      distrust. On the other hand, the more backward the country, the
      stronger is the hold of small-scale agricultural production,
      patriarchalism and isolation, which inevitably lend particular
      strength and tenacity to the deepest of petty-bourgeois prejudices,
      i.e., to national egoism and national narrow-mindedness. These
      prejudices are bound to die out very slowly, for they can disappear
      only after imperialism and capitalism have disappeared in the
      advanced countries, and after the entire foundation of the backward
      countries’ economic life has radically changed. It is therefore the
      duty of the class-conscious communist proletariat of all countries
      to regard with particular caution and attention the survivals of
      national sentiments in the countries and among nationalities which
      have been oppressed the longest; it is equally necessary to make
      certain concessions with a view to more rapidly overcoming this
      distrust and these prejudices. Complete victory over capitalism
      cannot be won unless the proletariat and, following it, the mass of
      working people in all countries and nations throughout the world
      voluntarily strive for alliance and unity.

      

      Endnotes

      [bookmark: fw01][1]
      Notes to “Preliminary Draft Theses on the National and the Colonial
      Questions” were received by Lenin from G. V. Chicherin, N. N.
      Krestinsky, J. V. Stalin, M. G. Rafes, Y. A. Preobrazhensky, N. D.
      Lapinsky, and I. Nedelkov (N. Shablin), representative of the
      Bulgarian Communists, as well as from a number of leaders in
      Bashkiria, Kirghizia, and Turkestan. Along with correct ideas, the
      notes contained certain grave errors. Thus, Chicherin gave a wrong
      interpretation to Lenin’s theses on the necessity of support for
      national liberation movements and on agreements with the national
      bourgeoisie, without due regard for Lenin’s distinction between the
      bourgeoisie and the peasantry. With regard to this Lenin wrote: “I
      lay greater stress on the alliance with the peasantry
      (which does not quite mean the bourgeoisie)” (Central
      Party Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the C.C.
      C.P.S.U.). Referring to the relations between the future socialist
      Europe and the economically underdeveloped and dependent countries,
      Preobrazhensky wrote: “. . . if it proves impossible to reach
      economic agreement with the leading national groups, the latter
      will inevitably be suppressed by force and economically important
      regions will be compelled to join a union of European Republics.”
      Lenin decisively objected to this remark: “. . . it goes too far.
      It cannot be proved, and it is wrong to say that
      suppression by force is “inevitable”. That is radically
      wrong” (see Voprosy Istorii KPSS [Problems of the
      C.P.S.U. History] 1958, No. 2, p. 16).

      A grave error was made by Stalin, who did not
      agree with Lenin’s proposition on the difference between federal
      relations among the Soviet republics based on autonomy, and federal
      relations among independent republics. In a letter to Lenin, dated
      June 12, 1920, he declared that in reality “there is no difference
      between these two types of federal relations, or else it is so
      small as to be negligible”. Stalin continued to advocate this
      later, when, in 1922, he proposed the “autonomisation” of the
      independent Soviet republics. These ideas were criticised in detail
      by Lenin in his article “The Question of Nationalities or
      ’Autonomisation’”, and in his letter to members of the Political
      Bureau “On the Formation of the U.S.S.R” (see present edition, Vol.
      36, and Lenin Miscellany XXXVI; pp. 496-98).

      [bookmark: fw02][2] As
      a result of the revolution which commenced in Finland on January
      27, 1918, the bourgeois government of Svinhufvud was overthrown and
      the working class assumed power. On January 29, the revolutionary
      government of Finland, the Council of People’s Representatives was
      formed by Edvard Gylling, Yrjö Sirola, Otto Kuusinen, A. Taimi and
      others. The following were among the most important measures taken
      by the workers’ government: the law on the transfer to landless
      peasants, without indemnification, of the land they actually
      tilled; tax-exemption for the poorest sections of the population;
      the expropriation of enterprises whose owners had fled the country;
      the establishment of state control over private banks (their
      functions being assumed by the State Bank).

      On March 1, 1918, a treaty between the Finnish
      Socialist Workers’ Republic and the R.S.F.S.R. was signed in
      Petrograd. Based on the principle of complete equality and respect
      for the sovereignty of the two sides, this was the first treaty in
      world history to be signed between two socialist countries.

      The proletarian revolution, however, was
      victorious only in the south of Finland. The Svinhufvud government
      concentrated all counter-revolutionary forces in the north of the
      country, and appealed to the German Kaiser’s government for help.
      As a result of German armed intervention, the Finnish revolution
      was put down in May 1918, after a desperate civil war. White terror
      reigned in the country, tens of thousands of revolutionary workers
      and peasants were executed or tortured to death in the prisons.

      [bookmark: fw03][3]As
      a result of mass action by the Lettish proletariat and peasantry
      against the German invaders and the counter-revolutionary
      government of Ulmanis, a provisional Soviet government was
      established in Latvia on December 17, 1918, which issued a
      Manifesto on the assumption of state power by the Soviets. Soviet
      Russia gave fraternal help to the Lettish people in their struggle
      to establish Soviet rule and strengthen the Latvian Soviet
      Socialist Republic.

      Under the leadership of the Latvian Communist
      Party and the Latvian Soviet Government, a Red Army was formed, the
      landed estates were confiscated, the banks and big commercial and
      industrial enterprises were nationalised, social insurance and an
      eight-hour working day were introduced, and a system of public
      catering for working people was organised.

      In March 1919, German troops and the
      whiteguards, armed and equipped by the U.S. and the Entente
      imperialists, attacked Soviet Latvia. In May they captured Riga,
      the capital of Soviet Latvia. After fierce fighting the entire
      territory of Latvia had been overrun by the interventionists by the
      beginning of 1920. The counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie
      established a regime of bloody terror, thousands of revolutionary
      workers and peasants being killed or thrown into prison.
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      Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism

      A POPULAR OUTLINE

      

      
      
      PREFACE TO THE FRENCH AND GERMAN
      EDITIONS[bookmark: bkV22E081][1]

      I

      As was indicated in the preface to the Russian edition, this
      pamphlet was written in 1916, with an eye to the tsarist
      censorship. I am unable to revise the whole text at the present
      time, nor, perhaps, would this be advisable, since the main purpose
      of the book was, and remains, to present, on the basis of the
      summarised returns of irrefutable bourgeois statistics, and the
      admissions of bourgeois scholars of all countries, a composite
      picture of the world capitalist system in its international
      relationships at the beginning of the twentieth century—on the eve
      of the first world imperialist war.

      To a certain extent it will even be useful for many Communists
      in advanced capitalist countries to convince themselves by the
      example of this pamphlet, legal from the standpoint of the tsarist
      censor, of the possibility, and necessity, of making use of even
      the slight remnants of legality which still remain at the disposal
      of the Communists, say, in contemporary America or France, after
      the recent almost wholesale arrests of Communists, in order to
      explain the utter falsity of social-pacifist views and hopes for
      “world democracy”. The most essential of what should be added to
      this censored pamphlet I shall try to present in this preface.

      II

      It is proved in the pamphlet that the war of 1914-18 was
      imperialist (that is, an annexationist, predatory war of plunder)
      on the part of both sides; it was a war for the 
       division of the
      world, for the partition and repartition of colonies and spheres of
      influence of finance capital, etc.

      Proof of what was the true social, or rather, the true class
      character of the war is naturally to be found, not in the
      diplomatic history of the war, but in an analysis of the
      objective position of the ruling classes in
      all the belligerent countries. In order to depict this
      objective position one must not take examples or isolated data (in
      view of the extreme complexity of the phenomena of social life it
      is always possible to select any number of examples or separate
      data to prove any proposition), but all the data on the
      basis of economic life in all the belligerent
      countries and the whole world.

