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The interests of the unity of the proletarians, the interests of their
class solidarity call for recognition of the right of nations to se-
cede®

To fight against national injustice is also an indis-

pensable condition for making it possible for the work-

ing class to take the lead of all the oppressed sectors of
the nation.¥

Finally, the recognition of this right is indispensable
in being able to take a distance from, and fight for inter-
nal hegemony against, the national bourgeoisie which,
alongside its anti-imperialist rhetoric, tries to divide and
to bring along in its wake the workers of “its” nation.

Although for revolutionaries the fight against the
imperialist bourgeoisie has to be a frontal battle, the at-
titude to the national bourgeoisie is more complex. An
alliance can, in certain circumstances, tum out to be
necessary. But then it is an alliance in terms of “opposi-
tion”, that is opposition to national oppression. The
workers’ movement must, in this framework, continue
to refuse to collaborate in the positive aspects of the
programme of nation-building, a domain in which the
proletariat must defend its own independent pro-
gramme, with its internationalist dimension.

The concrete form which the struggle against op-
pression and for national emancipation will take will be
the defence of self-determination for the nation in ques-
tion. The choice is for this nation and for it alone: to opt
for separation, or for union on an equal footing. This
means that neither independence nor free union are seen
as questions of principle, or pre-determined, aside from
all other considerations, It is nationalists who make in-
dependence a fetish, a magic wand, following the exam-

37. For example, he quotes this letter of Marx of 20 December 1869
which explains clearly his change of analysis on the Irish question:
For a long time I believed that it would be possible to overthrow the
Irish regime by English working-class ascendancy [..]. Deeper
study has now convinced me of the opposite. The English working
class will never accomplish anything until it has got rid of Ireland.

Lenin, “The Right of Nations to Self-Determination”, CW Volume 20,
p- 438. Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1972.

38. Lenin, “The Right of Nations”, CW Volume 20, p. 443.

39. To quote Michael Lowy once again:

The national question is in fact one of the fields in which Lenin ad-
_vanced Marxist thinking in developing (on the basis of Marx’s writ-
ings but going much further), a coherent revolutionary strategy for
the workers’ movement, based on the central slogan of self-
determination for nations.

Lenin in fact “had better understood than his comrades the dialectical
relationship between international and the right o national self-
determination” rather than seeing them as two counterposed terms.

in Haupt, Weill, Lwy, Les marxisies ef la question nationale, op cit,
pp. 386,388

ple of the dogmatic supporters of a big state (“a big
horse, whether its goes or not”) when they defend the
territorial units created by capitalism. We think that the
only principle should be the defence of self-
determination, and not the concrete formula for the ex-
ercise of this right, a choice which falls to each people
and should be made on the basis of different factors.
And these factors are taken into account by revolution-
aries in the concrete formula they put forward for the
application of the right to self-determination.

What is the basis for the defence of the right to self-
determination, that is to say to full sovereignty, to it be-
ing exercised in one way or another: independence or
free union? For Lenin, politics predominates in this do-
main over other considerations concerning national ex-
istence, such as economy, culture, language, etc.

The right to self-determination is the right to have
sovereign institutions and not to accept that certain peo-
ple enjoy all these rights, and that others are deprived
of them. This point of view has certain limitations,
which can feed restrictive conceptions of the nation.
But it also presents big advantages for the revolutionary
struggle. It centres the struggle precisely where class
confrontations are centred: the overcoming or continua-
tion of all forms of oppression. This is what made it
possible after the Russian Revolution to develop revo-
lutionary strategies in most of the countries subject to
national oppression. It was also this which made it pos-
sible to go beyond deviations of different types which
are found in culturalist or economistic currents. On this
question it is useful to come back to certain elements of
Lenin’s polemic against Otto Bauer and Rosa Luxem-
burg.

