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The National Quecsticn

IN Marzism and the National and Colonial Question, Stalin wrote:

“What is a nation?

““ A nation is primarily a community, a definite community of people.
“ This community is not racial, nor is it tribal. The modern Italian
nation was formed from Roimnans, Teutons, Etruscans, Greeks, Arabs and
so forth. The French nation was formed from Gauls, Romans, Britons,
Teutons, and sc on. The same should be said of the British, the Germans
and others, who were formed into nations from peoples of different races

and tribes.

“ Thus, a nation is not a racial or
tribal, but a historically constituted
community of people.

* On the other hand, it is unquestion-
able that the great empires of Cyrus and
Alexander could not be called nations,
although they came to be constituted
historically and were formed out of dif-
ferent tribes and races. They were not
nations, but casual and loosely-connected
conglomerations of groups, which fell
apart or joined together depending upon
the victories or defeats of this or that
congueror.

“Thus a nation is not a casual or
ephemeral conglomeration, but a stable
community of people.

COMMUNITY OF LANGUAGE

“ But not every stable community con-
stitutes a nation. Austria and Russia
are also stable communities, but nobody
calls them nations. What distinguishes a
national communily from a political com-
munity? One of the distinguishing fea-
tures is that a national community is
inconceivable without a common lan-
guage. The Czech nation jn Austria and
the Polish in Russia would be impossible
if each did not have a common language,
whereas the integrity of Russia and
Austria is not affected by the fact that
there are several different languages
within their borders. We are referring,
of course, to the colloquial language of
the people and not to the official govern-
ment language.

* Thus community of language is one
of the characteristic features of a nation.

* This of course, does not mean that
different nations always and everywhere
necessarily speak different languages, or
that all who speak one language neces-
sarily constitutes one nation. A common
language for every nation, but not neces-
sarily different languages for different
nation-. There is no nation which at oue
and the same time speaks several lan
guages, but this does not mean that there

may not be two nations speaking the
same language. Englishmen and Ameri-
cans speak one language, but they do not
constitute one nation. The same is true
of the Norwegians and the Danes, the
English and the Irish.

“But why, for instance, do not the
English and the Americans constitute
gne mation in spite of their common
language?

“ Firstly, because they do not live to-
gether, but inhabit different territories.
A nation is formed only as a result of
lengthy and systematic intercourse, as a
result of the fact that people live to-
gether from generation to generation.
But people cannot live together {for
iengthy periods unless they have a com-
mon territory. Englishmen and Ameri-
cans originally inhabited the same ter-
ritory, England, and constituted one
nation. Later, one section of the English
emigrated from England to a new terri-
tory, America, and here, in the new ter-
ritory, in the course of time came to
form the new Ainerican nation.

Thus community of territory is one
of the characteristic features of a nation.

“But this is not all. Community of
territory in itself does not create a
nation. This requires, in addition, an
irternal economic hond which welds the
various parts of a nation into a single
whole. There is no such bond between
England and America, and so they con-
stitute two different nations. Bul the
Americans themselves would not deserve
to be called a nation were not the dif-
ferent parts of America bound together
into an economic whole, as a result of
division of labour between them, the
development of means of communication
and so forth.

“ Take the Georgians, for instance. The
Georgians before the Reform (the abo-
lition of serfdom in 1861} inhabited
common territory and spoke one lan
guage, . 1elesn,  thay  did n
strictly fiie ome na
for, being LY in A Aun of
connected principaiities, they could not
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share s common economic life; for cen-
turies  they waged war against each
other and ptllaged each other by incit-
ing the Persians and Turks against each
other. . .. Georgia came on the scene as
a_nation only in the latter half of the
19th century, when the fall of serfdom
and the growth of economic life of the
country, the development of means of
communication and the rise of capitalism,
instituted a division of [abour between
the various districts of Georgia, com-
pletely shattered the economic self-suffi-
ciency of the principalities and bound
them together into a single whole,

“ The same must be said of the other
nations which have passed through the
stage of feudalism and have developed
capitalism.

“Thus community of economic life,
cconomic cohesion, 15 one of the charac-
teristic features of a nation.

PSYCHOLOGICAL MAKE-UP

* But even this is not all. Apart from
the foregoing, one must take into con-
sideration the specific spiritual com-
plexion of the people constituting a
nation. Nations differ not only in their
conditions of life, but also in spiritual
complexien, which manifests itself in
peculiarities of national culture. If
England, America and Ireland, which
speak one language, nevertheless con-
stitute three distinct nations, it is in no
small measure due to the peculiar
psychological make-up which they de-
veloped from generation to generation as
a result of dissimilar conditions of exist-
€nce,

* Of course, by itself the psychologica!
make-up, or, as it is otherwise called, the
‘ national character,” is something inde-
finable to the observer, but inasmuch
as it manifests itself in a distinctive
cuiture common to the nation it is defin-
able and cannot be ignored. ' Needless
to say, national character’ is not a thing
that is fixed once and for all, but is
maodified by changes in the conditions of
life; but since it exists at every given
moment, it leaves its imprint on the
physiognomy of the nation.