      It is precisely irrefutable summarised data of this kind that I
      quoted in describing the partition of the world in 1876
      and 1914 (in Chapter VI) and the division of the world’s
      railways in 1890 and 1913 (in Chapter VII). Railways are a
      summation of the basic capitalist industries, coal, iron and steel;
      a summation and the most striking index of the development of world
      trade and bourgeois-democratic civilisation. How the railways are
      linked up with large-scale industry, with monopolies, syndicates,
      cartels, trusts, banks and the financial oligarchy is shown in the
      preceding chapters of the book. The uneven distribution of the
      railways, their uneven development—sums up, as it were, modern
      monopolist capitalism on a world-wide scale. And this summary
      proves that imperialist wars are absolutely inevitable under
      such an economic system, as long as private
      property in the means of production exists.

      The building of railways seems to be a simple, natural,
      democratic, cultural and civilising enterprise; that is what it is
      in the opinion of the bourgeois professors who are paid to depict
      capitalist slavery in bright colours, and in the opinion of
      petty-bourgeois philistines. But as a matter of fact the capitalist
      threads, which in thousands of different intercrossings bind these
      enterprises with private property in the means of production in
      general, have converted this railway construction into an
      instrument for oppressing a thousand million people (in
      the colonies and semicolonies), that is, more than half the
      population of the globe that inhabits the dependent countries, as
      well as the wage-slaves of capital in the “civilised”
      countries.

      
      Private property based on the labour of the small proprietor,
      free competition, democracy, all the catchwords with which the
      capitalists and their press deceive the workers and the peasants
      are things of the distant past. Capitalism has grown into a world
      system of colonial oppression and of the financial strangulation of
      the overwhelming majority of the population of the world by a
      handful of “advanced” countries. And this “booty” is shared between
      two or three powerful world plunderers armed to the teeth (America,
      Great Britain, Japan), who are drawing the whole world into
      their war over the division of their booty.

      III

      The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk dictated by monarchist Germany, and
      the subsequent much more brutal and despicable Treaty of Versailles
      dictated by the “democratic” republics of America and France and
      also by “free” Britain, have rendered a most useful service to
      humanity by exposing both imperialism’s hired coolies of the pen
      and petty-bourgeois reactionaries who, although they call
      themselves pacifists and socialists, sang praises to “Wilsonism,”
      and insisted that peace and reforms were possible under
      imperialism.

      The tens of millions of dead and maimed left by the war—a war to
      decide whether the British or German group of financial plunderers
      is to receive the most booty—and those two “peace treaties,” are
      with unprecedented rapidity opening the eyes of the millions and
      tens of millions of people who are downtrodden, oppressed, deceived
      and duped by the bourgeoisie. Thus, out of the universal ruin
      caused by the war a world-wide revolutionary crisis is arising
      which, however prolonged and arduous its stages may be, cannot end
      otherwise than in a proletarian revolution and in its victory.

      The Basle Manifesto of the Second International, which in 1912
      gave an appraisal of the very war that broke out in 1914 and not of
      war in general (there are different kinds of wars, including
      revolutionary wars)—this Manifesto is now a monument exposing to
      the full the shameful bankruptcy and treachery of the heroes of the
      Second International.

      That is why I reproduce this Manifesto

      (This Manifesto is not given as an appendix to this
      edition—Ed)

      as a supplement to the present edition, and again and again I urge
      the reader  to note
      that the heroes of the Second International are as assiduously
      avoiding the passages of this Manifesto which speak precisely,
      clearly and definitely of the connection between that impending war
      and the proletarian revolution, as a thief avoids the scene of his
      crime.
      IV

      Special attention has been devoted in this pamphlet to a
      criticism of Kautskyism, the international ideological trend
      represented in all countries of the world by the “most prominent
      theoreticians,” the leaders of the Second International (Otto Bauer
      and Co. in Austria, Ramsay MacDonald and others in Britain, Albert
      Thomas in France, etc., etc.) and a multitude of socialists,
      reformists, pacifists, bourgeois democrats and parsons.

      This ideological trend is, on the one hand, a product of the
      disintegration and decay of the Second International, and, on the
      other hand, the inevitable fruit of the ideology of the petty
      bourgeoisie, whose entire way of life holds them captive to
      bourgeois and democratic prejudices.

      The views held by Kautsky and his like are a complete
      renunciation of those same revolutionary principles of Marxism that
      writer has championed for decades, especially, by the way, in his
      struggle against socialist opportunism (of Bernstein, Millerand,
      Hyndman, Gompers, etc.). It is not a mere accident, therefore, that
      Kautsky’s followers all over the world have now united in practical
      politics with the extreme opportunists (through the Second, or
      Yellow International) and with the bourgeois governments (through
      bourgeois coalition governments in which socialists take part).

      The growing world proletarian revolutionary movement in general,
      and the communist movement in particular, cannot dispense with an
      analysis and exposure of the theoretical errors of Kautskyism. The
      more so since pacifism and “democracy” in general, which lay no
      claim to Marxism whatever, but which, like Kautsky and Co., are
      obscuring the profundity of the contradictions of imperialism and
      the inevitable revolutionary crisis to which it gives rise, are 
       still very
      widespread all over the world. To combat these tendencies is the
      bounden duty of the party of the proletariat, which must win away
      from the bourgeoisie the small proprietors who are duped by them,
      and the millions of working people who enjoy more or less
      petty-bourgeois conditions of life.

      V

      A few words must be said about Chapter VIII, “Parasitism and
      Decay of Capitalism.” As already pointed out in the text,
      Hilferding, ex-“Marxist,” and now a comrade-in-arms of Kautsky and
      one of the chief exponents of bourgeois, reformist policy in the
      Independent
      Social-Democratic Party of Germany,[bookmark: bkV22E082][2] has
      taken a step backward on this question compared with the
      frankly pacifist and reformist Englishman, Hobson. The
      international split of the entire working-class movement is now
      quite evident (the Second and the Third Internationals). The fact
      that armed struggle and civil war is now raging between the two
      trends is also evident—the support given to Kolchak and Denikin in
      Russia by the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries against the
      Bolsheviks; the fight the Scheidemanns and Noskes have conducted in
      conjunction with the bourgeoisie against the Spartacists[bookmark: bkV22E083][3] in Germany; the same
      thing in Finland, Poland, Hungary, etc. What is the economic basis
      of this world-historical phenomenon?

      It is precisely the parasitism and decay of capitalism,
      characteristic of its highest historical stage of development,
      i.e., imperialism. As this pamphlet shows, capitalism has now
      singled out a handful (less than one-tenth of the
      inhabitants of the globe; less than one-fifth at a most “generous”
      and liberal calculation) of exceptionally rich and powerful states
      which plunder the whole world simply by “clipping coupons.” Capital
      exports yield an income of eight to ten thousand million francs per
      annum, at pre-war prices and according to pre-war bourgeois
      statistics. Now, of course, they yield much more.

      Obviously, out of such enormous superprofits (since
      they are obtained over and above the profits which capitalists
      squeeze out of the workers of their “own” country) it is 
       possible to
      bribe the labour leaders and the upper stratum of the labour
      aristocracy. And that is just what the capitalists of the
      “advanced” countries are doing: they are bribing them in a thousand
      different ways, direct and indirect, overt and covert.

      This stratum of workers-turned-bourgeois, or the labour
      aristocracy, who are quite philistine in their mode of life, in the
      size of their earnings and in their entire outlook, is the
      principal prop of the Second International, and in our days, the
      principal social (not military) prop of the
      bourgeoisie. For they are the real agents of the
      bourgeoisie in the working-class movement, the labour
      lieutenants of the capitalist class, real vehicles of reformism and
      chauvinism. In the civil war between the proletariat and the
      bourgeoisie they inevitably, and in no small numbers, take the side
      of the bourgeoisie, the “Versaillese” against the “Communards.”

      Unless the economic roots of this phenomenon are understood and
      its political and social significance is appreciated, not a step
      can be taken toward the solution of the practical problem of the
      communist movement and of the impending social revolution.

      Imperialism is the eve of the social revolution of the
      proletariat. This has been confirmed since 1917 on a world-wide
      scale.