Bauer, as a theorist on the national question, com-
pared to other Marxists who at their time were interest-
ed in the question, has the advantage of having a more
complete vision of the national phenomenon and the
place that it occupies in the development of humanity
(this was mentioned in Chapter 2). But his analysis con-
tains the risk of over-estimating of the cultural aspect;
his proposal for national cultural autonomy (national
extra-territorial citizenship) is quite original in its de-
fence of the right of national minorities produced by
emigration (for example the right of Andalusian immi-
grants to maintain their cultural characteristics in Cata-
lonia). But it also obscures the problem when the ques-
tion posed is that of belonging to a particular state; that
is when it concerns the demand for self-determination.

It is perhaps for this reason that Bauer made a vain
atiempt o maintain the unity of the Autro-Hungarian
empire while Lenin’s goal from the beginning was to
destroy the Russian empire. His organizational theory
was perfectly acceptable to the Jewish workers’ organi-
zations who wanted to organize separately, but regard-
less of the territorial factor. Lenin on the conirary al-
ways associated the right 1o national separation with the

unity of workers’ organizations regardless of their na-
tionality, and made strategic unity of these two ele-
ments his internationalist policy. This fundamental idea
seems very correct: free association within the same
party of the working people and the oppressed of differ-
ent nationalities who live in the same national territory.
It would be a disaster if in Euskadi, Galicia or Catalonia
the workers’ movements were organized according to
nationality. This would weaken them and, above all, it
would prevent them from being in the leadership in the
process of liberation within each of these oppressed na-
tions.

This is a very important question, even if the prob-
lem of forms of organization of the party is more com-
plex and there is not always a single answer in the case
of multi-national states. Sometimes corrections have to
be introduced; or better, a concrete analysis of national
reality and demands should predominate.

For Poland, Rosa Luxemburg defended fundamen-
tally economistic and hyper-workerist ideas. She was
convinced on the one hand that the involvement of Po-
land in the Russian economy and the impossibility of
wining self-determination under capitalism made inde-
pendence obsolete, and that on the other hand this de-
mand would put the workers’ movement under the lead-
ership of the nationalist bourgeoisie.*®

Lenin developed another point of view. He refuted
the argument that self-determination was impossible un-
der capitalism (Norway had just separated from Swe-
den). For him, it was the same for any basic democratic
demand under capitalism. In the best of cases it could
be obtained in a restricted and distorted form, in the
worst it was an impossible goal. But in any event, in
these two cases, the consistent defence of democracy,
and thus the right of self-determination, involved the
masses concerned in fields of struggle favourable to the
socialist revolution. If, under the pretext that they could
not be won in the imperialist epoch, these demands
were eliminated, this would make a convergence be-
tween the workers’ movement and the national move-
ment impossible, and thus also make it impossible for
the workers to become the spokespersons of the op-
pressed and, in the first place, the champions of demo-
cratic rights.

In Lenin’s eyes, only socialism made possible the
definitive solution to national problems, but did not of-
fer an automatic guarantee. Thus clauses which effec-
tively guarantee this right to self-determination before,
during and after the revolution, and the possibility for
the people to redefine as much as they wish their rela-
tions with their neighbours, must be included in the pro-

40, To understand the nature of relations between Russian and Polish
revolutionaries, at the beginning of the 2(th century, and the sitwation
in Poland in relation to the Russian empire, ses box.

Note on the history of Poland

During the tenth century Poland became a single
kingdom under the Piastre dynasty — covering more
or less the present territory — and was Christianized
in 966. This kingdom lasted until the beginning of
the 12th century when the increased power of the
nobles brought about a decentralized feudal state At
the beginning of the 14th century it was once again
unified under a single king. The Polish state grew
significantly during the 14th and 15th centuries
through the union with the Grand Duchy of Lithua-
nia — which stretched from the Baltic to the Black
Sea — as well as parts of Hungary and other territo-
ries. This led to the formation of a veritable empire
(the Polish “Golden Age”) during the 15th and 16th
centuries.

