FATHERLAND OR MOTHER EARTH?
NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONALISM FROM A
SOCIALIST PERSPECTIVE

Michael Lowy

Two hundred yearsafter thecall for a universal brotherhood of all humankind
issued by the Great French Revolution and seventy yearsafter thefoundation
of theCommunist I nternational, what remained of thegreat dream of interna-
tionalist solidarity of theoppressed?Hasn't nationalism awaysbeen the main
moving forces of world politics? And how should socidlistsrelatetoit?

The contradictory réle of nationalism isone of the great paradoxes in the
history of the 20th century, whichis now approaching itsend.

Attheservice of theState and of reactionary forces, theideology of nation-
alism fostered and legitimised some of the worst crimes of the century: the
two world wars, the genocideof Armenians, Jewsand Gypsies, the colonialist
wars, the rise of fascism and military dictatorship, the brutal repression of
progressive or revolutionary movements from Chinain the 20s to Indonesia
in the 60s and Argentinain the 70s.

On the other hand, in the name of national liberation, the colonised peo-
ple gained their independence and some of the most important and radical
socialist-revolutionary movements were able to win popular support and tri-
umph: in Yugoslavia, China, Indochina, Cuba and now Nicaragua. . .

Another puzzling paradox: although nationalism has been the dominant
factor in shaping 20th century politics, the greatest revolution of our times,
October 1917, owed nothing to nationalism and was explicitly directed
against the 'national defence of the Fatherland' in the war with Imperial
Germany. Moreover, there has never been in the history of the labour and
socialist movement a mass world organisation so thoroughly committed to
internationalism asin the 20th century: the Third International (at least dur-
ingitsfirst years of existence).

How to understand these paradoxes? Can Marxism furnish the theoretical
tools for such an understanding? Have the workers and the exploited really
no Fatherland, as Marx thought in 1848? How far can Mother Earth become
the concrete horizon for socia liberation? And what are the perspectives for
nationalism and internationalism in the next years of thisfin desitcle?

Any attempt to answer these questions has to start with a dialectical
approach to the problem: the national question is contradictory and its
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contradictions are not the expression of some eternal trait of human nature,
but of concrete historical conditions.

First of all, what is a nation? This problem has plagued many generations
of Marxist thinkers and leaders.' They hoped to find the objective criteria
permitting them to define whether a collective body of people wasor was not
anation. For Karl Kautsky the nation was essentially the result of a common
language. For Otto Bauer, each nation had a peculiar 'national character'.
Anton Pannekoek considered the nation as merely a 'bourgeois ideological
phenomenon'. Others suggested geographical or economic criteria.

The most systematic attempt to build such a classificatory theoretical
framework is of course Stalin’s famous essay from 1913 (Marxism and
the National Question). Compounding all 'objective’ criteria - common
language, territory, economic life, and 'psychological make-up' — in one
single definition, he insisted that it is'only when al the characteristics are
present together that we have a nation’.2 Thisrigid and dogmatic frame was
a true ideological Procrustrean bed, and became for many decades a huge
obstacle for the understanding of 'heterodox’ national communitieslike the
Jews, or the USBlacks, etc, etc. It cannot explain how Germany, long before
itseconomic unification through the Customs Union, became a nation or why
French speaking Belgians or Swissare not part of the French nation.

In contrast to such abstract and ‘closed’ conceptions, Otto Bauer made a
very significant contribution to an ‘open’ Marxist analysis of the nation by
hishistoricistapproach: without ignoring thevarious other criteria (language,
economy, etc) he defined the nation as being above al the product of a com-
mon historical destiny. In other terms: the nation isnot only a crystallization
of past events, a'frozen piece of history' but also the 'never-finished out-
come of a constant process. This historical method permitted him to avoid
mistakes such as Engels' neo-hegelian theory of the 'non-historic nations
(Czechs, Roumanians and others) doomed to disappearance. . .3

It seems to me that this kind of un-dogmatic analysisleads logically to the
conclusion that a nation is not simply a collection of abstract, external, ‘ob-
jective' criteria. Thesubjectivedimension, i.e. the consciousness of a national
identity, the vitality of the national culture, the existence of a national politi-
cal movement, is no lessimportant. Of course, these 'subjective factors do
not come out of the blue; they are theresult of certain historical conditions:
persecution, oppression, discrimination, etc. But this means that in the last
analysisno doctrinaire'expert’ armed with alist of 'objective’ characteristics
will determine whether a community constitutes a nation or not, but the
community itsdf (or that part of it which considers itself as belonging to a
nation).4

It isimportant to distinguish very carefully between thefeeling of national
identity, the attachment to a national culture, the consciousness of belong-
ing to a national community with its own historical past — and nationalism.
Nationalism as an ideology is composed of all these elements but also of
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something else, which is its decisive ingredient: the choice of the nation as
the primary, fundamental and most important social and political vaiue, to
which all others are - in one way or another — subordinated. Hans Kohn,
the well known historian of modern nationalism defined it as 'a state of
mind, in which the supreme loyalty of the individua is felt to be due to
the nation-state’.5 Thisis a quite adequate definition - if one includes in it
also the struggle for the establishment of the nation-state — even if one hasto
admit that there exist at least some (moderate) nationalist movements who
aim only at cultural or territorial autonomy.