      N. Lenin

      July 6, 1920

      

      
      
      During the last fifteen to twenty years, especially
      since the Spanish-American War (1898) and the Anglo-Boer War
      (1899–1902), the economic and also the political literature of the
      two hemispheres has more and more often adopted the term
      “imperialism” in order to describe the present era. In 1902, a book
      by the English economist J. A. Hobson, Imperialism, was
      published in London and New York. This author, whose point of view
      is that of bourgeois social-reformism and pacifism which, in
      essence, is identical with the present point of view of the
      ex-Marxist, Karl Kautsky, gives a very good and comprehensive
      description of the principal specific economic and political
      features of imperialism. In 1910, there appeared in Vienna the work
      of the Austrian Marxist, Rudolf Hilferding, Finance
      Capital (Russian edition, Moscow, 1912). In spite of the
      mistake the author makes on the theory of money, and in spite of a
      certain inclination on his part to reconcile Marxism with
      opportunism, this work gives a very valuable theoretical analysis
      of “the latest phase of capitalist development,” as the subtitle
      runs. Indeed, what has been said of imperialism during the last few
      years, especially in an enormous number of magazine and newspaper
      articles, and also in the resolutions, for example, of the Chemnitz
      and Basle congresses which took place in the autumn of 1912,
      has scarcely gone beyond the ideas expounded, or more exactly,
      summed up by the two writers mentioned above...

      Later on, I shall try to show briefly, and as simply as
      possible, the connection and relationships between the
      principal economic features of imperialism. I shall not be
      able to deal with the non-economic aspects of the question, 
       however much they
      deserve to be dealt with. References to literature and other notes
      which, perhaps, would not interest all readers, are to be found at
      the end of this pamphlet.[bookmark: bkV22E084][4]
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      International
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      Fourth Session

      July 25

      Zinoviev: I declare the
      session open. Would all the delegates hand in the written reports
      on the situation in their parties as soon as possible. Up until now
      we have only received three reports, and we call on you to make the
      material available to us over the next two or three days.

      Since the last full session several Commissions have been at
      work, but they have not yet finished. The Commission that was
      concerned with the National and Colonial Question has made the most
      progress and is in a position to give a report. We propose to the
      Congress that the National and Colonial Question should be
      discussed today. Is nobody against? That seems to me to be the
      case. We will therefore proceed with the discussion. Comrade Lenin
      has the floor as reporter.

      Lenin: Comrades, I shall
      only give a short introduction and then Comrade Maring, the
      secretary of our Commission, will give an exact report on the
      changes that have been made in the Theses. After that Comrade Roy,
      who formulated the Supplementary Theses, will have the floor. Our
      Commission adopted both the former and the latter unanimously. You
      will see from the Theses that we have taken unanimous decisions on
      the most important questions, and I should like now just to make a
      few short remarks.

      What is the most important, the fundamental idea of our Theses?
      It is the difference between the oppressed and the oppressor
      nations. We emphasise this difference – in contrast to the Second
      International and bourgeois democracy. It is especially important
      for the proletariat and the Communist International during the
      epoch of imperialism to establish concrete economic facts and to
      approach all colonial and national questions not from the abstract
      but from the concrete point of view.

      Imperialism is characterised by the fact that the whole world is
      now divided into a large number of oppressed nations and a very
      small number of oppressor nations that are enormously rich and
      strong in the military sense. The enormous mass, more than 1,000
      million, most probably 1,250 million, and thus if we estimate the
      population of the world at 1,750 million some 70 per cent of the
      world population belong to the oppressed nations which are either
      in direct colonial dependence, or appear as semi-colonial states
      like, for example, Persia, Turkey and China, or which, defeated by
      a great imperialist army, have fallen into marked dependency after
      the peace treaties. This idea of the difference between nations,
      their division into the oppressed and the oppressors runs through
      all the Theses, not only the first ones that I signed and which
      have already been printed, but also through Comrade Roy’s Theses.
      These were written predominantly from the point of view of India
      and the other great Asian peoples who are oppressed by Britain, and
      are thus particularly important for us.

      The second main idea of our Theses is that, in the current world
      situation, after the imperialist war, the mutual relations between
      states, the world system of states, is determined by the struggle
      of the smaller number of imperialist nations against the Soviet
      movement and the Soviet powers with Soviet Russia at their head. If
      we overlook this question, we cannot pose correctly a single
      national or colonial question even in the most distant part of the
      world. It is only from this standpoint that the political questions
      of the Communist Parties, not only in the civilised but also in the
      backward countries, can be posed and answered correctly. Thirdly, I
      would like to emphasise the question of the bourgeois-democratic
      movement in the backward countries. This was the point that gave
      rise to some differences of opinion. We debated whether it is
      correct in principle and theoretically to declare that the
      Communist International and the Communist Parties have a duty to
      support the bourgeois-democratic movements in the backward
      countries, and the outcome of this discussion was that we came to
      the unanimous decision to talk not about the ‘bourgeois-democratic’
      movement but only about the national-revolutionary movement. There
      can be no doubt of the fact that any nationalist movement can only
      be a bourgeois-democratic movement, because the great mass of the
      population of the backward countries consists of the peasantry,
      which is the representative of bourgeois capitalist relations. It
      would be utopian to think that proletarian parties, insofar as it
      is at all possible for them to arise in these countries, will be
      able to carry out Communist tactics and Communist policies in the
      backward countries without having a definite relationship with the
      peasant movement, without supporting it in deeds. But objections
      were raised that, if we say ‘bourgeois-democratic’, we lose the
      distinction between the reformist and revolutionary movement which
      has become quite clear in the backward countries and the colonies
      recently, simply because the imperialist bourgeoisie has done
      everything in its power to create a reformist movement among the
      oppressed peoples too. A certain understanding has emerged between
      the bourgeoisie of the exploiting countries and that of the
      colonies, so that very often, even perhaps in most cases, the
      bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries, although they also support
      national movements, nevertheless fight against all revolutionary
      movements and revolutionary classes with a certain degree of
      agreement with the imperialist bourgeoisie, that is to say together
      with it. This was completely proven in the Commission, and we
      believed that the only correct thing would be to take this
      difference into consideration and to replace the words
      ‘bourgeois-democratic’ almost everywhere with the expression
      ‘national-revolutionary’. The point about this is that as
      communists we will only support the bourgeois freedom movements in
      the colonial countries if these movements are really revolutionary
      and if their representatives are not opposed to us training and
      organising the peasantry in a revolutionary way. If that is no
      good, then the communists there also have a duty to fight against
      the reformist bourgeoisie, to which the heroes of the Second
      International also belong. There are already reformist parties in
      the colonial countries, and on occasion their representatives call
      themselves Social Democrats or Socialists. This distinction is now
      made in all the Theses, and I think that our point of view is thus
      formulated much more precisely.

      The next comment I wish to make is about peasants’ councils. The
      practical work of the Russian Communists in the former Tsarist
      colonies, in backward countries such as Turkestan and others, has
      posed the question of how communist tactics and policies are to be
      applied to pre-capitalist conditions. The most important
      characteristic of these countries is that pre-capitalist conditions
      still prevail there, and therefore there can be no question of a
      purely proletarian movement there. Nevertheless we have taken over
      the leading role in them and must take it over. Our experience has
      shown us that the difficulties there are truly enormous, but the
      practical results of our work have also shown that despite these
      difficulties it is possible to awaken independent political
      thinking and independent political activity even where there is
      almost no proletariat at all. This activity was more difficult for
      us than for the comrades in Western European countries as the
      proletariat in Russia is overburdened with tasks of state.