Generally weakened during the following period
by outside attacks of the Ottoman empire and of
Russia, Sweden and the Prussian stateand the inter-
nal peasant revolts against the nobility, Poland un-
derwent a process of disintegration which in 1772
led to its first division between Russia, Austria and

‘Prussia. It was shared out one last time between

these three powers in 1795. After the upheavals
brought about by the French Revolution and Napole-
on's conquests in central and eastern Europe, this
partition was confirmed by the Congress of Vienna
in 1815. In this way Poland almost disappeared from
the map of Europe. The Tsarist empire transformed
theformer Grand Duchy of Warsaw into a province
of the empire, also known as “Congress Poland”;
Austria took over Galicia (Lvov/Lemberg) and Ger-
many the western regions (Poznania along with Sile-
sia and Pomerania).

Under the Tsarist empire, Poland became quite
heavily industrialized and a number of insurrectional
movements led by the nobility took place (1830-31,
1846, 1863). The mass base of the nobility began to
shrink after the abolition of serfdom in 1864, as well
as the rise of the national bourgeois as the dominant
clas. Poland became independent again after the
First World War, in 1918.

This short historical note explains the intercon-
nection of the revolutionary movements in Poland
and in Russia. In “Congress Poland”, socialism was
divided between a nationalist current — the Polish
Socialist Party (PPS} one of whose leaders was the
futare bonaparte Jozef Pilsudski — and a current op-
posed to national independence, considered as a uto-
pian and bourgeois slogan (the Social-Democracy of
the Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania, SDKPIL, led
by Rosa Luxemburg and Leo Jogiches).
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To sum up, rather than a homogeneous and central-
ist vision of the revolutionary project, we have to devel-
op an open and differentiated or, if we prefer, combined
point of view. This should help us to coordinate and
unify at a state-wide level what can and should exist,
and to bring out what is autonomous and specific in
each national reality. This is the only way for us.to de-
velop a strategy which simultaneously takes into ac-
count the development of the oppressed nation in a so-
cialist perspective and the confrontation with the
“national” state of the centralist bourgeoisie.

We defend this standpoint on the basis of a multilat-
eral vision of our recent history (how struggles devel-
oped, the political process, etc) and a more developed
idea of what is the Spanish state. Let us deal with these
two aspects.

As far as the lessons of history are concerned, the
Civil War and the last few years of Francoism confirm
for us to what point the isolation of a nation strengthens
the central state and weakens the resistance in this re-
gion (whether it is working class or national resistance
or both at the same time).* In addition, each time that
the working class has entered the fray, the framework
oft and links made in the mobilization have gone far be-
yond that of a purely national struggle, and sometimes
have extended throughout the state (even if it was not
possible to develop this to the point of the famous gen-
eral strike which was to overthrow Francoism).5

The recent period where centrifugal forces dominate
has given another view of things. Euskadi is practically
alone in its political struggle and there have been many
obstacles to the generalization of workers’ struggles
{even though there have been two general strikes). Even
the anti-Nato struggle, which did have a state-wide di-
mension, tended to strengthen national dynamics, be-
cause the strongest campaigning bodies called on na-
tional feelings as a part of the basis of opposition to
Nato. However, if we stand back a little and make a
more detailed analysis, this leads us to see that in the fu-
ture several elements will be combined: an upturn in
struggles will bring into action social forces which are
still difficult to determine but which undoubtedly will
be bigger and more marked by centralizing or common
state-wide tendencies than today (even if this does not
lead to eliminating or reducing the specific and autono-
mous character of the pace and particular characteristics

54. This is the Civil War of 1936-389. As we have already pointed out,
Francoism was the name of the dictatorial regime led by General Fran-
co after the defeat of the Republican forces, a regime which continued
until the death of its leader in 1975.

55. The revolutionary forces hoped to overthrow the Francoist forces
on the occasion of 2 general strike, thus giving a revolutionary impulse
to the anti-dictatorial struggle. The death agony of Francoism was
puncinated by very important national/regional mobilizations, but the
revolutionary general strike never took place.

resulting from national experience).