Itisnot easy tofind out exactly how and when nationalism wasborn. Some
authors see it as contemporary with the emergence of the modern nation-
statein the 15-16th centuries (Machiavelli!). Others, like Hans Kohn, relate
it to thefirst great bourgeois revolutions; in England in the 17th century and
France in 1789 for the first time the state 'ceased to be the king's state: it
became the people's state, a national state, a fatherland’.6 More recently,
Tom Nairn tried to prove that nationalism emerged in the 19th century (as
a result of the uneven development of capitalism) in the peripheral coun-
tries (Germany, Italy and Japan), and only later attained the 'core-areas
(England, France),” but this strange chronology is too arbitrary and seems
to ignore such well known historical facts as the patriotic dimension of the
French Revolution and of the Napoleonic wars. . . In any case there is no
doubt that for many centuries the political ideal was not the nation, or the
nation-state, but other forms of social and political organization: the clan,
the city-state, the feudal lord, the church, the dynastic kingdom and the
multi-national empire. And although some precedents can be found in the
past (theancient Hebrewsor theancient Greeks), they are of aquite different
nature and substance from modem nationalism.

Marxist socialism is fundamentally opposed to nationalism. First of all
because it refuses to see the nation as an undifferentiated bloc: al nations
are divided into different social classes, with different interests and different
conceptions of the national identity. But above all it rejects the nationalist
ideology and its scale of values because its supreme loyalty is not to any
nation, but to an international historical subject (the proletariat) and to an
international historical aim: the socidist transformation of the world. It is
internationalist both for ethical and for material reasons.

The ethical motives areimportant: for the Marxist world-view, materialist
and atheistic, the only value which can be considered 'sacred’ - i.e. abso-
lute - is humanity itself (of which the exploited and the oppressed are the
emancipatory force). In this sense, the motto 'Proletarians of all countries,
unite!" is not only a practical proposition for action, but also the socialist
ethical answer to the 'Amour sacré de la patrie’ of the nationalist ideology.
Socialism is therefore an internationalist movement by the universalist and
humanist character of its values and its aims. Without this ethical appeal
it isimpossible to understand the total commitment and sacrifice of many
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generations of activists from the labour movement of many countries to
international socialism (or communism). Asthe old bolshevik Adolf Yoffé
wrote in hislast letter (before committing suicide in 1927) to Trotsky: 'Hu-
man life has no meaning unlessit isat the service of aninfinite, whichfor us
is humanity"'.

However, if internationalism were only a moral principle, a categorical
imperative, it would be easy to dismissit as a beautiful utopia. If thisis not
the case, it is because proletarian internationalism draws its political force
from objective, concrete, and material conditions, already analysed by Marx in
the Manifesto: the economic unification of theworld by the capitalist system.

As any dialectic totality, world capitalism is not the addition of its parts,
the national economies - nor is the international class struggle the addition
of the national struggles. They constitute an organic whole, with its own
forms of motion, distinct from the peculiarities of its component elements.
Georg Lukacsinsisted in History and Class Consciousness that the category
of totality was, on the methodological level, the carrier of the revolutionary
principle. From the dialectical standpoint of totality, any local or national
situation cannot be grasped in theory and transformed in practice, if one
ignores its articulation with the whole, i.e. with the world economic, social
and political movement.

As a matter of fact, far from being anachronistic, Marx’s analysisin the
Manifestois much more adequate in our times than in 1848: imperialism has
imposed on the world capitalist system a much higher degree of integration,
the control of the market by multi-national monopolies is incomparably
greater; in short, the unification of the planet by the capitalist mode of
production has achieved today a qualitatively higher level thanin 1848. And
this economic unity has also its political and military expression in Western
atlanticism, USinterventionism, etc. Thismeansthat internationalism hasits
roots in the structure of world economy and world politics; socialist interna-
tionalism isalso the consciousness of this objective reality.