“Thus community of psychological
make-up, which manifests itself in a
community of culture, is one of the
characteristic features of a nation.

A mation is a historically evolved,
stable community of langnege, territory,
economic life, and psychological make-up
manifested in a community of culture.

"It goes without saying that a nation,
I:E;e every other historical phenomenon,
15 subject to the law of change, has its
history, ils beginning and end.

"It must be emphasised that none of
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characteristics is by itself
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other hand it is sufficient for a single
one of these characteristics to be :ahs‘aenl
and the nation ceases to bé a nation.’

Stalin’s generai analysis, made in 1913,
remains correct, His teaching on the
national and colonial question, and its
refationship to the struggle against
capitalism, and for proletarian dictator-
stnp and Socialism, must be mastered by
all Communists. And particularlff by
those in Britain, for our rulers still ex
ploit half the world. It needs driving
home again and again that the struggle
in other lands for complete national
liberation from imperialism is an essen-
tial part of the struggle to weaken, and
finally overthrow, the political power of
our own ruling class.

But it is all too often forgotten that
there is a national problem wirthin the
boundaries of the British state. The
1rish struggle for national liberation con-
tinues. lIreland remains divided. And
in Great Britain itself there are not one,
but three mnations; the English, the
Scottish, and the Welsh. Each one is
*“a historically evolved, stable com-
munity of language, territory, economic
life, and psyvchological make-up mani-
fested in a community of culture,” To
ignore this fact is to ignore a basic
festure of British society.

STALIN'S ERROR

Stalin imseun, in the passage guoted
above, and elsewhere in Marxism and
the National and Colonio! Question, con-
fuses * British " and “ English.” In one
passage he refers to "the British nation,”
m the next to “the English nation.”
There is, in fact, ne British nation, but
a British state, within which three
nations, and part of a fourth, are
oppressed and exploited by a ruling class
drawn from all four nations. There are
British capitalists and British workers.
These are British people. But there is
no British nation.

For the revolutionary working class
movement in Britain to ignore this basic
feature of British society is to ensure
the defeat of the revolution. A correct
strategy for the struggle against Britlish
capitansin, and for its final overthrow,
can only be evelved by taking into
account the national problem within, as
well as without, the boundaries of the
British state. But the measure of our
rulers’ ability to smother the revolu-
tonary aims of the working class, and
remove the national guestion from the
minds of militant workers, particarly
in Engiand, is seen in the Britwsi Road
to Socialism. This programme of the
Communist Party of Great Britain, 29




pages long, does not once refer to tho
need lor a revoeiuuon in Britawn, The
word " revolution” 1s not even men-
tioned! Nor is the word * England”
once used! And Scotland and Wales
receive just this one reference. * Scot-
land and Wales need to have their own
Parliaments, with powers to ensure the
palanced development of their economies
within the general plan for Britain as
well as to satisfy the wider national
asptrations of their peoples.” But is this
not' 1hie exact and happy position which
the “Irish  in  Northern Irgland have
already achieved?

It is, of courze, no coincidence that
this programme ignores both the
national! question, and the need for 2
revolution in Britain. For " the wider
national aspirations” of the Scots and
the Welsh can never be achieved within
the framework of the British capitalist
slate, but only with the break-up of that
State. And the end of exploitation in
Britain, equally, can never be achieved
within the framework of the British
capitalist state, but only by smashing
that state. Yet the main argument of
the British Road is that the needs of the
pecople in Britain can be met in full
within a reformed British state. The
aims of revolution, and of national
liberation, must therefore be abandoned
in this programme,

__This British state came into existence
to serve the interests of the rising
capitalist class, has been continuously
developed and strengthencd to serve
their interests al each stage in the
development of the capitalist sysiem,
and will be used by them, and no other
- class, until they are finally overthrown.
The nced to establish one market in
Britain led the capitalists of England to
incorporate Scotland and Wales, within
the one British state ruled from White-
hall. In this task they were assisted by
the dominant sections of Scottish and
Welsh capital, who cocllaborated with
them against the interests of their own
people. The need to extend this British
market led to the conquest of Ireland,
and of half the world.