      Obviously the peasants, who live under conditions of semi-feudal
      dependency, can grasp the idea of soviets and also carry out
      practical work in this field. It is also clear that the exploited
      masses, who are exploited not only by merchant capital but also by
      the feudalists and the state on a feudal basis, can apply this
      weapon, this type of organisation, under these conditions too. The
      idea of soviet organisation is simple and can be applied not only
      under proletarian conditions but also under feudal and semi-feudal
      peasant conditions. Our experiences in this area are not yet very
      extensive. But the discussions in the Commission, at which several
      representatives of the colonial countries were present, proved to
      us quite decisively that in the Theses of the Communist
      International we must take up the question that peasants’ councils,
      the councils of the exploited, are not only appropriate for
      capitalist countries but are also suitable for pre-capitalist
      conditions, and that it is the unconditional duty of the Communist
      Parties and those elements that are prepared to build Communist
      Parties to propagate peasants’ councils, the councils of the
      toilers, everywhere, including the backward countries and the
      colonies, and to make the practical attempt to set up councils of
      the labouring people immediately wherever conditions permit it.

      This opens up for us a very interesting and important field of
      activity. Our general experiences are not yet particularly
      extensive, but we will collect more and more material, and there
      can be no doubt that the proletariat in the advanced countries can
      and must help the backward labouring masses, and that the
      development of the backward countries would change its present
      level as soon as the victorious proletariat of the Soviet Republics
      can reach out a hand to these masses and give them help.

      There was a somewhat lively discussion on this question in the
      Commission, not only in connection with the Theses I have signed,
      but even more with those of Comrade Roy, which he will defend here
      and in which a few amendments were unanimously made.

      The question was this: can we accept as correct the idea that
      the capitalist development of the economy is necessary for those
      backward peoples who are now liberating themselves and among whom
      now, following the war, progressive movements have developed? We
      have come to the conclusion that we have to deny it. If the
      victorious revolutionary proletariat organises systematic
      propaganda, and the Soviet Government come to its assistance with
      every means at its disposal, it is incorrect to assume that the
      capitalist stage of development is necessary for such peoples. We
      must not only build cadres and parties in all colonies and backward
      countries, we must not only immediately propagate peasants’
      councils and try to make soviet organisations fit pre-capitalist
      conditions, but theoretically the Communist International must also
      declare and explain that with the help of the proletariat of the
      advanced countries the backward countries can arrive at soviet
      organisation and, through a series of stages, and even avoiding the
      capitalist system, can arrive at Communism.

      What means will be necessary for this we cannot say in advance.
      Practical experience will tell. But it is established that the idea
      of soviets is accessible to all the labouring masses, even among
      the most isolated peoples, that these organisations must be adapted
      to pre-capitalist conditions, and that the work of the Communist
      Parties all over the world in this direction must begin
      immediately.

      The last remark I would like to make here is about the role of
      the revolutionary work of the Communist Parties not only in their
      own countries but also in the colonial countries, and particularly
      among the troops used by the exploiting nations to hold down the
      colonial peoples.

      Comrade Quelch of the BSP spoke about this in our Commission. He
      said that the ordinary British worker would regard it as treachery
      if he was to help the dependent peoples to rebel against English
      domination. It is correct that the jingoist and chauvinist mood of
      the labour aristocracy in England and America forms the greatest
      danger for communism and the greatest support for the Second
      International, and is the greatest treachery on the part of the
      leaders and workers who belong to such a bourgeois international.
      There was talk about the colonial question in the Second
      International also. The Basle manifesto spoke very clearly about
      it. The parties of the Second International promised to act in a
      revolutionary manner. But in the parties of the Second
      International there was no question of doing real revolutionary
      work to help the exploited and dependent nations in their revolt
      against the oppressing nations, nor even, I think, in most of the
      parties that have left the Second International and seek entry into
      the Communist International. We must say this openly, it cannot be
      refuted. We shall see whether the attempt will be made to refute
      it.

      Because of these considerations we arrived at resolutions that
      were, without doubt, too long. But I think that they will
      nevertheless be useful and contribute to encouraging and organising
      really revolutionary work on the national and colonial question,
      and that is our main task.

      Zinoviev: The secretary of
      the Commission, Comrade Maring, now has the floor.

      Maring: Comrades, I am
      giving the report on the work of the Commission on the National and
      Colonial Question. The Commission checked over Comrade Lenin’s
      Theses and also Comrade Roy’s supplementary Theses. The following
      amendments and additions to Comrade Lenin’s theses were
      accepted:

      The end of Thesis I to read ‘abolition of the classes’ instead
      of ‘annihilation’.

      In the first sentence of the 3rd Thesis you can read: ‘The
      imperialist war of 1914 has shown all nations and all oppressed
      classes in the whole world with particular clarity, etc. [Reads
      the text of the Thesis] This sentence has been changed as
      follows: [reads it out].

      The 4th Thesis (German Edition p. 52, 3rd line from the bottom)
      is to read ‘and labouring masses of every nation and country’.

      5th Thesis (p. 52 line 16) strike out ‘masses around itself’ and
      add ‘and is to mass the oppressed peoples around itself. The same
      Thesis (line 20): ‘That there is no salvation for them outside of
      their connection with the revolutionary proletariat and the victory
      of Soviet power.'

      6th Thesis, 10th line from the top: Instead of ‘the
      bourgeois-democratic liberation movement’ read ‘the revolutionary
      liberation movement’. In line 11 of this Thesis the words ‘workers
      and peasants’ are deleted.

      In the 8th Thesis, 5th line from the top, for ‘without any
      basis’ read ‘on the basis.'

      9th Thesis lines 7 to 11 are to read ‘to which the bourgeois
      democrats limit themselves, however much they call themselves
      “socialist”.'

      Line 13 after the word ‘prejudices’ add in brackets ‘which
      appear in all possible forms, such as racial hatred, nationalist
      propaganda, anti-semitism’.

      11th Thesis paragraph I should read ‘all Communist Parties must’
      etc.

      Paragraph 2 should read: ‘A struggle must necessarily be carried
      out against the reactionary and medieval influence of the clergy,
      the Christian missions, and similar elements.'

      Paragraph 3 should read ‘a fight is necessary against
      Panslavism, and the Panasiatic movement, and similar currents.'

      In paragraph 4 add after the words ‘to give’, ‘if possible to
      organise the peasants and all the victims of exploitation in
      Soviets.'

      In paragraph 5, lines 2, 6 and 17 the words
      ‘bourgeois-democratic’ are to be changed to ‘revolutionary’.

      Paragraph 6 line 5 should read ‘the imperialist powers with the
      help of the privileged classes’.

      In Thesis 12 delete the whole sentence from ‘on the other hand’
      to ‘appear’.

      Comrade Roy’s Theses were thoroughly checked by the Commission
      and accepted in full, as Comrade Roy will inform the Congress. I
      think it is possible to introduce all these amendments into the
      Theses straight away.

      Roy: Comrades, I have submitted to the Congress and the
      Commission some Supplementary Theses which I shall have to read out
      as they have not been printed. I shall start by reading these
      supplementary theses which are as follows:

      [bookmark: v1-p115]
      Supplementary Theses On The National And Colonial Question

      1. One of the most important questions that faces
      the Second Congress of the Communist International is to establish
      exactly the mutual relations between the Communist International
      and the revolutionary movement in the politically oppressed
      countries dominated by their own capitalist system, like India and
      China. The history of the world revolution is living through a
      period which requires a correct conception of this mutual
      relationship. The great European war and its consequences have
      shown clearly that the masses of people in the oppressed
      non-European countries have, as a result of the centralisation of
      world capitalism, been indissolubly bound up with the proletarian
      movement in Europe, which found an expression during the war for
      example in the sending of colonial troops and numerous masses of
      workers to the front.

      2. European capitalism draws its strength in the
      main not so much from the industrial countries of Europe as from
      its colonial possessions. Its existence depends on control of
      extensive colonial markets and a broad field of opportunities for
      exploitation. England, the bulwark of imperialism, has already
      suffered from overproduction for a century. Without the extensive
      colonial possessions that are essential for the sale of her goods
      and at the same time form the source of her raw materials, the
      capitalist order in England would long since have collapsed under
      its own weight. At the same time that British imperialism makes
      hundreds of millions of the inhabitants of Asia and Africa into
      slaves, it also keeps the British proletariat under the domination
      of the bourgeoisie.