Which is the decisive factor in class struggle: the national or the interna-
tional conditions? Should one privilege the importance of the world process,
or, as Mao once wrote, the internal factors and the national (endogenous)
causes? In this problematic, the question itself is misleading. It supposes an
abstract, metaphysical and static separation between the national and the
international, the 'internal’ and the 'external’, the'inside’ and the 'outside’.
The dialectical standpoint is precisely based on the understanding of the
contradictory unity between the national economy and the world market, the
national and the international classstruggle— unity which appears already in
the fact that the (economic and social) national specificity is the product of
the unegual development of international capitalism.

What is wrong in the Manifesto and other of Marx’s writings is the idea
that modern industrial capitalism isessentially ahomogenizing force, creating
identical conditions of life and struggle among the exploited of al countries.
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In an essay written in 1845 (recently discovered) he wrote this astonishing
sentence: 'the nation of the worker isnot French, nor English, nor German,
it is toil, the wage slavery, the selling of oneself. His government is neither
French, nor English, nor German, it is Capital. His native air is not French,
English nor German, itsthe factory air. The iand which belongs to himis not
French, nor English, nor German, itisafew feet below the earth’.8 This thesis
has a large part of truth, but it ignores not only the cultural specificities of
each nation (which capitalism does not abolish at ail) but al so socio-economic
differences between the proletarians of different nations, which result from
the uneven and combined development of the world capitalist system. More-
over, one cannot neglect the importance of the national peculiarities for the
'making of theworking class in each country and for the development of its
own tradition of anti-capitalist resistance and struggle.

In other words: although capitalism creates both in the industrial metropo-
lisand in the dominated countries a modern proletariat which fights against
the same enemy and has the same objective historical interests, thisdoes not
mean at al that the material and social conditionsof life (not to mention the
national cultures) areidentical. . . AsLeon Trotsky once wrote: 'If we take
England and India asthe two poles of the capitalist type, we must recognize
that the internationalism of the English and Indian proletarians is not at all
based on the identity of their conditions, tasks and methods, but on their
unseparable interdependence’.® World capitalism creates incredible inequal -
itiesand brutal differencesin life-conditions between centre and periphery of
the system: only the complementarity, the reciprocal relation of the struggles
in the different countries can generate internationalist solidarity. Thus the
anti-war movements in France in the 50s and in the USA in the 60s and
70s were a powerful contribution for the struggle of the Algerians and of
the Indochinese people - and vice-versa: these colonial struggles helped to
ignite radical contestation in the metropolitan centres.

The samelogic of complementarity appliesalso, but in adifferent context,
to the link between the struggle for socialist democracy in the West and the
post-capitalist societies of Eastern Europe: it is not the identical situation
which creates a relationship of reciprocity and mutual reinforcement, but
the common aim. The events of Czechoslovakia in 1968 were the begin-
ning of such an internationalist dynamic, but it was thwarted by the Soviet
invasion, before it could unfold all its potentialities. In any case, thereisno
doubt that the existence of the (bureaucratised) post-capitalist States creates
a new international dynamic (unforeseen by Marx and classical Marxism)
and a new form of internationalism which cannot be deduced only from the
unity of world capitalism. This new form results from the common interest
of the labour movement, East and West, to see bureaucratic dictatorship
abolished in the post-capitalist societies, thus destroying the most efficient
ideologica argument of the Western ruling classesagainst radical (i.e. social-
ist) change.
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To sum up: internationalism is mot the expression of the identity in life-
conditions of the exploited and oppressed of al countries, but of a dialectical
relationship of complementarity between at |east three very different kinds of
struggles: the socialist labour movement in the advanced capitalist societies,
the social and national liberation movement in the dependent (or colonial)
capitalist countries, and the anti-bureaucratic movement for socialist democ-
racy in the post-capitalist societies.

Marxists have often under-estimated the importance of the national ques-
tion, the decisivesignificance of national liberation for thedominated people.
Thisis part of a general pattern of blindness, neglect or at least insufficient
attention to non-class forms of oppression: national, racial or sexual. It is not
that Marxism assuch isunableto take into account these dimensions, but the
economistic approach which dominated much of Marxist thinking (and also
some of Marx’s own writings) led to a tendency to disregard them.

Marxists have also very frequently under-estimated the power of national-
ism. A peculiar combination between economicism and theillusionsof linear
progress (inherited from the Enlightenment) led to the wrong belief that
nationalism would inevitably and soon decline. For instance, in the Com-
munist Manifesto: 'National differences, and antagonisms between people,
are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the development of the bour-
geoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world market, to uniformity in the
mode of production and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.’10
The Second International also believed that nationalism belonged to the past
and Karl Kautsky dreamed of a socialist future without nations and with one
singlelanguage: 'In a painlessway, the nationswill fusewith each other, more
or lessin the same fashion as the Roman population of the Grisons canton
in Switzerland, who, insensibly and without resistance, issowly germanizing
itself because it discovers that it is more advantageous to speak a language
that everybody understandsin a vast arearather than a language that isonly
spoken in a few wallews’.1' Obviously, equipped with such ideas, Marxists
were little prepared to confront the fantastic upsurge of nationalism after
August 1914, which took over thelabour movement and led to 'Sacred Unity
in Defence of the Fatherland' — and to the mutual slaughter of the workers of
all countries. Kautsky himself rallied to the 'National Defence' of Imperial
Germany, arguing that the Socialist International was an instrument suited
only for peaceful times, and had to be put gently aside during thewar. . .