Without falling into exaggerations or dogmatic hy-
potheses, we can and should orient ourselves towards a
quite complex strategy which takes into account the dif-
ferent paths and rhythms which can intertwine. In this
perspective, we are in favour of developing real links of
solidarity and mutual support between the vanguard
layers and the most conscious sectors of the oppressed
peoples, while also remaining favourable to the defence
of the specificities of each national process.

To conclude on this point, we do not share either
the strategy of the autonomous national framework of
the class struggle (in the sense that it is the only frame-
work for resolving the problems of the revolution) nor
that of the framework of the state alone (which denies
or ignores everything about the specific tasks of the na-
tional struggle).

The first of these conceptions does not take into ac-
count key strategic elements: the need for a sharp crisis
of decomposition of the state and and its forms of coer-
cion and the fact that the crisis of rule or of delegitimi-
zation of the state builds up to a level beyond the na-
tionalities and when it has reached sufficient level
affects the whole of the state.5

To make Euskadi ungovernable should be the goal
of the Basque revolutionary forces, but this is not
enough. All the Spanish state apparatus must be dis-
credited. Therefore very broad forces must be mobi-
lized, whether in solidarity or in the struggle for com-
mon interests. This is the only way in which a
relationship of forces strong enough to break up or par-
alyse the state could be created. The history of political
negotiations confirms this hypothesis.’” In fact, the iso-
lation of ETA and the strength which the state demon-
strates are not a result of the Basque situation alone
(even if this is the most decisive element). They also
express the general situation in the country as a whole:

56. The Lithuanian case illustrates the importance of the existence of a
parliament or a self-organized people, which demands total sovereign-
ty and not the type of autonomous parliaments that we know in the
Spanish state. But it also illustrates to what extent the central state
finds itself finds itself paralysed or semi-paralysed by contradictions
of different types. In fact, in 1968, the Czech people chose a sovereign
road towards socialism, but the Russian tanks did not allow it. Today,
these tanks are without any drivers. These experiences oblige us to de-
velop our thinking on the relationships between states and nations at
the European level, in the framework of the institutionalization of Eu-
rope. Not to avoid the problem of the state but precisely the govem-
ments of the European Community will intervene in its favour and sup-
port it against popular struggles. This poses the question of the
Europeanization of the “revolution” or of the national struggle in this
European whole.

57. This concems the negotiations between the ammed pro-
independence organization ETA and the Spanish govermnment.

the support that Madrid enjoys, the real weakness of
solidarity with Euskadi, etc.

The second of the two conceptions mentioned above
undervalues or denies the real significance of a situation
of national oppression: a situation often marked by the
presence of a national liberation movement and in gen-
eral a readiness of the majority of the population to
build the nation (even if this readiness is expressed in
contradictory -strategies and projects). Oppression re-
quires that revolutionary Marxists from a specific na-
tion (Euskadi, Catalonia for example) respond with spe-
cific (national) strategies to the problems which arise
from this concrete reality. What project for nation-
building should be counterposed to that of the national
bourgeoisie? What identity should be forged in the bat-
tle against national oppression? What policy on allianc-
es? And so on. This touches on all the elements neces-
sary to define a revolutionary class option within an
oppressed nationality, on everything that would make it
possible for the workers to become the backbone of the
socialist building of their nation, while contributing
with all the workers to destroying the common enemy.
The development of such a policy is impossible from
simply the state-wide point of view, ignoring the na-
tional dimension and working on a wavelength not in
tune with national reality.

