term? Should the answer be sought in legal definitions de-
duced from all sorts of “general concepts” of law? Or is it
rather to be sought in a historico-economic study of the’
national movements?

It is not surprising that the Semkovskys, Liebmans and
Yurkeviches did not even think of raising this question, and
shrugged it off by scoffing at the “obscurity” of the Marxist
Programme, apparenily unaware, in their simplicity, that
the self-delermination of nations-is dealt with, not only in
the Russian Programme of 19033 but in the resolution of
the London International Congress of 1896 (with which I
shall deal in detail i the proper place). Far more surpris-
ing is Lhe fact that Rosa Luxemburg, who declaims a great
deal about the supposedly abstract and metaphysical nature
of the clause in question, should herself succumb to the sin
of abstraction and metaphysics. It is Rosa Luxemburg
herself who is continually lapsing into generalities about
self-determination (to the extent even of philosophising
amusingly on the question of how the will of the nation is
to be ascertained), without anywhere clearly and precisely
asking herself whether the gist of the matler lies in legal
definitions or in the experience of the national movements
rroughout the world.

A precise formulation of this question, which no Marxist
can avoid, would at once destroy nine-tenths of- Rosa
Luxemburg's arguments. This is not the first time that na-
tional movemenis have arisen in Russia, nor are they
peculiar to that country alone. Throughout the world, the
period of the final victory of capitalism over féudalism
has been linked up with mnalional movements. For the
complete victory of commodity production, the bourgeoisie
must capture the home market, and there must be politically
united territories whose population speak a single language,
with all obstacles to the development of that language and
lo ils consolidation in literature eliminated. Therein is the
ecconomic foundation of national movements. Laniguage is
the most important means of human intercourse. Unity and
unimpeded development of language are the most important
conditions for genuinely free and extensive commmerce on
n scale commensurate with modern capitalism, for a free
and broad grouping of the population in all its various
classes and, lastly, for the eslablishment of a close connec-
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tion between the market and each an i
Em or little, and between seller and vﬂw%. SRR repister,

Pherefore, the tendency of every national movement s
*os.m.am the formation of national states, under which these
requirements of modern capitalism are best satisficd. The
most profound economic factors drive towards this goal
and, quﬁ.o.um. for the whole of Western Europe, nay, F_”
the entire civilised world, the national state is typical and
normal for the capitalist period.

noumwac..wa:w_ if we want to grasp the meaning of self-
n_.ﬂmeEmm_os of nations, not by juggling with legal defini-
tions, or “inventing” abstract definitions, but by examining
the historico-economic conditions of the national move-

- Ients, we must inevitably reach the conclusion that the

sell-determination of nations means the politic
~of :Emm“.,ﬁmmozm from alien national bodies, a
‘tion of an independent national state.
Later on we shall see still other re
wrong to interpret the right fo self-delerminalion as mean-
Ing anything but the right to existence as a separale slate,

At present, we must deal with Rosa Luxemburg's efforls
to “dismiss

. I le_inescapable conclusion That
economic factors underlie the u
state.

Rosa Luxemburg is - quite familiar wilh Kaulsky's
pamphlet Nationality and Internationality. (Supplement lo
b:.. Neue Zeit®* No. 1, 1907-08; Russian translalion in the
Journal Nauchnaya Mysl, Riga, 1908.) She is aware thal,
.m_:mu carefully analysing the question of the nalional stale
in § 4 of that pamphlet, Kautsky arrived at the conclusion
that Otto Bauer “underestimates the strength of (he urge
towards a national state” (p. 23 of the pamphlet). Ros:
W:mevﬁ.am herself quotes the following words of Kautsky’s:
%:m. national state is the form .most suited to present-day
noEr.:o:m. li.e, capitalist, civilised, economically pro-
mm.am.m:\m conditions, as &m::mwmm:m& from medieval, pre-
cmwmrm.:mr etc]; it is the form in which the slate can besl
fulfil its tasks” (i.e., the tasks of securing the frees!, widest
and speediest development of capitalism). To this we must
add -Kautsky's still more precise concluding remark thal
stales of mixed national .composition (known as multina-

al separalion
nd the forma-

asons why it would he

profound”
rge lowards a national
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democracy. Can there be greater freedom of nationality, as
such, than the freedom 1o secede, the freedom to form an
independent national state? ,