Thefirst condition for an effective confrontation with nationalism is there-
fore to give up theillusions of linear progress, i.e. the naive expectations of
a peaceful evolution, and of a gradual 'withering way' of nationalism and
national wars, thanksto the modernisation and democratisation of industrial
societies, the internationalisation of productive forces, etc.

How can one explain thisincredible force of nationalism in the course of
20th century history? A first answer would be the classic Marxist argument:
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nationalism is a bourgeoisideology and its power over the popular massesis
oneof the main forms taken by the ideological domination of the bourgeoisie
in capitalist societies. Thisanalysisisnot wrong, but insufficient to explain the
power of attraction of nationalism, sometimes over significant sectionsof the
labour movement. Other causes haveto be taken into consideration:

1) Concrete material and economic conditions: the competition between
workers of different nations (or States), resulting from the nature itself of
capitalism. It isa question of short-range interests — for instance, to prevent
the entrance of foreign commaodities which can provoke unemployment —
but their real weight can hide from the competing workers their common
historical interest: the abolition of exploitation. This, incidentally, happens
aso inside one single nation, when unempl oyed workers volunteer to replace
striking ones. Marx himsalf recognized in the Manifesto that the competition
among workers constantly threatens to divide and destroy their common
organisation.

2) Irrational tendencies, similar in chauvinist nationalism, religious fanati-
cism, racism and fascism: a complex psychical phenomena, which still hasto
be studied. Reich's work on the mass psychology of fascism, Erich Fromm's
on the 'escape from freedom' and Adorno’s on the authoritarian personality
are among the first important contributions for an explanation. Nationalism
isby itsown natureanirrationalist ideology: it cannot legitimate the privilege
of one nation over the others with any rational criteria — since substantive
(i.e. not purely instrumental) rationalism is alwaystendentially universal. It
must therefore make appeal to non-rational myths like the divine mission
attributed to the nation, the innate and eternal superiority of a people, the
right to occupy a larger geographical Lebensraum, etc. However, it may
also make use of pseudo-rational and pseudo-scientific forms of |egitimation:
geo-politics, racial anthropology, etc. Often it does not correspond to any
deep historical and cultural unity, being just the official ideology of more or
less artificial states, whose bordersare the accidental product of colonisation
and/or de-colonisation (in Africaand Latin Americafor instance).

But thereisanother reason for the upsurge of nationalism, which hasto be
taken very seriously by Marxists and Socidlists: the struggle for liberation of
the oppressed or colonised nations. Although Marxism is as such opposed
to the nationalist ideology, it must very clearly distinguish between the
nationalism of the oppressors and the nationalism of the oppressed. It has
therefore to support al struggles for national liberation, or for the right of
self-determination of the oppressed nations, even if their ideology (or the
ideology of their leaders) is nationalist. Of course, Marxist internationalists
taking part in a movement for national liberation should keep their independ-
ence, and try to persuadethe exploited popular massesof the need to develop
the struggle (in an uninterrupted way) beyond the national aims, towards a
socialist-revolutionary transformation. But they cannot ignore or under-rate
the significance of the popular demand for national self-determination.
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The reason for thisis not only that Socialists are opposed to all forms
of oppression (national, racial, sexual or class) but also because there is
a dialectical relation between internationalism and national rights. Socialist
internationalism cannot develop without the recognition, by the socialist
movement, of the equal rights of al nations. In the same way as the
unity and solidarity of the workers of one and the same nation cannot
be established except on an egalitarian basis — without any distinctions or
privileges of profession, religion, race, sex or branch of production - the
internationalist unity of the exploited can only be built on the recognition
of the national rights — and in particular the right to sdf determination -
for al people. When Lenin insisted that the Russian Workers Party (the
POSDR) should recognise the right of self-determination of Poland - i.e.
the right of the Polish people to decide for themselves if they want or not
to establish a separate State — he did it not only because the struggle of
the Polish nation against tsarism was historically progressive (the argument
used by Marx and Engels) but above al because it was the pre-condition
for the establishment of an internationalist alliance between Russian and
Polish workers. The recognition of national rights is an essential condition
for international solidarity, insofar asit permitsthe dissolution of suspicions,
hatreds and fears which oppose nations and nourish chauvinism. As Lenin
wrote, without the right to divorce - i.e. to have a separate State - there
can be no truly free marriage - i.e. unity or federation between nations.
Unfortunately, the policy of the Bolshevik government (including Lenin)
after October 1917 did not always correspond to this principle: invasion of
Poland in 1920, occupation of Georgiain 1921 etc. . .

