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INTRODUCTION

Nationalismi’s Challenge
to Political Philosophy

Ronald Beiner

— Try to be one of us, repeated Davin. In heart you are an Irish-
man but your pride is too powerful.

— My ancestors threw off their language and took another,
Stephen said. They allowed a handful of foreigners to subject
them. Do you fancy [ am going to pay in my own life and per-
son debts they made? What for?

— For our freedom, said Davin.

— No honourable and sincere man, said Stephen, has given up to
you his life and his youth and his affections from the days of
Tone to those of Parnell, but you sold him to the enemy or
failed him in need or reviled him and left him for another. And
you invite me to be one of you. I'd see you damned first.

— They died for their ideals, Stevie, said Davin. Our day will

come yet, believe me.

Stephen, following his own thought, was silent for an instant.
— The soul is born, he said vaguely, first in those moments I told
yvou of. It has a slow and dark birth, more mysterious than the
birth of the body. When the soul of a man is born in this coun-
try there are nets flung at it to hold it back from Hight. You

talk to me of nationality, language, religion. I shall try to fly by
those nets.

—James Joyce, A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man

Both of these points of view are in some respect humanly attractive.! The
problem, philosophically, is that they are radically incompatible. The
challenge that nationalism poses to political philosophy is to retain a
sensitivity toward the power of these two ideals of life, those of Davin
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and of Stephen, without in any way diminishing the radicalism of their
philosophical opposition.

The contributors to this volume occupy different positions along the
spectrum ranged between these two poles, Davin's nationalism and
Stephen’s antinationalism. Some of the contributors, no doubt, believe
that it is possible to mediate the nationalism—antinationalism debate in
a way that allows one to preserve the best of both worlds. My own sym-
pathies tend more in the direction of Stephen Daedalus's impulse to “fly
by those nets.” But | am far from thinking that the human desire for a
sense of belonging, rootedness, loyalty, and collective memory, as well
as the desire to seek political support and protection for these feelings,
can be easily dismissed. Moreover, [ appreciate the efforts of liberal the-
orists to give full weight to these human desires, and to try to defend the
nationalist impulse in a way that is entirely faithful to liberal principles.
These arguments, too, need to be taken very seriously. If the essays gath-
ered together in this volume prove anything, it is that the liberal-nation-
alist debate remains an open-énded dialogue (as do all living debates in
political philosophy).

Why has it taken philosophers so long to rise to the normative chal-
lenges posed by nationalism? As many students of nationalism have
remarked, there is an amazing disproportion between nationalism’s
political importance as one of the leading social phenomena of the mod-
ern world, and the virtual lack of intellectual endeavor at the highest
level either to vindicate or to rebut its normative claims.? There have, of
course, been lively and intellectually challenging debartes about the his-
tory and sociology of nationalism that have been unfolding for several
decades, and show no sign of abatement; this has not been matched,
however, by an equally serious engagement with the philosophy of
nationalism, at least until very recently, Nor has nationalism been a
prominent topic within the established tradition of grand theorizing that
defines the history of political philosophy. As Benedict Anderson has
observed: “unlike most other isms, nationalism has never produced its
own grand thinkers: no Hobbes, Tocquevilles, Marxes, or Webers.™
Bernard Yack puts the same point even more bluntly: “there are no great
theoretical texts outlining and defending nationalism. No Marx, no
Mill, no Machiavelli. Only minor texts by first rate thinkers, like Fichte,
or major texts by second rate thinkers, like Mazzini.”* This absence of
master theorists of nationalism may explain why nationalism has been
largely neglected by philosophers and theorists, for political philosophy
and theory are to a large extent tradition-bound disciplines. But this
really isn't an answer, since it simply raises in turn the question: Why
basn’t the tradition of political thought generated towering philosophers
who could do for nationalism what Locke did for liberalism and Marx
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did for socialism? It may be that the Bissiness of nationalist politics
involves too much local mythmaking to bé conditive to the kind of
more panoramic and universalistic reflection that yields a comprehen-
sive articulation of a coherent political philosophy; this is more or less
the view of crirics of nationalism such as Eric Hobsbawm and Ernest
Gellner.’ As Conor Cruise O'Brien has moted, there is sofhething pecu- -
liar about the very idea of “theorizing™ natiodalism, since theory aims
at what is general, namely universal concefitions of moral and political
validity, whereas nationalism exalts the particular: its practitioners are
invariably preoccupied with satisfying the grievances of this or that
national group, not with vindicating the legitimacy of national aspira-
tions as a matter of general principle.®
One should not overstate the point. THére aré, of course, significant .