The solution to national oppression:
different paths

It is therefore obvious that, in a left revolutionary
optic, the national question has a central strategic im-
portance both in the nationalities and at the level of the
Spanish state. What I mean by this is that self-
determination is not simply an elementary, basic, dem-
ocratic right: the possibility for a people or a nation to
decide freely on its fate. This right becomes a reality,
passing beyond this simple status, because it touches on
the very essence of the state and its geographical fron-
tiers. Can we imagine the Spanish State for example,
deprived of Catalonia or Euskadi, or deprived of the
sovereignty on choices as central as that of belonging to
Nato? Thus self-determination puts into question the
present nature of the state as a “prison of peoples”.

Under capitalism, certain demands can be satisfied,
others could in theory but in practice meet an obstacle
in the bourgeois state, and others touch on vital nerves
of the bourgeoisie. For example, is it or not an elemen-
tary right that the majority can decide on something as
essential as the production of subsistence goods? What
should be produced, how much, and how? But this ¢ele-
mentary right is incompatible with the market economy.
It challenges the capitalist systern and the basis of exis-
tence of the bourgenisie as the dominant social class.

We think that exercising the right o self-
determination is only possible in a revolutionary situa-

tion, or after the destruction of the state. We think that
in the Spanish State, with its history, its army, its ruling
classes, and the importance of Hispanicism as the domi-
nant ideology, the national question is linked to the rev-
olution and could not be won by a gradualist road and
partial reforms.

We are interested in discussing with those who de-
fend gradualist strategies. While recommending imme-
diate, radical, democratic conguests they introduce a
break between winning self-determination and the revo-
lutionary transformations required for a radical transfor-
mation of society. There also has to be a discussion
with those who focus particularly on the juridical aspect
(for example the community laws on human rights
which could require internal reforms in the Spanish
State). In doing this they tend to diminish the relation-
ship between the bourgeois state and the Spanish nation
state.

The current meaning of the right to
self-determination

We should remember that the modern Spanish State
(“Spain” in official ideology) was formed as a so-called
“national state” under the absolutist monarchy (product
of an alliance between the reactionary classes and the
developing bourgeoisie, with the particularity that the
state apparatus was until very late on in the hands of the
former). Its later development, as a more consistent cap-
italist apparatus, did not alter traditional schema of the
so-called “Spanish nation”. The famous “state of auton-
omous regions” did change the landscape a little. For
the first time, the centralist forces agreed to give some
areas of power to the nationalist bourgeoisies. But this
did not change anything fundamental. This policy was
the result of the express desire of the ruling classes and
of the submission or support of the reformists and mod-
erate nationalists. Above all, it resulted from the desire
of the army whose shadow hovered above the constitu-
tional commission like the sword of Damocles, as Solé
Tura reminds us.

Thus there is no place for half-tones. To defend self-
determination is to challenge the existing order and to
recognize clearly that this means the right to indepen-
dence (and sometimes independence itself). But it is
also a unifying demand. A position which makes a
bridge between those who defend it as a right to be
achieved (even if themselves they are be in favour of a
project of union of an equal footing) and those who
from the outset choose independence, as the goal of ex-
ercising the right to self-determination. It is decisive for

58. Recently, it has been fashionable 1o defend such theses, encourag-
ing the search for juridical formulas making it possible for the state 1o
accept certain forms of self-determination for Buskadi.
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us to understand these two aspects: the strategic dimen-
sion of the slogan of self-determination faced with the
state, and its capacity to give substance to the alliance
between communists and revolutionary nationalists,
whether or not they agree on the specific goal of inde-
pendence.

Obviously, this implies that there is not a restrictive
character to self-determination, that it is not an “anti-
independentist antidote”, nor that it is a right that is rec-
ognized but cannot be exercised. This is counterposed
to practices like that of the PCE (Spanish Communist
Party). The congress of the Comisiones Obreros [Work-
ers’ Commissions, trade unions influenced by the PCE]
states that self-determination is not equivalent to the
right to independence. It is also counterposed to the po-
sition of Euskadiko Euzkerra which identifies self-
determination with popular consultation on limited
choices such as the Statute of Guernica.®® If one be-
lieved this party, this statute put self-determination into
motion because it was accepted by the majority of the
Basque people. This, unfortunately, obscures the fact
that it was not the result of a free choice. It was put for-
ward as “take it or leave it”, given the limits imposed
by the constitution — a constitution which the Basque
people had previously rejected and which from the out-
set excluded any form of independence.