One of the most negative aspects of Stalin's famous pamphlet from 1913
is that - in contradiction to Lenin - he makes no distinction between Great-
Russian oppressive nationalism and the nationalism of the oppressed nations
of the Tsarist Empire. In avery revealing paragraph of hisessay, he rejected
in the same terms the 'warlike and repressive’ nationalism ‘from above'
— i.e. of the Tsarist State — and the 'wave of nationalism from below
which sometimes turns into crass chauvinism' of the Poles, Jews, Tatars,
Ukrainians, Georgians, Ukrainians, etc. Not only did he fail to make any
distinction between nationalism 'from above' and nationalism ‘from below’,
but he aimed his most severe criticism at social-democratsin the oppressed
nations who had not 'stood firm' in the face of nationalist movements.

By making the capital distinction between oppressed and oppressor's
nationalism, socialist internationalists do not have to adhere to the former.
But they perceiveits contradictory nature: its emancipatory dimension as a
rebellion against unjust oppression, and its limits as a particularistic ideol-
ogy. It is therefore logical that all truly social-revolutionary movements in
an oppressed nation necessarily put national liberation at the centre of their
struggle, while linking it to the socia emancipation from capitalist exploi-
tation - Nicaragua is the most recent example - while in the imperialist
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metropolis, itisthe regjection of nationalism whichisat the heart of al radical
confrontation with the established order — from the anti-war movement in the
USA to the French Mai 68 (whose main slogan was 'les frontieres on Sen
fout!").

This being said, it should be stressed that the distinction between the two
kinds of nationalism isarelative and not an absolute one. First, because very
easily the oppressed from yesterday become the oppressors of tomorrow:
there is no lack of historical evidence, in our own times. . . Secondly,
because the nationalist ideology (or movement) of oppressed nations has
often a double cutting edge: liberating against their oppressors, but oppres-
sive towardstheir own national minorities. And thirdly, because one can find
in both forms of nationalism elements of chauvinism, global rejection of the
‘other' and (sometimes) racism.

Lenin was probably the 'classic' Marxist thinker who best understood the
dialectics between internationalism and national rights. However, in certain
passages of his writings he presents the democratic rights of the nations as a
part which has to be subordinated to the whole whichisthe world democratic
and sociaist movement. Thisformulation seems to me dangerous and some-
what mechanistic. If socialist revolution isthe self-emancipation of the pro-
letariat — in alliance with all the other exploited and oppressed social groups
- itisintimately linked with the democratic self-determination of the nation.
A peopleto whom 'socialism' would beimposed from outside, against itswill,
would only know a caricature of socialism, inevitably doomed to bureaucratic
degeneration (many Eastern European countries illustrate this rule!). In my
opinion it would be more adequate - and corresponding better to the spirit
of most of Lenin's writingson the national question — toconceive the socialist
revolution and the international fraternity of the proletariat as the aim of
Marxists, and the self-determination of the nations as a necessary means for
implementing it. Means and aim are dialectically articulated, in such a way
that the subordination of the national dimension to internationalism excludes
the possibility of 'sacrificing' the first to the second one.

If socialistinternationalism isopposed to nationalist ideology, this does not
at al mean that it refuses the historical and cultural tradition of the nations.
In the same way as the internationalist movements in each country have to
speak the national language, they have also to speak the language of the
national history and culture — particularly, of course, when thiscultureisbeing
oppressed. As Lenin acknowledged, each culture and each national history
contains democratic. progressive, revolutionary aspects which have to be
incorporated by the socialist culture of the labour movement, and reaction-
ary, chauvinistic and obscurantist aspectswhich have to be uncompromisingly
fought. The task of the internationalists is to fuse the historical and cultural
heritage of the world socialist movement with the culture and the tradition
of their people, initsradical and subversive dimension - often deformed by
bourgeois ideology, or hidden and buried by the officia culture of the ruling
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classes. In the same way as Marxists must take into consideration, in their
revolutionary struggle, the decisive importance of the national specificity of
their social formation, in their ideological struggle they cannot ignore the
national peculiarity of their own culture and history. Thisiswhat the FSLN
did in Nicaragua, articulating Marxism with the Sandino heritage, a radical
tradition aive in the collective memory of the Nicaraguan people. And a
similar process took placein Cuba, with the democratic and anti-imperialist
tradition represented by Jose Marti, in South America with the Indian rebel-
lious past embodied by Tupac-Amaru, etc.