texts in the history of modern political thoughr that one must read in
order to think normatively about nationalism: the writings of Herder;’
Fichte's Addresses to the Germar Nation; the Mill-Acton debare;’
Renan’s famous lecture; Julien Benda’s The Treason of the Intellectu-
als;" and perhaps a few others.” In any cade, even if there were no such
 intellectual landmarks in the history of modern thought, this would cer-

tainly not relieve contemporary inteflectuals of the responsibility to
- engage in normatively serious teflection dn the philosophical meaning of
nationalism. Historians and sociologists hdve already made notable con-
tributions, and continue to do so; the question now is what philosophets
_and political theorists can conttibute ro clarifying the political appeal
and normative status of nationalist claims. This volume is intended to
help answer this question.
It is impossible within the limited compass of an introductory essay
to do any kind of justice to the vast rafige of interesting and importint
normative questions that arise in considéring the philosophical problem
of nationalism. Let me propose five problem-areas, simply as a way of
highlighring the kinds of issues that have begun to attract the attentitn
of leading conttmporaty theorists and philosophers of nationalism. I'll
list them here, and then comment briefl§ on &ich of them in the remain-
der of this essay:

1. Do nations have a theoretically dtmﬂrll “right” to collective
self-determination?

2. What is the relationship berwéen nationalisth and “modernity”
(comprising our experience of modém sodil life and the polirical
principles by which that experience has been theoretically articu-
lated), and what is the normative significance of debates concerning
the modern or premodern charaeter, of riationalism?
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3. Can nationalism and liberalism be reconciled, at least at the level of
theoretical principles, or are they, in their very essence, conflicting
visions of the human good?

4, Is there a theoretically legitimate distinction between so-called
“civic” and “ethnic” versions of nationalism, or is such a distinc-
tion, as Bernard Yack among others charges, merely the product of
(unwarranted) liberal self-congratulation?"!

5. Is nationalism “existentially” attractive, that is, as a choice of how
to live one’s life?

NATIONAL SELF-DETERMINATION

I think it is beyond question that the legacy of European colonialism,
and by consequence, the process of decolonization as one of the rrmpm'
political phenomena of this century, has done much to legitimize nation-
alist principles. When one reflects on the great movement of postcolo-
nial independence in the middle of the twentieth century, it is impossi-
ble to think of nationalism as an ideology of the right, for
left-nationalisms have been no less conspicuous, perhaps more conspic-
uwous, in our century; just as the movements of national liberation from
the dominant empires of nineteenth-century Europe make clear why lib-
eral nationalism was a coherent and attractive creed for nineteenth-cen-
tury figures like Mazzini (and Mill). To make no concessions to the nor-
mative force of nationalist thought would entail not only embracing the
nineteenth-century empires within Europe (as Lord Acton seems to do),
but also denying the moral legitimacy of the politics of anticolonialism
in the rwentieth century. For this reason, one can applaud Elie Kedourie
for the theoretical consistency of his critique of nationalism, for
Kedourie suggests, at least implicitly, that anticolonialism is theoreti-
cally dubious, to the extent that it rests upon nationalist principles. As
he puts it in a crucial formulation: “[in judging whether a change of
rulers is to be welcomed or regretted,] the only criterion capable of pub-
lic defence is whether the new rulers are less corrupt and grasping, or
more just and merciful, or whether there is no change at all, but the cor-
ruption, the greed, and the tyranny merely find victims other than those
of the departed rulers.”" By this he means: the nationality of the new
rulers is not a legitimate criterion of moral-political judgment. Again,
this way of thinking cannot be faulted for theoretical inconsistency, but
I think it can be faulted for failing to take sufficient account of the kinds
of moral intuition that have bestowed on this century’s movements of
postcolonial independence more-or-less-universal approbation, The
kind of moral intuition to which I'm referring has been nicely expressed
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by Isaiah Berlin as follows: “men prefer to be ordered about, even if this
entails ill-treatment, by members of their own faith or nation or class, to
tutelage, however benevolent, on the part of ultimately patronising supe-
riors from a foreign land or alien class or milien.”"