The current meaning of the right to
independence

There are different practical and totally legitimate
options in the framework of the defence of the right to
self-determination, in the sense of winning adequate in-
struments to guarantee full national development. To
choose between them we have to be able to weigh the
pros and cons, particularly from the point of view of the
internationalist relations between the working classes of
different nationalities and the building of socialism in
its dual dimension, both national and international. This
is the context in which we should discuss federalism,
confederalism and independence.

59. A shont while ago, radical Basque nationalism considered that self-
determination was synonymous with “camouflaged statism”, that is a
soft and inconsistent fashion of defending the oppressed nation. They
also stated that the Basque people had already achieved self-
determination. Today their whole policy tums around the defence of
the right to self-determination. For some of us, while defending in a
correct and clear fashion the real meaning of self-determination, we
have often made the mistake of associating it from the start with the
“federalist or unionist™ formula, which put us on the road to conver-
gence with those who have a totally formalist vision of self-
determination, being decided beforehand in favour of federalism.

60. The PCE is the Spanish Communist Party. Euskadiko Ezkerra is a
| national organization of a social-democratic type.

Federal relations— voluntarily renouncing sove-
reign rights to a greater degree — or confederal — with
the nation retaining a greater degree of sovereignty —
have many undoubted advantages on different fronts:
economic or cultural relations, free circulation, mutual
defence, etc. to the extent that each nation is related to
the others by mutual agreements and solidarity. But
these options also have their inconveniences, particular-
ly when they come after years of domination: reduction
of sovereignty, centripetal tendencies or a tendency to
assimilation by the most dynamic nation, etc.

Independence, on the other hand, does more to pre-
serve national identity — something which is less than
banal after years of assimilationist pressure —, and to
guarantee sovereignty. In return it feeds isolationist ten-
dencies, certain forms of chauvinism and sometimes he-
gemonist trends in the case of economically strong na-
tions or it limits possibilities in the case of
economically weak nations. If all this is taken into ac-
count, we understand better why self-determination is
the centre of the strategy, the “symbol of identity”, par-
ticularly from a communist point of view which weighs
up and balances out the degrees of freedom and solidar-
ity necessary. The rest, which has to do with the ques-
tion of what is the most appropriate solution, implies
concrete choices which should be made on the basis of
the actual situation. This does not at all mean being
“tacticians” or opportunists, but seeking to develop a
socialist strategy in line with the real conditions of a
specific country.

From this point of view, I find ridiculous the accusa-
tions of “Spanishism” made at one time against those
who based a vision of “free union” of the nationalities
of the Spanish State on the previous exercise of the
right to self-determination. The reason for this is clear.
The right of a people to enter into a union is as substan-
tial and inalienable as the right to separation. The two
things cannot be dissociated. Moreover, there could be
differences in the forms of coexistence. For the same
reasons, it is just as unjustified to make the accusation
of “petty-bourgeois nationalist” against those who have
today changed their position and decided on indepen-
dence as the goal of their demand for self-
determination 5!

Today, as in the past, the main option remains that
of national liberation and solidarity among nations,
from a socialist point of view. What changes in the con-
crete recipe for reaching this. But it is true that a change
of “recipe” is not at all unimportant and that it must be
argued through. This is a significant aspect of our own
history. We can try to evaluate the positive and nega-
tive aspects which led us at a given moment to defend
the initial position, that of a free union. We can do the

61. The revolutionary communist parties are currently in favoor of in-
dependence of Catalonia and Enskadi.

ply defending self-determination without putting for-
ward any more concrete demand. And then we can look
at defending independence, for example in the case of
Euskadi, and think about different aspects of the prob-
lem.

