PART IiI

SOCIALISM UNITES—IMPERIALISM DIVIDES

. CHAPTER EIGHT
SELF-DETERMINATION OR SUBJECTION?

In the preceding sections we have surveyed the rise and fall
of the Czarist Empire and described the transformation of
that vast imperial structute into a new kind of State—a Multi-
National Federated Socialist Commonwealth based on the
common ownership of the means of production and distribu-
tion and a C};égt\nned economy. We have in the course of our
survey tra the tremendous political, economic and social
changes which have taken place in the territories -which, just
over a quarter of a century ago, formed the Asiatic colonies
of the now defunct Czarist Empire. There is no doubt that
the peoples of those erstwhile colonies have undergone the
most radical transformation recorded by history in such a
short space of time. - ;

There is oniy one other political aggregate in the world
today which includes such a heterogeneous multitude of
peoples as the Soviet Union. That is the British Empire,
which is made up of the white Dominions, forming, together
with the United Kingdom, the British Commonwealth of
Nations; and the dependent coloured Empire, composed of
India, Burma, Africa, and a number of territories scattered
throughout the world, variously described as Crown Colonies,
Protectorates, Mandates, Condominiums. The white popu-
lation is 70,000,000, and the coloured over 500,000,000.

In the light of the experiences attanding the war we may
well profit from a comparative examination of the attitude of
the non-European or coloured peoples of the U.SSR., and
those of the British Colonial and Indian Empires. 'This com-
parison provides the most definite illustration of the funda-
mental difference between the non-Imperialist Soviet anfl the
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#4 Imperialist British systems. Here we are not concerned with
. the white self-governing Dominions of the Commonwealth,!
ut with those parts. of the dependent Empire—India, Burma,
Malaya, Africa, et¢.—inhabited largely by coloured races.
®‘For the acid test of the stability of,any mwlti-racial and
multi-national political structure is the spontaneous loyalty
and enthusiasm demonstrated by the diverse ethnic elements
onstituting that political system in times of crisis, What
oes the application of this test reveal? )
It reveals, on the one hand, the USSR, a union of
‘peoples at varying stages of social and cultural development,
f many races and colours, forming a monolithic phalanx
before the enemy, inspired by an enthusiastic fanaticism
tiwhich evoked the admiration of friend and foe alike. These
igomrades-in-arms, these Buropean Slavs--Great Russians,
RByelorussians and Ukrainians—and Asiatics—Georgjans and
‘Averbaijans, Turkmans and Tajiks, Kazaks and Kalmuks,
Pashkirs and Tartars, Buriat-Mongols, and other descendants
bf Jenghis Khan’s hordes, have fought tenaciously to preserve
hat way of life which, despite many shortcomings, gives
em so much hope of a happy future.
% The German-Fascists stupidly expected that the Soviet
ion would fall apart at the first onslaught,” writes a leading
Soviet authority on the National Question. “Not a single
oviet Republic withdrew from the Union, not one of them
o much as thought of taking advantage of its right freely to
{gecede from the Union. Far from it—in the years of war
fthe moral and political unity of the Soviet people has become
Yi¥8o firm that the Supreme Soviet of the US.S.R., in its session
of February, 1944, found it possible to extend the sovereign
hts of the Union Republics, and to grant them the right .
‘have their own military formations, and enter into direct
Yelations with foreign States.”2
i It was not the German-Fascists alone who expected the
| tiBoviet State structure to disintegrate under the impact of war.
{I’here was' a large section of opinion in Britain which held
" 3 Acgording to the Governmient of Eire External Relations Act,

PBlre is a sovereign independent State, associated for certain purposes
‘with the British Commonwezlth of Nations.

Y Soviet War News, June 28, 1944, Article entitled ** Force and
Vitality of Soviet National Policy,’* by V. Karpinsky.
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