      3. The super-profits made in the colonies form one
      of the main sources of the resources of contemporary capitalism.
      The European working class will only succeed in overthrowing the
      capitalist order once this source has finally been stopped up. The
      capitalist countries try, not indeed without success, to restore
      their shaky position by extensive and intensive exploitation of
      human labour and the natural wealth of the colonies. As a result of
      the exploitation of the colonial population European imperialism is
      in a position to grant the labour aristocracy in Europe a whole
      range of concessions. While on the one hand European imperialism
      tries to force down the absolute minimum level necessary to keep
      the proletariat alive by the import of goods produced by the
      cheaper labour power of the workers of the colonial countries, it
      is on the other hand prepared to sacrifice the increased profits it
      could make in the home country in order to receive the
      super-profits it can obtain by exploitation in the colonies.

      4. The loss of the colonies and the proletarian
      revolution in the mother countries will bring the downfall of the
      capitalist order in Europe. In consequence the Communist
      International must extend its field of activity. The Communist
      International must enter into much closer connection with the
      revolutionary forces that are at present participating in the
      overthrow of imperialism in the politically and economically
      oppressed countries. The collaboration of these two forces is
      necessary for the complete success of the world revolution.

      5. The Communist International is the concentrated
      will of the world proletariat. Its task is the organisation of the
      working class of the whole world for the overthrow of the
      capitalist order and for the spread of communism. The Communist
      International is a warlike unity that must unite the revolutionary
      forces of every country in the world. The Second International,
      permeated through and through with bourgeois culture and led by a
      handful of political dilettantes, underestimated the whole
      importance of the colonial question. The world outside simply did
      not exist as far as they were concerned. They did not recognise the
      necessity of the collaboration of the revolutionary movement in
      Europe and the other parts of the world. Instead of supporting the
      revolutionary movement in the colonies both materially and morally,
      the members of the Second International themselves became
      imperialists.

      6. The foreign imperialism violently forced upon the
      peoples of the East has without doubt hindered their social and
      economic development and robbed them of the opportunity of reaching
      the same level of development as has been achieved in Europe and
      America. Thanks to the imperialist policies whose efforts are
      directed towards holding up industrial development in the colonies,
      the native proletariat has only come into existence fairly
      recently. The dispersed local cottage industries have given way to
      the centralised industries of the imperialist countries. As a
      result the vast majority of the population was forced to engage in
      agriculture and export raw materials abroad. On the other hand we
      ban observe a rapidly growing concentration of the land in the
      hands of big landowners, capitalists and the state, which again
      contributes to the growth of the number of landless peasants. The
      vast majority of the population of these colonies lives under
      conditions of oppression. As a result of these policies the
      underdeveloped spirit of outrage that lives in the masses of the
      people can only find an expression in the numerically small
      intellectual middle class. Foreign domination constantly obstructs
      the free development of social life; therefore the revolution’s
      first step must be the removal of this foreign domination. The
      struggle to overthrow foreign domination in the colonies does not
      therefore mean underwriting the national aims of the national
      bourgeoisie but much rather smoothing the path to liberation for
      the proletariat of the colonies.

      7. Two movements can be discerned which are growing
      further and further apart with every day that passes. One of them
      is the bourgeois-democratic nationalist movement, which pursues the
      programme of political liberation with the conservation of the
      capitalist order; the other is the struggle of the propertyless
      peasants for their liberation from every kind of exploitation. The
      first movement attempts, often with success, to control the second;
      the Communist International must however fight against any such
      control, and the development of the class consciousness of the
      working masses of the colonies must consequently be directed
      towards the overthrow of foreign capitalism. The most important and
      necessary task however is the creation of Communist organisations
      of peasants and workers in order to lead them to the revolution and
      the setting up of the Soviet Republic. In this way the masses of
      the people in the backward countries will be brought to communism
      not by capitalist development but by the development of class
      consciousness under the leadership of the proletariat of the
      advanced countries.

      8. The real strength, the foundation of the
      liberation movement, will not allow itself to be forced into the
      narrow framework of bourgeois-democratic nationalism in the
      colonies. In the greater part of the colonies there already exist
      organised revolutionary parties which work in close contact with
      the working masses. The Communist International must make contact
      with the revolutionary movement in the colonies through the
      mediation of these parties and groups, for they are the vanguard of
      the working class. At present they are not numerous, but they
      express the will of the working class and lead the revolution
      behind them. The Communist Parties of the various imperialist
      countries must work in the closest contact with the proletarian
      parties of the proletarian countries and through them support the
      revolutionary movement in general both materially and morally.

      9. In the first period the revolution in the
      colonies will not be communist; if however from the very start the
      communist vanguard emerges at its head the revolutionary masses
      will be brought on to the correct path along which, through the
      gradual gathering of revolutionary experience, they will reach the
      hidden goal. It would be a mistake to try to solve the agrarian
      question straight away according to purely communist principles. In
      the first stage of its development the revolution in the colonies
      must be carried out according to the programme of purely
      petty-bourgeois demands, such as distribution of the land and so
      on. But from this it must not be concluded that the leadership in
      the colonies can be allowed to fall into the hands of the bourgeois
      democrats. On the contrary, the proletarian parties must carry out
      an intensive propaganda of communist ideas and found workers’ and
      peasants’ councils at the first opportunity. These councils must
      work in the same way as the Soviet Republics in the advanced
      capitalist countries in order to bring about the final overthrow of
      the capitalist order throughout the whole world.

      For the more precise information of the Congress I
      have the following to add. I would like to draw the Congress’s
      attention particularly to these very important questions. I am glad
      to have the opportunity for the first time to participate seriously
      in a discussion on the colonial question at a congress of the
      revolutionary proletariat. Until now the European parties have
      given far too little attention to this problem, for they were
      always occupied with their own affairs and usually passed over the
      colonial questions, although they are at the present moment of very
      great importance for the international movement. Since the war the
      colonial question has become a matter of the greatest importance.
      Britain is now one of the greatest colonial powers in the world and
      has an enormous significance, an enormous strength and a strong
      social position as a result of its colonial possessions. Although
      the same cannot now be said of Germany, since Germany no longer has
      any colonial possessions, the question does not, nevertheless, have
      an exclusively British significance. The German comrades too,
      therefore, have to give this question their attention as it has
      become an international question. The economic relations between
      Europe and the colonies have now become the foundation of
      capitalism. The surplus value that was in previous ages produced in
      England has now in part been invested in the colonies. Moreover the
      surplus products that were produced in Britain itself have been
      taken to the colonial market. In this way Britain has so ordered
      her production that she can produce food for no more than three
      months of the year. Britain has always exploited her workers in the
      most brutal manner. The same system of exploitation, expropriation
      and the suppression of the human being in the worker is now applied
      in the conquered countries. British India alone has a population of
      no less than 315 million. Apart from British India, England
      exploits many other millions of coloured peoples in the
      colonies.