So 1 presume that we can agree with Berlin rather than Kedourie
that in a world of colonial empires, the principle of self-determination
has an undeniable normative force." But what happens when we leave
the world of empires behind?" Is it theoretically coherent to try to ﬂpphl’
the self-determination principle to all multinational or multi
states? {Admittedly, any national-secessionist movement will portray its
relation to the majority culture as quasi-colonial, and will therefore pre-
sent its claims as being on a moral par with those of postcolonial inde-
pendence movements.) Carried to the logical limit, the theoretical con-
sequences are somewhat catastrophic; for hardly any states today would
be immune from having their legitimacy normatively subverted. As
many students of nationalism have highlighted, the “nation-state” in
any rigorous sense is not the norm today; the norm is multinationality.™
As Gellner has put the point: we live in a world that “has only space for
something of the order of 200 or 300 national states.”™ That leaves a
vast number of potential nations, certainly many thousands, that could
in principle claim statehood according to an ambitious application of
self-determination principles.® If each of these potential nations put in
its bid for full self-determination, only Iceland, South Korea, Japan, and
perhaps a few others would be politically secure, Imagine a hundredfold
multiplication of the kind of interethnic chaos we witnessed with the
fragmentation of the Soviet Union. It seems a strange kind of normative
principle that relies for its coherence on the willingness of most national
groups not to cash in the moral voucher that the principle gives them.”

NATIONALISM AND MODERNITY

The guestion of whether nationalism is a radically modern construct or
whether it draws upon authentically premodern experiences of nation-
hood has been hotly contested by historians and sociologists of nation-
alism, and there is no reason to anticipate an early resolution of these
debates.” A related though somewhar different question is: Does the
sense of nationhood precede, or is it the product of, nationalist politics,
-and what hangs, normatively speaking, on one’s answer to this gues-
tion? Kenneth Minogue offers one very forceful answer to the latter
question: “Nationalist theory accords with the famous remark by Péguy:
Tout commence en mystique et finit en politigue. In the beginning is the

nation, an unselfconscious cultural and linguistic nature waiting like
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Sleeping Beauty to be aroused by the kiss of politics.”* Minogue very
clearly regards this Sleeping Beauty conception of nationhood as an
utter mystification. A radically opposed view is formulated by Roger
Scruton: “to suppose that we [Englishmen) could have enjoyed [our] ter-
ritorial, legal, and linguistic hereditaments, and yet refrained from
becoming a nation, representing itself to itself as entitled to these things,
and defining even its religion in terms of them, is to give way to fantasy.

In no way can the emergence of the English nation, as a form of mem-
bership, be regarded as a product of Enlightenment universalism, or the
Industrial Revolution, or the administrative needs of a modern bureau-
cracy. It existed before those things, and also shaped them into power-
ful instruments of its own.”™ It should be obvious that Scruton is
responding here not just to Minogue but to all those modernist sociolo-
gists, such as Gellner, who see nations as mythic entities fashioned by
nationalist intelligensia.” Anderson, for instance, quotes from a history
of Hungarian nationalism an extremely blunt formulation of this latter
view: “A nation is born when a few people decide that it should be.™*

In the debates we have just quickly reviewed, a radically modernist
view of nations serves to debunk nationalist mythmaking, whereas the
view that national sentiment is linked to authentically premodern cul-
tural resources helps to legitimize these sentiments of national belong-
ing. But the normative argument can go the other way: portraying
nationalism as a fully modern political phenomenon can help in vindi-
cating nationalist ideas over against the cruder depictions of nationalism
as sheer atavism.” Charles Taylor's chapter in this volume offers an
excellent example of how nationalism can be vindicated by stressing the
emphatically modern character of nationalist consciousness. For a lib-
eral defender of nationalism like Taylor, it is essential to show nation-
alism’s inextricable dependence on modern notions of popular will and
popular sovereignty because this will at least serve to demolish the most
unflattering images of nationalism, as a relic of primitive forms of social
life, or as a reversion to ancient tribalism.” Taylor's basic idea is that
once we come to see how central the quest for identity is within charac-
teristically modern experience, and what frustration is generated if the
various identities are not given public recognition at the political level,
we will have a much better appreciation of the reason for the promi-
nence of nationalism (and much else in contemporary political life) in
the modern political world.”