If socialism, in the Marxian sense - i.e. a class-lessand state-less society —
can exist only on aworld scale, what would be the place of the nationsinthe
future 'Sociaist Mother Earth'? Thisis not a purely utopian and irrelevant
guestion, since the internationalist nature of the final socialist-revolutionary
aim should inspire, to a certain extent at least, the present forms of struggle.

For historical materialism, the nation-state is not an eternal category: it
is not the result of 'human nature’ nor of any biological law of nature (a
thesis advocated by certain ultra-reactionary 'socio-biologists who pretend
to deduce the nation from the 'territorial principle’ of certain animal spe-
cies. . .); it did not awaysexist in the past and nothing forcesone to believe
that it will alwaysexist in the future. In one word: it isan historical product
and can be historically superseded.

The necessity of someform of structured (or ‘institutional’) organizationis
auniversal need of al civilized human societies. Thisorganization can aswell
take national forms, asinfra-national (the clan, the tribe) and supra-national
ones (the religious civilizations). Medieval Europe is a characteristic exam-
ple of a social and political organization combining local structures which
are 'pre-nation’ (the fiefs, principalities, etc) and universalistic structures
which are 'beyond the nation' (the Holy Roman Empire, the Church). The
modem nation-state emerged around the 14-15th centuries, — with the rise
of capitalism and the formation of the national market - precisely through
the destruction/decomposition of these two non-national structures.

Thereis therefore no reason a-priori to deny the possibility, in the future,
of a new supra-national organisation of human society, a World Socialist
Republic, which, unifying economically and politically the human species,
would reduce the nation essentially to its cultural dimension. The universal
culturewhich would arisein such aframework would peacefully co-exist with
the rich multiplicity of the national cultures.

Thisis probably what Marx and Engels had in mind when they wrotein the
Communist Manifesto that the proletarian revolution would abolish 'national
differences (Absonderungen) and antagonisms between peoples’.1> As the
well known Marxist historian Roman Rosdolsky rightly stressed, this means
‘certainly not the "abolition™ of existing ethnic and linguistic communities
(which would have been absurd!) but of thepolitical delimitation of peoples.
In asociety which (in the words of the Manifesto) *the public power will lose
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its political character” and the State as such will wither away, there can be no
room for separate “national States™. Of course, as Marx acknowledged in the
Manifesto, the proletariat must first seize power within the framework of a
national State, but this separate proletarian State ‘will be only a transitional
stage towards the future classless and Stateless society, since the construction of
such a society is possible only on the international scale’.13 There is no doubt
that one can find in Marx and Engels’ writings (particularly during the years
1845-48) the hope of a future communist cosmopolis, a ‘world city’ without
frontiers, a universal Gemeinschaft, an international socialist federation, in
which not only national antagonisms and conflicts would disappear but also
the economic, social and political (but not cultural) differences between
nations.14

This issue has been quite controversial in 20th century Marxism. One can
find basically two tendencies: 1) Those who favoured (or considered inevi-
table) the future assimilation of all nations in a universal common socialist
culture: Kautsky, Lenin, Stalin, Pannekoek, Strasser. Kautsky’s theory of
the single international language is the coherent expression of this position.
2) Those who believed in the free development of all national cultures in an
integrated universal community: Otto Bauer, Trotsky and Rosa Luxemburg.
For instance, Leon Trotsky wrote in an essay from 1915: ‘The nation is an
active and permanent factor of human culture. And in a socialist regime the
nation, liberated from the chains of political and economic dependence, will
be called to play a fundamental rdle in the historical development. . .’.15
A third position, ‘national neutrality’, is implicitly sketched by Vladimir
Medem, the leader of the Jewish Bund: it is impossible to predict whether
future historical development will or not lead to the assimilation of the Jewish
nation. In any case, Marxists should neither prevent nor stimulate this pro-
cess of assimilation, but remain neutral.16 If one generalizes this position to
all national cultures (which Medem did not) one would have an original and
new conception of the problem.!?