The choice of independence implies a radical chal-
lenge to the value of clements (wrongly) said to be
“unifying” factors in capitalist society, and particularly
in the concrete case of the “national” state which con-
cerns us here (the Spanish State). The question posed is
clear: what interest is there in maintaining the current
state of affairs from a radical left point of view? Almost
none. The theme “Espafia ‘roja’/Espafa ‘rota’” (“red”
Spain, “broken™ Spain) associates the revolution with
the destruction of the state in all its aspects (class, na-
tion, etc.). Finally, the possibility of building unity in
the “negative” is obvious: “all against this state”. “Posi-
tive” unity then remains to be defined later: after the de-
struction of this state we have to see what unites us and
what separates us.

For the moment, the defence of independence is
above all associated with a radical standpoint on nation-
al sovereignty faced with an actually existing state, in
such a way that broad layers of the population come to
accept the idea that it has to be destroyed in order for
them to be free as a people.

We have reached the conclusion that, although the
class point of view is in the last analysis the same for all
(socialism), the starting point is conditioned by national
existence.

For the workers of the non-oppressed nations, the
starting point must be the defence of self-determination,
the defence of sovereignty to be recognized for those
who have been refused it. I agree with Andreu Nin
when he states that in their relations with oppressed na-
tions the workers should sometimes make the defence
of freedom predominate over the defence of unity be-
cause, if not, we will not succeed in overcoming the
mistrust which precisely makes it impossible to reach
this unity. For the workers of the oppressed nation on
the other hand, the question is above all to orient the na-
tional struggle towards the revolution, by elaborating
the most appropriate strategy towards this end.

Here I am once again challenging an old argument
which tried to justify unity by putting the emphasis on
the future, and a pre-determined vision of the role of the
big states in building socialism. I propose on the con-
trary to start from the current situation, from what is de-
cisive today: that is how, first of all, 1o win over the op-
pressed to the desire to finish with the oppressors. In
other words, what is the priority after years of national
oppression and distrust for different reasons? It is to
present a project for wtal emancipation, such as social-
ism, which does not leave room for any ambiguity as
far as national freedom is concerned, This is where the

fundamental problem is located now: the truth “not con-
tent with existing, must appear”.

There are a whole series of problems which also
arise from the ten years of democracy and five years of
left government which succeeded the dictatorship (thus
following a long bitter historical experience, which was
only lessened in the last years of Franco by the solidari-
ty given to the Basque people). These last fifteen years,
for from seeing an end to national oppression, have
seen its institutionalization in “democratic” forms.
Once again the root of the problem has been denied,
state sovereignty has been codified, the majority of the
Spanish workers have been incited to oppose national
demands, particularly those of the Basques (because,
for these workers, they were incomprehensible once the
statute of autonomy ‘was granted).

Finally we also have to clarify what is indepen-
dence. The precise formulation and the concretization
of independence do not always have to take place in a
separatist perspective or with a separate national state
(while emphasizing that this option should be really tak-
en into account). This will in fact depend to a large ex-
tent on the process of institutionalization of Europe: is
it going to take into account the existence of nations
which cannot be reduced to the states which currently
exist or is it going to take shape basing itself on these
latter?

Formulas about sovereignty used in the past, if
pushed to the extreme, came back in fact to indepen-
dence, although this was not explicitly demanded. In an
interview in the journal Egin, Ernest Mandel stated that
“self-determination is sovereignty without any interfer-
ence”. For example, a formula like that of a constituent
assembly without state interference, was this not an act
of independence, which lasted as long as it lasted? Con-
cerning the Ukraine, Trotsky came to the same conclu-
sion: '

But in order freely to determine her relations with other Soviet re-
publics, in order to possess the right of saying yes or no, the
Ukraine must return to herself complete freedom of action, at least
for the duration of this constituent period.?

And a constituent period can be decisive, by inaugu-
rating new relations and seeing how different peoples
respond to them, whether they choose independence or
another type of relationship.®
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