THE  NATTONAL GUESTION: Selected Writings by Rosa Luxémbﬁrg.
’?ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁmﬂevm BlepRtregygion by Horace B. Davi ’5

Th*s quite new. and rather comprehenaive selectlon of RL'
writings on the Na+ional Question makes it impossible to see
“how it 15 that ‘the, editor, Horace B. Davis, can poasibly con-
clude that this all will prove that RL wig wight and VIL was
wrong, especially when he uaes such ridiculous generalizations

that.her major work, The National guestion and Autonomy, which

is'hdt'dnly the firstEnglish translation but evidently has

never been tranalated 1nto -any.. other language (1908-09)- is

LK)

‘ and that despite Lenin 8 attacks on har. tQH_PhQ&Osqghicel

‘13 the carelessneaa regardmng all facts. and complete. ignorance
-of wﬁat polemics are’ ﬁpnducted when, These were written .
f right after the height of the relationship of RL and V1L
fﬁ:ggﬁzphay collaborated most closely in the 2 1907 Congresses,
'.‘when RL, who had walked out of the 2nd Congress bec;use of
 the National QHESuiOB-. rejoined the Bolsheviks In 1906. and -
remained with them throughout the R ssian Revolution, without
even raising the guestion of the National Question, tﬁbugh
the. Bolsheviks had never removed the question from their pro-

gram.ﬁ%ln a wowq;ﬂSHEE‘E"§Z§ZE§:1on w8 involvedp the NQ was

se’hubordinate that neithar cared to raise it, one because they

had won (the Bolsheviks), the other because obviously revolu~

tion was more—impertent. jl. M«;J\p{/ﬂ\,m\ R % fL(,‘jJ'VD

On the other hand when the'imperialist war came and RL
continued with her stupidities and stuBborness, thzn there




ﬁaa no iimit to the number of articlesz ILenin dirsctéd against
thel"Pblish Marxists",
Now then, the actual super-"Historical” biggest thesis.-
and alao tne ones she had written both in 1896 and 1905
-that were directed against Marx -- likewise showed quite a
twisting of the position since it was not on theory. but
iraimgly that Marx's pobition was out of date, in view of the #f’

‘.:sfact thgt now there was a great proletgrian movement. ﬁ {t’pw’aﬂ,
bt B et il (e gt he p»g |

The'_g and Aut nomv. then. has 5 sections == t 6th

QWhich is not published even “thig editor has to gﬂmlt was- too
LALE~ .
.\detailed and minor to be %ﬁuhuded - Bhe Right of. Naticns;;

. e

to. Selquetermlnation as if- that—right was made into an
T ——

) —
Absolute ‘and Marxists don t believe in Absolutes. she goes

.on to,pzoveatha+ there is no such rights that actually,.it'

A

‘onl a paraphrase of the old slogan of bourgeois nationallsts“"Hs'f'
put forth'ir all countries at all times: *the right of ggﬁ}gg_,,—”

_....————-*" T

to freedom and independence.'" Having now reduced the

'queatlon o bourgeosis nationalism, it becomes very easy 1o say

fﬁﬁi

I'm for the class struggle not bourgeois natlonalism{a’ﬁé
.obviously because she is aware of Marx's position on Poland,
she !:e:eps talking only of the fact that it has - oractical

. L : . |
value, and -that all things have changed btoth from the 1840s
e I

and the 18 ﬁGP«\-
article -- which was a series of 6 -~ is

called "The Antional STate and the Proletariat“/k)and there

e .—-...\
pra— )

e e e e
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ahe debelopes the class struggle )and*t?a proletariats'
STEI v
indenendent’,iasg/interests.,.ihTh 3rd/is ?alled "Federation,
\—_./ N
Lentralization and Particularism. » The: hth»x "Centralization -

and Autonomy". And in/Ehat one she does a%’ieast show that

sheﬂls for autonomy. .She quotes Marx's 18th Brumaire, and
.then tries to show that the 1905 Revdlution(2;51yed this
'historical collision, violently moving the Russian nobility
: *4;; %o fhé'side of reaction and depriving the parody of territorial
- self—government of any mystifying resemblance to liberalism.":j
"P 243) It's. heavi y dirrcted against Kautsky who w%§\+hen .

<seriour manner with the objective situation of seeingf"ent*rely
new economic phenomena: Big industry. maﬂhine pwouuction,

prolatarianizatlon... labor of women and children, and so

forth":]kp. 251)

- {2) She then develones an evean more
vulgar interpretation of super-structures "in a word, the
vulgar material process of capitalism creates & whole new
1deologlcal ' super~gtructure', with an existence and develop- ;{4&
ment wnich are to some extent autonomous.d7 And proceeds to

- ure,
develop Efqymideology is basicallyy only a guger-struct

of the material and class conditions of a given epodﬁ:ri( P 25%2)
e

with the conclusion, evidently, that the bourgeoisie has de-
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:.ye;opadfthia for their owﬁ:intepgsts. making it no leas than
("the mdnbi‘ih_i..c...q,uf‘ality._o:i‘.--g;ng?_i.Pi!a_LEB.ljy_ré_-;':_ﬁ;D

T — et
) i ML

{3) But since she E%# ta for

autonomv. she uges atdifferent form of explanation thy ‘this

type of independence:T%“Eﬁgﬁjggﬁp'B_hrgeoiEZnggiggiertheleas
be*uaedu *If, however, we tranfsr the concent of avtonony from
this utopian ideological area to the historical field and examine
aa & sneclfic historical resultf*of the capitalist economy in

& certain environment, ,." (p. 265) B

(4) In anotber way of Bngar

ia1ism is how much more valuable ar%,;grge units of pro-

cfion‘than small units. and she aSkBE::Fhat i the result

_;tical dismemberment of Ruésia?" {p . 285) j

'

n&***#*&*******i***«**u*g**n*****ﬁu*u*un**nn#***********i«**

He then shows that it became even more, supposedly urge t
A\

unde* imperlaliam to oppose natloqallsm. for he quotes 1rom t

Junius pamphlet thatf:there can be no pelf-determinat;on undeﬁii>

3 B s

e e

' (”Capita;‘sm. - e

e e

Then there is the part from the Rﬁssian Revolution pamﬁhlet_;;
in 1918, where she oppoged the QEEEEEEEK'"so-called right of

s,lﬁ-determination “of peopleﬂg sy Or =~ gomething that was
really implicit in the slogan -- the slogan of the disintegration ;

-

f Russie, " (p. 292) P S Lt
| \—"‘—M_r._,_,..,..._ R - .