JOHN McLEAN

Briuish capitahism 1s now n dechne
The imperialist stage of capitalist de-
velopment, in which we now live, is the
final stage. Beyond Imperialism les
Socialism. But capitalism will not die
a natural death. It must be overthrown.
It is for this reason that Communists in
Britain, and particularly in England,
must master the national question. That
great Scottish Communist, John McLean,
wrote, a short while before his death in
November 1923

* Russia could not produce the world
revolution.  Neither can we in  the
Gorbals, in Scotland, in Greast Britain.
Before England is readv I am sure the
next war will be on us. 1 therefore
consider thal Scotland’s wisest policy is
to declare for a Republic in Scotland,
50 that the youths of Scotland will not be
forced out to die for England’s markets.

If Baldwin's capitalist policy is to bind
the FEmpire cioser together to fight
American capitalism, and incidently keep
the workers enslaved, then the working
class policy ought to be to break up the
Empire to avert war and enable the
workers to triumph in every country and
colony. Scottish separation is part of
the process of Englunds Imperial dis-
integration and s a help towards the
uitirnate trivmph of the workers of the
warld.”

What was true in 1923 is true today.
Jehn McLesn, “the bitterest enemy of
the Britich Covernment,” * the beloved
leader of the Scotiish workers ™ as Lenin
Jdeseribed him, was right, and those who
fought him on this issue, who still lead
the Communist Party of Great Britain,
and produced the British Road to
Socialism, were wrong. The British
ruling class killed John McLean, through
the treatment they meted out to him in
prison. They murdered James Connolly
in Ireland. Both men were indeed too
dangerous to the capitalists, They had
grasped the need to link the national
question with the struggle for working
class power, the struggle to smash the
British state, through which the capital-
ists maintain their evil system.

MICHAEL McCREERY

THE BRITISH STATE

A WELSHMAN became King of England and Wales in 1485, and the Act of Union
followed in 1538, This union served the interests of the rising capitalist class. The

Cresiion
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a strong, centralised state power, uniting the two cou ntries, was essential
:velopment of the new capitalist mode of production, which demanded

. unified nome market, Capital comes dripping into the world with blond and
"wrote Marx in Capital, and this is how he describes the birth of the system.



*he capitahist era dates from the
16th century. The prelude of the
1t=mfu110n that laid the foundation of
the capitalist mode of production was
played in the last third of the 15th, and
the final decade of the 16th century. A
mass of free proletarians was hurled on
the labour market by the breaking-up of
the bands of feudal retainers, who, as
Sir James Steuart well says, ‘' everywhere
uselessly filled house and castle’
Although the royal power, itself a pro-
duct of bourgeois development (my ital-
ics, M.McC.) in its strife after absolute
sovereignty forcibly hastened on the dis-
ﬁoh:tion of these bands of retainers, it
was by no means the sole cause of it. In
insolent conflict with king and parlia-
ment, the great feudal lords created an
incomparably larger proletariat by the
forcible driving of the peasantry from
the land, to which the latter had the
same feudal rights as the lord himself,
and by the usurpation of the common
lands. The rapid rise of the Flemish
wool manufacturers, and the correspond-
ing rise of the price of wool in England,
gave the direet impulse to these evie-
tions. The old nobility had been de-
voured by the great feudal wars. The
new nobility was the child of iis time,
for u,mch money was the power of all
powers.” (My italics, M.MeC).

THE STATE AN ECONOMIC POWER

The union of England and Wales was
a deal struck between the “new nobility”
of both countries, for whom “money was
the power of all powers,” who produced
on their great estates wool, and other
commodities, which were sold in the
market for profit; or alternatively ex-
tracted rents from tenants whose incomes
were obtained in the same way. These
landlords were the decisive force which
broke the back of the old feudal system
of production. It was they who em-
ployed “the power of the Stale, the
concentrated and organised force of
society, to hasten, hot-house fashion, the
process of transformation of the feudal
mode of production into the c.mltalmt
mode, and to shorten the transition.”
Marx continued " Force is the mid-wife
of every society pregnant with a new
one. It is itself an economic power.”

The * new nobility ” of England and
Wales, and the ~ new nobility 7 of Scot-
land came to terms in 1603, when a
Scotsman bhecame King of England as
well as Scotland. Henceforth Scotiand
was ruled from Whitehall, But full legis-
lative, and thus econcmic, union,
r1lthough proposed hy the King and his
Chancellor Francis Bacon in lb{H wias
not finally achieved until 1707, with the
Act of Union.
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Meanwhile, the Civil War in the 1640s,
and the Glorious Revolution of 1685, had
established the political supremacy of
the rising merchant capitalists over the
* new nobility,” the great landlords, who
had controlled the state, through the
monarchy, since the 16th century. It is
important to recognise that these revo-
lutions were not directed against the
feudal mode of production, against a
feudal nobility. The feudal system, and
with it the feudal nobility, had been
destroyed, with the Tudor state playing
a full part, by the 16th century. The
capitalist era had been in existence for
a hundred vears before the outbreak of
the Civil War.