I don’t think one can get as much normative mileage out of this idea
of identity as Taylor thinks one can. No one can deny that struggles over
identity are central to modern politics. But the sheer possession of a
given identity confers no normative authority on the kind of politics that
goes with that identity. To answer the normartive questions thart interest
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us, it doesn't suffice to recognize the centrality of identity; we have to go
on to ask which identities survive normative scrutiny. To dramatize this
point, let me refer to a terrific film by Mira Nair that came out several
years ago called Mississippi Masala. The film is basically a love story
about an inrerracial romance set in Mississippi in the early 1990s. But
the central pathos of the film revolves not around the clash of identities
in the United States but rather the clash of identities in Uganda two
decades earlier. The heroine of the film is an East Indian named Mina
who falls in love with a black carpet-cleaner, but the romance is a scan-
dal because of the trauma suffered by her family at the hands of Idi
Amin's thuggish nationalism, The film opens with a passionate exchange
involving Mina’s father on the day of Amin’s expulsion of the Ugandan
Asians (in 1972), and it defines the central drama of the whole film. He
says, “Uganda is my home,” to which he gets the plaintive response
(offered not as a political affirmation but simply as an acknowledgment
of the prevailing realities), “Africa is for Africans . . . black Africans.”
The question for a political philosopher here is not the relevance of iden-
tity, but how to assess the normative claims embodied in conflicting
visions of identity—in this case, the claims of African-nationalist iden-
tity on the one side and the claims of transethnic Ugandan identity on
the other. The appeal to identity by itself gives us no reason to favor the
distinctively nationalist way of conferring identity, as opposed to other
possibilities, such as a determinedly nonnationalist civic identity.

LIBERAL NATIONALISM

It is not hard to see what motivates the political-philosophical project,
shared by Yael Tamir, Charles Taylor, Michael Walzer, Will Kymlicka,
and others, of vindicating a liberal-nationalist vision of politics. This
project offers a dual attraction: first, the prospect of taking the illiberal
sting out of nationalism, by liberalizing it, and secondly, helping to com-
bat unthinking and dogmatic rejections of nationalist politics tout court,
thereby facilitating (sometimes necessary) accommodation with nation-
alism.* On the one hand, it is clear that there is no shortage in the world
of poisonous versions of nationalism for which no good normative case
can or ought to be made. On the other hand, it seems to many that lib-
eralism, especially in its more individualist versions, allows too little
place for legitimate expressions of group identity, and moreover, that its
attenuated conception of communal membership weakens the cultural
resources necessary for a sustainable political community. It would be
unreasonable, however, to imagine that liberal ideas of membership
allow no place for collective identity, since every significant liberal polit-
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ical philosopher thar we can think of presupposes a world of discrete
states that claim the allegiance of their members. Rather, the liberal
ideal is to get as far from ideas of national exclusivity as would be con-
sistent with the continued existence of these states. This universalistic
aspiration of the liberal idea of citizenship is nicely summarized by
Stephen Holmes in an essay commending “Liberalism for a World of
Ethnic Passions and Decaying States.” Classical liberals, he writes, were
not driven by Enlightenment universalism to reject the pluralism of
modern nation-states and to embrace the unrealistic dream of a single,
worldwide liberal community. But it did lead them

to support the definition of exclusive citizenship which most closely
approximates universalism. Citizenship, in the pluralistic world of
nation-states, can never be universalistic. But it can be based on acci-
dental territorial coexistence rather than ethnic homogeneity or ascrip-
tive community. The sus soli is a liberal principle of state-formation,
which allocates citizenship according to birthplace, and it stands in
sharp contrast to the jus sanguines, which identifies co-nationals by
bloodline and “constitutive attachments™ rather than by historically
accidental coexistence on the same (arbitrarily demarcated) piece of
land.”