What happened to socialist internationalism in the 20th century? August
1914 brought a catastrophic breakdown of internationalism, when the great
majority of the socialist labour movement (leadership as well as rank-and-
file) was engulfed by the immense wave of nationalist (and chauvinist)
hysteria, in the name of ‘national defence’. However, this was not to be the
end of internationalism, but the beginning of a new internationalist upsurge
in the socialist movement; at first limited to small circles of revolutionaries
or pacifists, and then, after October 1917, growing into an impressive mass
movement — the Communist International. The existence of the Comintern,
a world movement genuinely committed to proletarian internationalism (at
least during its first years), is a powerful historical proof that the international
solidarity of the exploited is not just a utopia, an abstract principle, but that
in given circumstances it can have mass appeal among the workers and other
exploited social layers. In several key European and ‘colonial’ countries, the
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Third International soon rallied the majority of the organized labour move-
ment, invalidating the conservative myth that the great massesof the working
people cannot transcend nationalist ideology. Thisisadecisiveevidence that
internationalism — and revolutionary class consciousnessin general - is an
objective possibility, based on reality and its contradictions; of course, its
concrete implementation depends on historical circumstances, and on a pol-
itical battle of the revolutionary forces to win the people and liberate them
from the blinkers of nationalism. In other words: Marxist internationalism —
aswdll asthe hopeof revolution - isbased not only on an objectiveanalysisof
world economy and world politics, but also on a historical wager: a wager on
the rationality of the working people, on the capacity of the popular masses
to understand, sooner or later, their objective historical interests.

However, this extraordinary upsurge of internationalist faith and action -
without precedent in the past history of socialism - the incredible capital
of internationalist energy and commitment represented by the Communist
International waswasted by Stalinism. It channelled thisenergy at the service
of bureaucratic nationalism, its state policy and its power strategy. Interna-
tionalism became the maid of Soviet diplomacy, and the world communist
movement an instrument to help building 'socialism in one country’. The
most obvious exampleis the policy of the Comintern towards German naz-
ism, from 1928 until its dissolution in 1943: its strange turns and about-turns
had little to do with the life-and-death interests of the European workers
and peoples, but were exclusively determined by Soviet (Stalinist) changing
diplomatic and military alliances.

Nevertheless, during the thirties Europe saw the most impressive exam-
ple of internationalist practice: the International Brigades in Spain, and
the general mobilisation in solidarity with the anti-fascist struggle during
the Spanish Civil-War. Tens of thousands of volunteers — communists,
socidlists, anarchists, trotskyists, independent marxists, radicalized liberals
and anti-fascists of various tendencies — from dozens of nationalities came
from all over the world in order to help the Spanish peoplein its desperate
war against fascism. Thanks to Hitler and Mussolini's help to Franco (and
the so-called 'non-interventionist' policy of the Western democracies) this
war was lost, but the fight of the International Brigades — many of whose
volunteersfell in the battle-field - remains one of the highest manifestations
of internationalism in our century.

After (and also during) the Second World War nationalism became again
the dominant ideology — even among the “really existing socialist countries,
who engaged in a process of nationalist confrontation (USSR vs. China) or
war (Chinavs. Vietnam). What remained as 'internationalism' in the world
communist movement after the dissolution of the Comintern was only a
blind fidelity to the Soviet Union and its leadership (now in the process
of vanishing too). The only exceptions were small revolutionary tenden-
cies, among whom the Fourth International, who remained committed to
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the original internationalist aims of the Comintern, but their influence was
limited.

This decline in communist internationalism left an ideological void which
very quickly wasto befilled by nationalism. Today, asin the past, nationalism
can be found with very different political contents. Reactionary nationalism
is alive and well in the advanced capitalist metropolis, both in the traditional
form of colonial or imperial hegemonism and in the more recent form of
anti-immigrant racism. The immigrants from the former colonized people
who were recruited as cheap labour force in Europe during the years of
the economic boom are now being presented as the scapegoat for al socia
ills resulting from the crisis (unemployment, criminality, etc) by semi-fascist
nationalist (racist) forces, particularly in France, Great Britain and Germany.
But alsoin the Third World one can find reactionary forms of nationalism, in
the ideology of various military regimes (particularly in Latin America and
the Middle-East). Nationalism can also be used to legitimize wars of territo-
rial or political expansionism, like the Indonesian invasion of Timor, and the
Iran-lraqui war - the bloodiest and most absurd national conflict in recent
history. Finally it can be used to justify the oppression of national minorities,
like the Kurdsin various Middle-Eastern countries, the non-Muslim African
population in Sudan, the Eritrean peoplein Ethiopia, etc.