To clear up this question, which has been so confused by
the liberals (and by those who are so misguided as to echo
them), we shall cite a very simple example. Let us take the
question of divorce. In her article Rosa Luxemburg writes
that the centralised democratic stdte, while conceding auton-
omy to its constituent parts, should retain the most im-
portant branches of legislation, including legislation on
divorce, under the jurisdiction of_.the central parliament.
The concern that the:central authority of the democratic
state should retain-"the ‘power to allow divorce can be
readily understood.The reactionaries are opposed to freedom
of divorce; they say that it must be “handled carefully”
and loudly declare that it means the “disintegration of the
amily”. The democrats, however, believe that the reaction-
aries are hypocrites, and that they are actually defending
lhe omnipolence of the police and the bureaucracy, the
privileges of one of the sexes, and the worst kind of oppres-
sion of women. They believe that in actual {act freedom of
divorce will not cause the “disintegration” of family ties,
but, on the contrary, will strengthen them on a democratic
basis, which is the only possible and durable basis in civil-
ised society.

To accuse those who support freedom of self-determi-
nation, i.e., freedom to secede, of encouraging separatism, is
as foolish and hypocritical as accusing those who advoeate
freedom of divoree of encouraging the destruction of fam-

lege and corruption, on which bourgeois marriage rests,
oppose freedom of divoree, so, in the capitalist state,
repudiation of the right to self-determination, i.c., the right
of nations to secede, means nothing more than defence of

of administration, to the detriment of democratic methods.

0 doubt, the political chicanery arising from all the
relationships existing in capitalist society sometimes leads
members of parliament and journalists to indulge in
frivolous and even nonsensical twaddle about one or another
nalion seceding. But only reactionaries can allow them-
selves to be frightened (or pretend to be frightened) by such

the privileges of the dominant nation and police methods
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ily ties. Just as in bourgeois society the defenders of privi-_

lalk. Those who stand by democratic principles, i.c., who
insist that questions of state be decided by the mass of (he
population, know very well that there is a “tremendous dis-
tance™ belween what the politicians prate aboul and whal
the people decide. From their daily experience the masses
know perfectly well the value of geographical and cconomic
ties and the advantages of a big markel and a big stale.
They will, therefore, resort to secession only when national
oppression and national friction make joint life absolutely
intolerable and hinder any and all ecconomic inlercourso,
In that case, the interests of capitalist development and of
the freedom of the class struggle will be best served by
secession. .

Thus, from whatever angle we approach Mr. Kokoshkin's
arguments, they prove to be the height of absurdity and a
mockery of the principles of democracy. And yet there is a
modicum of logic in these arguments, the logic of the class
interests of the Great-Russian bourgeoisic. Like most mem -
bers of the Constitutional-Democratic Parly, Mr. Kokoshkin
is a lackey of the money-bags of thal bourgeoisie. Tle
defends its privileges in general, and'its slate privileges in
particular. He defends them hand in hand and shoulder
to shoulder with Purishkevich, the only difference being
that Purishkevich puts more faith in the feudalist cudgel,
while Kokoshkin and Co. realise that this cudgel was badly
damaged in 1905, and rely more on bourgeois melhods of
fooling the masses, such as frightening the petty bourgeoi-
sie and the peasants with the spectre of the “disintegration
of the state”, and deluding them with phrases about blend-
ing “people’s freedom” with historical tradition, ete.

The liberals’ . hostility to the principle of polilical sclf-
determination of nations can,Kave one, and only one, real
class Em»ﬁﬂm"bm:obm_‘:c.onmﬁmg: defence of the state
privileges of the Great-Russian bourgeoisic. And the op-
porlunists among the Marxists in Russia, who today, under
the Third of June regime, are against the right of nations
to  self-determination—the liquidator Semkovsky, the
Bundist Licbman, the Ukrainian petty-bourgeois Yurkeviel
—are actually following in the wake of the national-liberals,
and corrupting the working class with national-liberal ideas.

The interests of the working class and of ils struggle
against capitalism demand complete solidarity and the
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