Is it possible to *beef up™ liberal conceptions of citizenship short of
embracing nationalism? This is clearly Jlirgen Habermas's aim in devel-
oping his notion of “constitutional patriotism™ (which is basically a
Habermasian synonym for what others have labeled civic nationalism).*
But as critics of Habermas have complained, it is not clear how Haber-
mas’s conception, with its strong aversion to more robust appeals to cul-
tural identity, can offer much beyond a new name for liberalism.”
Hence the attraction of trying to liberalize nationalism.

How well does the liberal-nationalist project succeed? Since Yael
Tamir has done the most to put this on the agenda of contemporary
political philosophy, let me start with a few comments on her version of
the project.* My main response is that in Tamir’s statement of the lib-
eral-nationalist case, the nationalist side of the equation is so watered
down that the nationalism in her political theory is barely detectable.”
What nationalists want, typically, is not a vaguely defined “public
space™ for the display of their national identity, but rather, control over
a state as the vehicle for the futherance of national self-expression.* No
real nationalist would say what Tamir does, namely, that the “ideal of
the nation-state should . . . be abandoned.”” She refers to the idea of the
homogeneous national state as “a pipedream,” and she anticipates that
new options, neither conventionally liberal nor conventionally national-

ist, will present themselves once the obsolete nation-state ideal has been
renounced: “Liberal nationalism advocates taking cultural and national
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differences into account.”™™ It seems to e quite misleading to call this a
version of nationalism; a more accurate description of het position is:
liberalism, with an artention to the ways in which people care about
national identity and wish to see it exprested in some fashion. To be
sure, Tamir sees allegiance to national community as intrinsically valu-
able. This may at least distinguish her liberalism from that of an ardent
liberal individualist like George Kateb. Even Kateb concedes that strong
group identity and membership should not be condemned “when the
cultural group has been or is now being victimized and is struggling to
overcome its victimization or the remiins of it. Solidarity is needed.” But
he immediately goes on to insist that “cultural group solidarity is not
intrinsically valuable, only provisionally and tactically and instrumen-
tally so.™ However, one cdn see group membership as inttinsically
valuable without embracing any of thé tenets of characteristically
- nationalist politics. And it seems that this is crue of Tamir’s position:
what it is, really, is not any kind of nationalism, But rather, a form of
liberalism that is not indifferént to concétns about national identity.

In pursuing my critique of nationalism as an alternative to liberal-
ism, let me focus on what I see as the decisive problem; if this problem
is as intractable as I think it is, then any atfempt to synthesize liberalism
and nationalism theoretically will be forced to drop either the liberalism
or the nationalism when it corfies to the crunch (or at least a serious
philosophical wedge will be placed between one’s liberalism and one’s
nationalism). The problem, in a nutshell, is hiow to ptivilege the major-
ity cultural identity in défining civic membership without consigning cul-
tural minorities to second-class citizeriship. To simplify the argument, let
us limit ourselves to discussion of Zionist natomalism, though the same
analysis could be applied to any state conéeived in nationalist categories.

_Let us leave aside Palestinians in the West Bank arid Gaza and what jus-
tice toward them might require, and think ohly about Arabs who aspire
to be citizens within a state thar defines itself officially as a *Jewish
state.” Whar qualifies Zionism as a classic form of nationalism is not
that it involves a celebration of Israeli nationality or Israeli citizenship,
but rather, that it provides an ideology that specifies the properly
nationalist content of this citizenship, namely Jewish national belonging
(notwithstanding the fact that who counts as a Jew for this purpose is
far from uncontroversial—so that eligibility or ineligibility under the

.Law of Return is sometimes hotly cotitested).® -

Consider the following descriptions of Jewish staréhood and what it
means for the content of Israeli citizenship:

Israel’s founders dreafhed of, and its people have foughe for, the cre-
ation of a Jewish state in the Holy Land. The blue and whice Israeli flag
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features the quintessentially Jewish symbol, the Star of David, and the
national anthem proclaims that for 2,000 years its people have longed
to return to and be free in Zion. None of this includes or even makes
much sense to [sraeli Arabs, most of whom are Muslim and have fam-
ily histories on this land extending back hundreds of years. Moreover,
while Israeli Arabs exercise many of the rights enjoyed by the Jewish
majority, no one suggests all Israelis are equal, A small minority of
Israeli Arabs focus their demands on achieving individual equality, but
most demand collective or national rights, and by equality they mean
that Israel should become either bi-national or declare itself the stare of
all its people.