The first stage in the development of
capitalisni, which Marx called the manu-
fatturmg period, lasted ** roughly speak-

i from the middle of the 16th to
th(, last third of the 18th century.” The
hasis of capitalist production during this
period remained handicraft skills. For
example, “cloth manufacture, as also
a whole series of other manufactures,
arise by combining different handicrafts
together under the control of a single
capitalist.” This mode of production is
referred to by most bourgeois historians
as the * domestic” or * putting-out,
system.” The capitalist bought wool in
bulk from the landlord, or tenant farmer,
and put it out to the spinners, the
weavers, ete. [who worked in their own
homes, and were paid by the piecel,
then sold the finished produect to me:-
chants, who organised its sale at home
and overseas.

Both the landlords, who produced the
raw materials which were demanded by
the manufacturers and the merchants
who disposed of the finished products,
were part and parcel of the same capital-
ist mode of production, members of the
same exploiting class. During the 16th
century it was the landlords who were
the decisive force making for economic
advance as they broke up the old
feudal order, and laid the basis for
capitalist production. But as the 17th
century advanced, they and the mon-
archy which represented their interests,
began to act as a refarvding foree upon
the further development of capitalism.
The Crown’s policies favoured the great
landlords at the expense of trade and
industry. In a variety of ways the state
prevented capital accumulated by the
merchants and manufacturers from being

reinvested in commerce and m ~ufac-
ture..
SLIVER CROMV'ELL
Oliver Cromwell, who led the voooiu-
tionary forces which overthrew the

political power of the great lardiords,
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came himself from the radwal seclios
ui the Gentry, or smalter landowners,
whose own interests had been hard hit
by economic depression and the policies
of the Crown. But the decisive backing
for Cromwell came from that section of
the capitalist class whose wealth denived
mainly  from trade and manufacture,
and in particular the greal merchants,
concerned  with  overseas  trade, and
centred on London, and other ports. It
was necessary for a wide section of the
people to be mobihised in order to break
the political power of the landiords.
Cromwell appealed 1o the petiy-bour-
peoisie — smail  traders, artizans, and
yeoman farmers-—who provided the back-
bone of his armies.  But immediately
victory over the " new nobility " had
been achicved Cromwell turned upon the
Levellers, who represented the interests
of the petty-bourgeoisie, and smashed
them in battle.  He returned to be
feasted by the merchants of the City of
London.

These preat merchants were the real
victors of the Civil War. Even Crom-
well was too radical for their hiking, once
his task was done. The Restoration of a
tamed monarchy in 16860, and the ousting
of another who attempted to put back
the clock, in the " Glorious 7 Revolution
of 1888, confirmed them in their potitival
supremacy, Pariament replaced the
monarchy as the decisive institution of
state. The policies of state, and the laws,
were adjusted to meet the needs of lhe
new rulers of Britain An aguressive
inperial policy led to a series of wars
against foreign rivals, from which the
British capitalists emerged, In the -main,
victorious; and by the late 18th century
Britain's mercantile empire was the
largest in the world. The merchants of
London, Bristol, Liverpool, and Glasgow,
waxed fal on the huge profits obtained
from colonial trade and looting through-
out the world. The African slave trade,
the trade with the American plantations,
based on slavery, and producing raw
materials and foodstuffs for the British
marketl and for re-export, the trade with,
and outrizht leoting of India, and other
Asian countnres, left a tratl of suffering
and death among the peoples of Asis,
Africa, and America, and accumulated
vast quantities of capital for the British
ruling class, The Navigation Acts, and
others, protected this colonial trade and
loot from all foreipgn rivals.