      If the Communist International understands clearly
      that it must take this matter to heart, then the second question,
      how the colonial movement can best be encouraged and developed,
      still remains to be solved. Until recently there were in the
      colonies only national-revolutionary movements of the middle class,
      whose only wish was to supplant the ruling foreigners in order
      themselves to exploit their own proletariat. If we do not look at
      the matter in too doctrinaire a manner, if we look at it somewhat
      more closely here at the Congress, then one can estimate correctly
      the great value to the Communist International of the
      national-revolutionary movement among the peoples of the East
      Indies also. Great changes took place in India during and after the
      war. Whereas earlier British capitalism had always prevented the
      development of industry in British India, this has no longer been
      the case in recent years. Industry has developed at a greater pace
      in recent years in British India than anyone can imagine here in
      Europe. If one considers that in the same period that the
      industrial proletariat in British India increased by 15 per cent
      the capital invested in British owned industry increased by 2,000
      per cent, one can form some impression of the rapid development of
      the capitalist system in British India. This is also true of Egypt,
      the Dutch East Indies and China. The same development that is
      taking place in British India is also to be noted in these
      countries. In recent years there has been a new movement among the
      exploited masses in India that has spread very quickly and
      expressed itself in mighty strike waves. This mass movement does
      not stand under the control of the revolutionary nationalists. It
      develops independently, although the nationalists try to use this
      movement for their own purposes. One can say of this mass movement
      that it is at all events revolutionary, although no-one would say
      that the workers and peasants who form this movement are also
      clearly class-conscious. This is evident day by day in the forms it
      takes. Comrades, I think that at this stage of the revolutionary
      mass movement the field of work lies open for the Communist
      International. It is only a question of taking the correct measures
      to harvest the fruits of work among these masses very quickly.
      Naturally a revolution by these masses would not at the first stage
      be a communist revolution, naturally revolutionary nationalism will
      play a role in the first stage. But at any event this revolutionary
      nationalism too win lead to the collapse of European imperialism,
      which is of enormous significance for the European proletariat.

      Finally I direct an urgent appeal to all the delegates to the
      Congress under no circumstances to refuse the support that the
      colonial peoples of the revolutionary proletariat of British India
      are now offering, and I hope that the Congress will take my views
      very seriously into account. I hope that comrades will be moved by
      my Theses to oppose their views to mine, that they will use the
      opportunity that offers itself to them to create greater clarity
      among the communists of Europe and America through debate.
      [Applause]
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      Reed: In America there
      live ten million Negroes who are concentrated mainly in the South.
      In recent years however many thousands of them have moved to the
      North. The Negroes in the North are employed in industry while in
      the South the majority are farm labourers or small farmers. The
      position of the Negroes is terrible, particularly in the Southern
      states. Paragraph 16 of the Constitution of the United States
      grants the Negroes full civil rights. Nevertheless most Southern
      states deny the Negroes these rights. In other states, where by law
      the Negroes possess the right to vote, they are killed if they dare
      to exercise this right.

      Negroes are not allowed to travel in the same railway carriages
      as whites, visit the same saloons and restaurants, or live in the
      same districts. There exist special, and worse, schools for Negroes
      and similarly special churches. This separation of the Negroes is
      called the ‘Jim Crow system’, and the clergy in the Southern
      churches preach about paradise on the ‘Jim Crow system’. Negroes
      are used as unskilled workers in industry. Until recently they were
      excluded from most of the unions that belong to the American
      Federation of Labour. The IWW of course organised the Negroes, the
      old Socialist Party however undertook no serious attempt to
      organise them. In some states the Negroes were not accepted into
      the party at all, in others they were separated off into special
      sections, and in general the party statutes banned the use of Party
      resources for propaganda among Negroes.

      In the South the Negro has no rights at all and does not even
      enjoy the protection of the law. Usually one can kill Negroes
      without being punished. One terrible white institution is the
      lynching of Negroes. This happens in the following manner., The
      Negro is covered with oil and strung up on a telegraph pole. The
      whole of the town, men, women and children, run up to watch the
      show and take home a piece of the clothing or the skin of the Negro
      they have tortured to death ‘as a souvenir’.

      I have too little time to explain the historical background to
      the Negro question in the United States. The descendants of the
      slave population, who were liberated during the Civil War, when
      politically and economically they were still completely
      underdeveloped, were later given full political rights in order to
      unleash a bitter class struggle in the South which was intended to
      hold up Southern capitalism until the capitalists in the North were
      able to bring together all the country’s resources into their own.
      possession.

      Until recently the Negroes did not show any aggressive class
      consciousness at all. The first awakening of the Negroes took place
      after the Spanish-American War, in which the black troops had
      fought with extraordinary courage and from which they returned with
      the feeling that as men they were equal to the white troops. Until
      then the only movement that existed among the Negroes was a
      semi-philanthropic educational association led by Booker T.
      Washington and supported by the white capitalists. This movement
      found its expression in the organisation of schools in which the
      Negroes were brought up to be good servants of industry. As
      intellectual nourishment they were presented with the good advice
      to resign themselves to the fate of an oppressed people. During the
      Spanish War an aggressive reform movement arose among the Negroes
      which demanded social and political equality with the whites. With
      the beginning of the European war half a million Negroes who had
      joined the US Army were sent to France, where they were billeted
      with French troop detachments and suddenly made the discovery that
      they were treated as equals socially and in every other respect.
      The American General Staff approached the French High Command and
      asked them to forbid Negroes to visit places used by whites and to
      treat them as second-class people. After the war the Negroes, many
      of whom had received medals for bravery from the English and French
      governments, returned to their Southern villages where they were
      subjected to lynch law because they dared to wear their uniforms
      and their decorations on the street.

      At the same time a strong movement arose among the Negroes who
      had stayed behind. Thousands of them moved to the North, began to
      work in the war industries and came into contact with the surging
      current of the labour movement. High as they were, their wage rates
      trailed behind the incredible increases in the prices of the most
      important necessities. Moreover the Negroes were outraged by the
      way all their strength was sucked out and the terrible exertions
      demanded by the work much more than were the white workers who had
      grown used to the terrible exploitation in the course of many
      years.

      The Negroes went on strike alongside the white workers and
      quickly joined the industrial proletariat. They proved very ready
      to accept revolutionary propaganda. At that time the newspaper
      Messenger was founded, published by a young Negro, the
      socialist Randolf, and pursuing revolutionary propagandist aims.
      This paper united socialist propaganda with an appeal to the racial
      consciousness of the Negroes and with the call to organise
      self-defence against the brutal attacks of the whites. At the same
      time the paper insisted on the closest links with the white
      workers, regardless of the fact that the latter often took part in
      Negro-baiting, and emphasised that the enmity between the white and
      black races was supported by the capitalists in their own
      interests.

      The return of the army from the front threw many millions of
      white workers on to the labour market all at once. The result was
      unemployment, and the demobilised soldiers’ impatience took such
      threatening proportions that the employers were forced to tell the
      soldiers that their jobs had been taken by Negroes in order thus to
      incite the whites to massacre the Negroes. The first of these
      outbreaks took place in Washington, where civil servants from the
      administration returning from the war found their jobs occupied by
      Negroes. The civil servants were in the main Southerners. They
      organised a night attack on the Negro district in order to
      terrorise the Negroes into giving up their jobs. To everybody’s
      amazement the Negroes came on to the streets fully armed. A fight
      developed and the Negroes fought so well that for every dead Negro
      there were three dead whites. Another revolt which lasted several
      days and left many dead on both sides broke out a few months later
      in Chicago. Later still a massacre took place in Omaha. In all
      these fights the Negroes showed for the first time in history that
      they are armed and splendidly organised and are not at all afraid
      of the whites. The results of the Negroes’ resistance were first of
      all a belated intervention by the government and secondly the
      acceptance of Negroes into the unions of the American Federation of
      Labour.

      Racial consciousness grew among the Negroes themselves. At
      present there is among the Negroes a section which preaches the
      armed uprising of the Negroes against the whites. The Negroes who
      returned home from the war have set up associations everywhere for
      self-defence and to fight against the white supporters of lynch
      law. The circulation of the Messenger is growing
      constantly. At present it sells 180,000 copies monthly. At the same
      time, socialist ideas have taken root and are spreading rapidly
      among the Negroes employed in industry.

      If we consider the Negroes as an enslaved and oppressed people,
      then they pose us with two tasks: on the one hand a strong racial
      movement and on the other a strong proletarian workers’ movement,
      whose class consciousness is quickly growing. The Negroes do not
      pose the demand of national independence. A movement that aims for
      a separate national existence, like for instance the ‘back to
      Africa’ movement that could be observed a few years ago, is never
      successful among the Negroes. They hold themselves above all to be
      Americans, they feel at home in the United States. That simplifies
      the tasks of the communists considerably.