But there are also, nowadays as before, forms of nationalism which have
— whatever their limitations, shortcomings and contradictions - an eman-
cipator~dimension. First, the anti-imperialist and anti-colonial nationalist
movements of liberation in Latin America, Africa (Namibia, South Africa),
the Middle-East (Palestine), etc. Secondly, the movements against national
oppressionin the post-capitalist societies: the national minoritiesin the USSR
(Jews, Tatars, Armenians, etc) and the oppressed nations of East Europe:
Poland, Czechoslovakia, etc. And finaly, the various national minorities or
national cultures in the main European nation-states which are struggling
for their right of self-determination or at least for variousforms of national
autonomy (Basques, Catalans, Andalusians, Northern Irish, Scots, Welsh,
Bretons, Corsicans, etc}. '

While the old internationalism identified with the Soviet Union is in
decline, there are new forms of internationalist fraternity which emerge
in our times. The 60s produced already a big and unexpected wave of
internationalism among the younger generation, taking the form of anti-
war movements, solidarity with Third-World revolutions and the rejection
of nationalist chauvinism. The French Mai 68 saw hundreds of young people
chanting ‘Nous sommes tous des juifs allemands - a slogan which expressed
this spontaneous and massive internationalist feeling.
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To-day a new internationalist cultureisin the making. In the Third-World
it results from the convergence between a new Marxist Left — which refuses
the disastrous Stalinist tradition of blind allegiance to a'Socialist Fatherland'
(USSR, China, Albania. etc) — andthechristian socialistslinked to Liberation
Theology. The'catholic'- i.e. international -character of religion hasentered,
thanks to Liberation Theology, in a relation of elective affinity with Marx-
ist internationalism. . . Whatever the limits of their international outlook,
Sandinismo in Nicaragua and the Brazilian new Partido dos Trabalhadores
(Workers Party) are some examples of this.

Among the new European generation this new internationalist culture in
process of constitution is the product of various components, which combine
and fuse with each other in various proportions:

1- What remained from the older socialist tradition of proletarian and
revolutionary internationalism - kept alive among left-socialists, critical
communists, anarchists and in such organisations as the Fourth Interna-
tional — and from the new-leftist culture of the 60's.

2- Pacifism. the vast anti-nuclear movement which rejects the armament
course, the logic of cold war (in both military blocs) and imperialist (or
nationalist) militarism. Whatever their disagreements, pacifist movements
from both Western and Eastern Europe are united in the common aim of
preventing the nuclear holocaust and saving humanity from 'exterminism'.

3- Ecology, whose struggle to protect Nature and 'Mother Earth' from
destructive 'progress, industrial waste and ecological disaster knows of no
borders, and relates to a common interest of all humankind.

4~ Anti-racism, a spontaneous movement of fraternity with the (African,
Arab, Asiatic or Turkish) immigrant population, refusing the national-
istiracist logic of exclusion. One of the most important issues raised by this
movement (particularly in France) is the separation between nationality and
citizenship: al inhabitants living in a country should be considered citizens
(with the right of vote) independently of their nationality.

5- Feminism, which subverts the traditional patriarchal culture of aggres-
sive nationalism, 'male’ military virtues and 'heroic' patriotic violence. If
there is an elective affinity between patriarchy and the reactionary cult of
the imperial 'Fatherland’, there is also a similar link between the feminist
politics and culture and the pacifist (or ecological) defence of 'Mother
Earth .

ti- 'Third-Worldism'. i.e. the sympathy and solidarity with the struggles
of Third-World people to liberate themselves from imperialist oppression,
native dictatorships, hunger and misery. Although less political than the anti-
imperialist movements from the 60’s, thiscurrent—today frequently composed
of radicalised christian activists — is genuinely committed to internationalist
fraternity.

An objective factor contributing to the rise of internationalist tendencies
in Europe is of course the development of the European Common Market.
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which rendersincreasingly obsolete many old nationalist quarrels (France vs.
Germany) and creates favourable conditions for common European social
struggles — for instance the trade union fight for a 35-hour week. However,
in the short range, the so-called 'objective economic constraints' of the
international environment and in particular of the Common Market have
been used as one of the main arguments of social-democratic governments
in Europe (France, Spain, Greece, etc) to justify the lack of any radical social
measures on the national scale. The well known socialist historian Daniel
Singer answered very accurately to this kind of self-legitimating discourse by
pointing to the present dialectics between national and international change:
'"The fact that the medium sized nation-state ishistorically doomed inits pres-
ent form does not mean that it does not provide for the time being the first
platform for social transformation. Indeed, it still provides the only possible
initial terrain. To deny it is to oppose the very idea of radical change. The
question must still first be put within national borderseven if the answersare
already international, European to begin with. (. . .) Similarly, only a west-
ern Europe forging a different type of society stands a chance of preventing
our future from being American. The growing economic interdependence,
the inevitability of a rapid expansion of the movement from a national to
a European scale does not condemn individual countries, asit is being sug-
gested, to permanent submission to the rule of capital. It simply condemns a
socialist movement, however deep its national roots, to internationalism™9.

It istoo soon to predict if these variousingredients will be able to combine
harmoniously, and if the new internationalist culture will unfold as a unified
mass movement in Europe (or the world). But it may be that these are the
modest beginnings of what will be the socialist internationalism of the 21th
century. . .
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