SCOTLAND
Scottish arnmies had played a part, in
the iy - (ivil

smashing  the ¢ power of the
monarchy. Bul those

War in

o Scottish merchants

snd landowners who were prep.red to do
a deal with Cromwell and the English
capitalists at the expense of their own
vountry and people were too weak to
enforce their will upon Scotland unaided.
Between 1648 and 1650 Cromwell’s
English troops smashed three Scottish
armies, and occupied Scotland, as they
did Wales and Ircland. The economic
union Cromwell imposed upon the coun-
try benefited the Scottish merchants,
who could now share in England's loot.
g of other lands, but was bitterly
opposed by the people as a whole. It
was ended with the Restoration of 1660,
Not until 1707, with the Act of Union,
were the merchant capitalists of Scot-
land, and those landowners who pro-
duced for the British market, able finally
to achieve their goal of full economic
unien with kngland and Wales. There
was bitter opposition from the people, as
hefore.  There were uprisings in Edin-
burgh and Glasgow. Three regiments

. had to be called in to restore “ order”

in the capital, and the people held
Glasgow for more than a month. But
the opposition to this betrayal was not
umted, and the dominant sections of
Scottish  capital  achieved their aim.
Htenceforth the English capitalists, and
their Scottish “partners” could develop
the capitalist mode of production within
one, umi™l British market. —With the
abandoninent of protection most Scottish
manufacturing industries were ruined,
and great suifering was inflicted on the
people, as English goods tlooded into
the country, but the Scottish merchants
prospered on their share of the colonial
foot. They had earned their 30 pieces
of stiver.

The way tn which the British state was
used to speed the development of
capitalism in the Scottish Highlands is
deseribed by Marx in Capital,  The
peasants were " cleared” from  their
lands in tens of thousands during the
I18th and early 19th centuries, so that
the clan chiefs could turn the land of
the c¢lans inte great capitahist estates,
producing for the British market. “ The
hunted out Gaels were f{orbidden to
emigrate from the country, with a view
to driving them by force to Glasgow, and
other manufacturing towns.” This con-
quest of the Highlands by capitalism
completed the task imitiated under the
Tudor monarchy in the late 15th century.
Throughout England, Scotland, and
Wales money was now “the power of
all powers.”’

[To be continued)
MICHAEL McCREERY



liichael McCreery was the founder and secretary of the Marx—
ist-Leninist organisation the Committee to Defeatl Revision-
ism for Communist Unity formed in 1963, and editor of its
paper 'Vanguard'. For over a decade he and other commun-
ists had struggled to save the Communist Party of Great
Britain as the proletarian vanguard party and to defend the
revolutionery principles of Marxism-Leninism from the att-
acks of the modern revisionists -~ those anti-working class
opportunists who were revising Marxism into bourgeois ref-
ormism and destroying the Party. But the Party bureaucrats
repeatedly refused to publish or discuss his principled
criticisms leading him in 1963 to address his 'Appeal to
411 Communists' in England, Scotland & Wales to break pol-
itically, ideologically and organisationally with the CPGB,
unite with the Marxist-Leninists internationally headed by
the Albanian and Chinese Parties against Kruschev revision-
ism and form & new revolutionary leadership. This outstan-
ding Marxist-Leninist died of cancer in 1965 aged 36. In
1966 the Scottish Coruiittee of the CLiCU founded the
Workers' Pariy of Scotland (Marxist-Leninist)
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nlanatory Note to the 1977 edition.

ontaln LeJDICﬂCQ“ to tb— 1958 edition of "the British Road to Socialismy the
of the C.P.G.B. which was first adopted in 1951 -
programme "For z Soviet Britain" (vnlch licCreery re-
] *ﬁ“d) The "British Road to Socialism" was revised again
968 and is now uaae*&01nr fa,t"\“ revision, with the introduction of some revolutionary
rhiase-mongering as well as a few more refercejpces +to the national guestion, simply to covexr
up its complete departure from the revolutlongry principles of Marxism-ILeninism. The CPGB
continucs to support the British capitalist spate by advocating ite 'veform! (leading to
aLmuﬁ monopoly cap_tullsm) and is opposed to its destruction through the revolutionary

2l » of power by the working class, naticna al independence and the dictatorship of
“k_Lu“_lut So zlthough the particularly glaring features he refers to may have been
dhu*“:u, VMeCreery's general analysis remains valid. Nor can the anti-Marxist essence

2]

[is]

ol

e CPGB and its programme be altcred simply through further transfusions of Marxist term-
prog 5]

inclogy and more or less support for the Soviet social-imperialists (socialism in words,

imperialism in dbe“s) "Opportunism can be expressed in the terms of any kind of doctrine,

including that of iarxism.....Marxion words have in our days become a cover for the abscl-
ube renunciation of Marxism." (Lenin).

In the same section in references to northern Ireland McCreery is of course tﬁlkiﬂﬂ
about the old colonlal parliament at Stormont since abandoned in favour of direct rul

from the Westminster imperial parlisment.




	img061.pdf
	img062.pdf
	img063.pdf
	img064.pdf
	img065.pdf
	img066.pdf
	img067.pdf
	img068.pdf
	img070.pdf