      The only correct policy for the American Communists towards the
      Negroes is to regard them above all as workers. The agricultural
      workers and the small farmers of the South pose, despite the
      backwardness of the Negroes, the same tasks as those we have in
      respect to the white rural proletariat. Communist propaganda can be
      carried out among the Negroes who are employed as industrial
      workers in the North. In both parts of the country we must strive
      to organise Negroes in the same unions as the whites. This is the
      best and quickest way to root out racial prejudice and awaken class
      solidarity.

      The Communists must not stand aloof from the Negro movement
      which demands their social and political equality and at the
      moment, at a time of the rapid growth of racial consciousness, is
      spreading rapidly among Negroes. The Communists must use this
      movement to expose the lie of bourgeois equality and emphasise the
      necessity of the social revolution which will not only liberate all
      workers from servitude but is also the only way to free the
      enslaved Negro people.

      Fraina: The last speaker
      talked about the Negroes as an oppressed people in the United
      States. We have at the same time two other kinds of oppressed
      people: the foreign workers and the colonial inhabitants. The
      terrible suppression of strikes and of the revolutionary movement
      in general is in no way a result of the war, it is much more a more
      forceful political expression of the earlier attitude towards the
      unorganised and unskilled workers. These workers’ strikes are
      suppressed violently. Why? Because these workers are in the main
      foreigners (they form 60 per cent of the industrial proletariat),
      who are in fact in the same position as a colonial population.
      After the Civil War (1861-1865) capitalism developed at a great
      pace. The West, which had been underdeveloped until then, was
      opened up by the construction of the overland railways. The
      investment capital for this development came from Europe and the
      Eastern states. The immigrants however were the human raw material
      who were developed by imperialist violence in exactly the same way
      as the inhabitants of backward colonial countries. The
      concentration and monopolisation of industry, all these typical
      preconditions of internal imperialism, grew up before the United
      States could develop its foreign imperialism. The terror that the
      colonial population had to face was no different from the terror
      that workers had to face who migrated to the United States. Thus in
      1912 the coal miners in Ludlow went on strike. The miners were
      driven out of their homes with the help of soldiers and quartered
      in huts. One day, while the men were fighting the army some miles
      away, a troop of soldiers surrounded the huts and set light to
      them, and hundreds of women and children perished in the flames.
      Under these conditions the class struggle in the United States
      often becomes a racial struggle. And just as a Negro revolt can be
      the signal fir a bourgeois counter-revolution, and does not
      represent a proletarian revolution, so too the same thing can
      happen in a revolt of the immigrant workers. The great task is to
      unite these movements among the Americans into a revolutionary
      movement.

      The whole of Latin America must be regarded as a colony of the
      United States, and not only its present colonies such as the
      Philippines etc. Central America is under the complete control of
      the United States through her forces of occupation. The same
      control is however also exercised in Mexico and South America,
      where it has a two-fold expression: first of all through economic
      and financial penetration, which has increased since the
      expropriation of German business in these countries, and secondly
      through the application of the Monroe Doctrine,

      [Proclaimed in 1823 by President Monroe, the Doctrine pledged
      opposition to colonisation of the Americas by European powers. Used
      in late 19th and 20th centuries to establish US imperialist
      domination over Central and Southern America.]

      which has changed from being originally the defence of America
      against the monarchist system into being the tool of the hegemony
      and the strengthening of United States imperialism over Latin
      America. A year before the war President Wilson interpreted the
      Monroe Doctrine in such a way that it became a way for the American
      government to prevent British capitalists from obtaining new
      sources of oil in Mexico. In other words – Latin America is the
      colonial basis of imperialism in the United States. While the
      economic circumstances of the countries of the rest of the world
      become shakier and shakier, United States imperialism strengthens
      its position by throwing itself into the exploitation and
      development of Latin America. It is absolutely necessary to fight
      against this imperialism by starting revolutionary movements in
      Latin America, just as it is necessary to proceed against British
      imperialism by setting up revolutionary movements in its colonies.
      The movement in the United States did not previously pay any
      attention to the movement in Latin America. As a result the latter
      reached back to Spain for its ideology instead of to the United
      States. The movement in Latin America must free itself from this
      backwardness as well as from its syndicalist prejudices. The
      American Federation of Labour

      [Bureaucratised trade union federation led by Samuel Gompers,
      described by Trotsky as ‘that old watchdog of capitalism’. In the
      period after the First World War its leadership campaigned against
      nationalisation and supported the victimisation and witch-hunting
      of militant unionists in the IWW and other left organisations.]

      and the reactionary Socialist Party strive to build all-American
      organisations, but not for revolutionary purposes.
      The Communist movement in the United States in particular and
      the Communist International in general must intervene actively in
      the movement in Latin America. The movement in the United States
      and in Latin America must be regarded as one single movement. Our
      strategy and tactics must start from the standpoint of an American
      revolution involving the whole of America. The fundamental task of
      the Communist International, the realisation of which alone will
      secure the world revolution, is the annihilation of United States
      imperialism; and its annihilation will only be made possible by a
      giant revolutionary movement embracing the whole of America, where
      every national unit subordinates itself to the common problems of
      the American revolution.

      Radek: At every Congress
      of the Second International numerous protests were raised against
      the brutality of imperialist governments in colonial countries.
      Even now the colonial question is discussed endlessly at
      Conferences of the Second International, and we see how Huysmans,
      Henderson and Company dish out independence left and right to
      different nations, even when they do not even demand it. If it was
      simply a question of trumpeting protests about imperialist policies
      out into the world and ‘recognising’ the independence of colonial
      peoples, our task would be a very simple one. But in the area of
      the practical struggle in the colonial countries we are setting
      foot in completely new territory. Here it is not simply a question
      of sketching the foundations of communist policies, of sucking them
      out of our fingers, but of developing them out of a study of
      concrete colonial conditions. It is a question of taking practical
      steps to support the struggle in the colonies. Comrade Lenin quotes
      a statement by Comrade Quelch who declared in the colonial
      commission that if an uprising were to break out in India the
      jingoist press would succeed in influencing a section of the
      British workers into sacrificing themselves to suppress the
      uprising. If all that Quelch is pointing out is that there is among
      British workers a strong imperialist current, then that is a matter
      of fact. But if this fact is supposed to lead our English comrades
      to a passive posture towards a colonial revolt, and to saying that,
      because of this mood, they can do no more than pass protest
      resolutions, then one could say that the Communist International
      will first of all have to teach its members the ABC of politics. If
      British workers, instead of opposing bourgeois prejudices, support
      British imperialism or tolerate it passively, then they are working
      for the suppression of every revolutionary movement in Britain
      itself.

      It is impossible for the British proletariat to liberate itself
      from the yoke that capitalism has laid upon it without stepping
      into the breach for the colonial revolutionary movement. When the
      time comes for the British workers to rise against their own
      capitalist class, they will face a – situation in which Britain
      can, at the best, cover 30 per cent of her food needs out of her
      own production. They will face a situation in which American
      capitalism will try to blockade proletarian Britain. For even if
      the American capitalists’ ships will not be able to cut off the
      food supplies of proletarian Europe for any length of time, since
      the Americans must sell, it is none the less very possible that the
      British capitalists will be in a position for a year or two to buy
      up American wheat in order to stop it going to Britain. In this
      situation the fate of the British revolution will depend on whether
      the peasants and workers of Ireland, India, Egypt, etc. are
      accustomed to seeing the servants of the British imperialists in
      the British working class. The Labour Conference at Scarborough
      passed an important resolution in which it demanded the
      independence of India and Egypt. Not a single Communist stood up to
      tell the Conference that the MacDonalds support the British
      bourgeoisie fooling British workers when they talk about the
      independence of India, Ireland and Egypt. It is simple hypocrisy
      and swindling that these same people, who could not even rise to
      the level of characterising General Dwyer as a common murderer in
      Parliament on the occasion of the Amritsar bloodbath, pretend to be
      the defenders of colonial independence. We greatly regret that our
      party comrades who are in the Labour Party did not tear the mask
      off these swindlers’ faces. The International will not judge the
      British comrades by the articles that they write in the
      Call

      [The Call was the paper of the British Socialist Party. The
      Workers’ Dreadnought was the paper of Sylvia Pankhurst’s ultra-left
      group, the Workers’ Socialist Federation.]

      and the Workers Dreadnought, but by the number of comrades
      who are thrown into gaol for agitating in the colonial countries.
      We would point out to the British comrades that it is their duty to
      help the Irish movement with all their strength, that it is their
      duty to agitate among the British troops, that it is their duty to
      use all their resources to block the policy that the British
      transport and railway unions are at present pursuing of permitting
      troop transports to be shipped to Ireland. It is very easy at the
      moment to speak out in Britain against intervention in Russia,
      since even the bourgeois left is against it. It is harder for the
      British comrades to take up the cause of Irish independence and of
      anti-militarist activity. We have a right to demand this difficult
      work of the British comrades.
      We will have more to say on this question and on the question of
      parliamentarism, but it is important here today to show the British
      comrades from the shop stewards movement who want to support the
      Communist movement how childishly they are behaving, how they are
      throwing away an opportunity to fight, if they do not participate
      in parliament. The peasants of India have no way of knowing that
      our shop stewards are fighting against their oppression. But if
      someone, without making a long speech, was to call things by their
      right name in parliament, quite certainly he would be thrown out by
      the Speaker of the House, and Reuters would tell the world that a
      traitor had been found in the British parliament who had called a
      murderer – a murderer. British capital, based on a strong
      bourgeoisie, cannot be overthrown only in London, Sheffield,
      Glasgow and Manchester, it must also be beaten in the colonies.
      They are its Achilles heel, and it is the duty of the British
      Communists to go to the colonies and to fight at the head of the
      rising masses of the people and to support them. We scarcely know
      of a single case in the old International where a Social Democratic
      Party made itself the champion of the liberation of the colonial
      peoples. When the Hereros were being driven in their thousands into
      the desert, the German Socialists abstained from voting because
      they declared that they did not know the causes of the revolt and
      had no opinion on the matter. It is the duty of the Communist
      International to create an atmosphere in which it is not possible
      to take part in the Congress here without proving that one has
      helped the revolt in the colonies practically. This is one of the
      biggest and most important life-or-death questions for the
      Communist International. Just as in every country we must try to
      win for our struggle those petty-bourgeois elements who are driven
      in the direction of the working class, the Communist International
      must be a beacon to light the way to the rebellious peoples in Asia
      and Africa. The Communist International must beat world capitalism
      not only through the popular masses of Europe but also those of the
      colonies. Capitalism will draw not only economic but also military
      support from the colonial peoples. The social revolution in Europe
      will have black troops to deal with yet. The duty of the Communist
      International is to proceed to deeds. The Russian Soviet Republic
      has taken this path, and if in Britain our painstaking work in the
      East, our conscious agitation for the formation of soviet
      organisations in Turkestan and in the Caucasus, and stretching out
      the first feelers to Persia and Turkey, are thought to be things
      that the Soviet Republic does in order to make difficulties for the
      British, then that is a misunderstanding of the foreign policy of
      the Soviet government. It is part of the programme of the Communist
      International, it is Soviet Russia fulfilling her duties as part of
      the Communist International. We do not regard the agitation in the
      East as a makeshift expedient in the fight against European
      capitalism, we regard it as a struggle we have a duty to carry out
      in the lasting interests of the European proletariat. This
      assistance does not consist in building artificial Communist
      Parties where there is no basis for them. It happens when we help
      these people. Comrade Lenin has pointed out that there is no
      theoretical necessity for every nationality to pass through the
      stage of capitalism. All the people who today are capitalists have
      not come to capitalism through the stage of manufacture. Japan
      passed straight from feudal conditions to the culture of
      imperialism. If the proletarian masses in Germany, France and
      Britain succeed in winning socialism, then we will go to the
      colonial peoples not only with the most modern means that
      capitalism has left us, but also with the production methods that
      socialism will create. We will help them to find a direct path from
      feudal barbarism to a form of production where they can apply the
      resources of modern technology without having to go through the
      stages of craft production and manufacture. We stand at the
      beginning of a new epoch. European capitalism fears the awakening
      of the oriental peoples; it talks about the ‘yellow peril’, and one
      can say that as long as capitalism exists there will be a yellow
      peril. The proletarianised peasants of China or Turkey, who are
      being skinned alive, will have to emigrate to seek work, will have
      to defend themselves in great mass migrations. But communism has no
      yellow peril to fear, it can reach out its hand to all oppressed
      peoples, for it brings them not exploitation but fraternal aid.

      Rosmer: I move the closure
      of the list of speakers.

      Wijnkoop: I do not think
      that the list can be closed now. The matter is important, at least
      for the future. The debate has not even started. Perhaps there will
      be no debate.

      Serrati: I note that
      another twelve speakers have put their names forward. Perhaps
      Comrade Wijnkoop is right. I can see that the debate is taking a
      direction in which we are encountering a series of separate
      questions. What we have to do here is deal with the questions in
      general. I think we should adjourn the question until tomorrow and
      close the list of speakers in the sense that we ask the individual
      comrades to consider the question in general and not go into
      details.

      Guilbeaux: I suggest that
      we close the session now but not the list of speakers. The question
      is very important and it is absolutely necessary for all the
      representatives of the colonial peoples to report to the Congress.
      The time available for each speaker could be cut, but the comrades
      should not be prevented from speaking.

      Maring: I would like to
      insist that Comrade Serrati’s motion should not be accepted. It
      would not be good if the representatives of the colonies were not
      given an opportunity to say a few short words on the movement.
      Comrade Serrati himself knows that not one of the Italians was
      represented at the Commission today. It is very surprising that he
      should make such a proposal.

      Radek: I am opposed to the
      proposal from the Presidium. I understand that those present are
      orientated on the question. But in the discussion you cannot start
      from the standpoint that one or the other person is acquainted with
      things. It is the political significance of the colonial question
      that we are concerned with here. We have a political interest in
      the fact that workers will read the minutes of the Congress and see
      that the representatives of the oppressed colonial peoples spoke
      here and took part in our discussions. It is impossible to set up
      general rules of communist tactics for everybody, but even a simple
      worker can contribute a lot to the depiction of conditions in his
      own country. It is a question of everybody saying what he knows,
      and the more concretely he speaks the better. I see that the
      representatives from Ireland want to speak. It is very important
      for British imperialism to see that there are elements there that
      are allied to us and want to fight with us.

      I do not want anybody to think that suggested we should not have
      a discussion. Most of all I must state that I did not make my
      proposal either in the name of the Bureau or in the name of the
      Italian delegation. We have already spent ten minutes here talking
      about the question of the blacks in Chicago. We cannot split the
      question up into its smallest parts, we must summarise it in very
      clear and very concrete speeches. I would not like anybody to think
      that I am opposed to the representatives of the backward countries,
      as they are called in Comrade Lenin’s Theses, speaking. If I have
      proposed the closure of the list of speakers, then it is because
      all the representatives of the backward countries – China, Persia,
      Korea, Japan and Turkey – have already been entered. If there are
      still more comrades from backward countries who put their names
      forward we will have the histories of all the different
      nationalities in the world to listen to here. I propose, however,
      that we close the session and wait and see whether we close the
      list or keep it open.

      Wijnkoop: I propose that
      we vote on Comrade Serrati’s motion. We will see in the next
      session how we are to proceed.

      Serrati: I withdraw my
      motion.

      Rosmer: The discussion
      will be continued tomorrow morning in the full session. There will
      be a further full session the day after tomorrow at 10.00 a.m.

      

      The session is closed at 2.30 a.m.
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