All of the stare’s symbols, narional holidays, holy days, language,
myths, and a great deal more, are drawn from Jewish history and expe-
rience. Israel was conceived in specifically Jewish memory.®

“Hatikva™ . . . is exclusively Jewish. The national anthem of the state
of Israel is one that 18 percent of Israeli citizens do not and cannot
share.*

Similar issues are debated in a very lively exchange berween Michael
Walzer and James Rule occasioned by the original publication of chap-
ter 11 of this volume.* Rule argues for the unmitigated antinationalist
position that Israel’s self-conception as an officially Zionist state is
morally intolerable. In response, Walzer writes: “There can’t be a polit-
ical community of any sort that doesn’t favor some particular people,
members of the community over all others. This is what it means to
share a common life.™* This is beyond dispute, but it doesn’t address the
crucial issue here, which is whether it is morally proper for the state to
favor one tribe over another within the boundaries of a shared civic life.
To the larter challenge, Walzer answers: “There are also, obviously,
internal discriminations—as when we choose what language to privi-
lege, what history and civics to teach in the public schools, what holi-
days to celebrate. In every nation-state in the world, choices like these
turn national minorities into the wrong kind of people. . . . [I}f [Rule]
really wants to abolish national and cultural favoritism root and branch,
he won't be able to accommodate any of the tribes.” Bur Walzer here
presumes that every civic community conceives itself as the political
expression of membership in a tribe. This isn't clear to me. It is indeed
true that even “civic™ nations like Canada and the Unired States privi-
lege particular languages, holidays, cultural traditions, and so on. But
does this prove that these political communities are just as tribal as
states that define themselves in a more straightforwardly nationalist
way? This surely cannot be the case with Canada at least, which at the
moment is a binational state. But suppose Quebec does decide to leave
in order to pursue its own “tribal™ destiny. Will the residual Anglo-
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Canada be a political tribe like Israel? A Canadian state minus Quebec
would overwhelmingly privilege English, and to some extent would
reflect a residual Anglo-Canadian culture; but does that mean that
Canada would then be a uninational state in any meaningful sense?
Would common ethnonational identity define citizenship for the Anglo-
Canadians, Greek Canadians, Italian Canadians, aboriginals, West
Indian Canadians, and so on, who would compose such a political com-
munity after the departure of Quebec?

If citizenship in Israel means citizenship in an expressly Jewish state,
non-Jewish citizens are unavoidably second-class citizens in some sense,
even if the state doesn’t go out of its way to oppress them or to crush
their minority culture. In a new state founded on the principle of Québec
pour les guébécois, anglophone Montrealers and aboriginals in northern
Quebec will likewise be second-class citizens in some sense (at least until
they assimilate to the francophone majority culture), even if the state of
Quebec respects minority rights and affirms universal citizenship within
its territorial boundaries. Nonnationalist conceptions of citizenship, by
contrast, aspire to a transethnic definition of political community (even
if in practice they fall short of this ideal). There are immediate existen-
tial choices here (precisely the kinds of dilemmas that prompt one to
embrace political philosophy as a quest for first principles): for Jews, cit-
izenship in Israel versus citizenship in (say) a multicultural Canada; for
Scots, citizenship in an independent Scotland versus citizenship in a tri-
national or quadranational Britain.” For thoroughgoing nationalists,
there must be something suspect about the desire to house different eth-
nonational communities under the umbrella of a shared civic community
(which is precisely what defines binational Canada or trinational
Switzerland or quadranational Britain).

Liberal nationalism, it seems to me, seeks to blur the sharpness of
these existential choices. Any principled nationalist would have to con-
sider it foolhardy and perhaps incomprehensible for a Jew to live in
Canada when emigration to Israel is an available option; and consider it
demeaning and perhaps a self-betrayal for a Québécois to abide contin-
ued subordination within a federation populated by an anglophone
majority when self-determination is so readily within reach: simply vor-
ing oui in a referendum. Of course, it is possible to opt for citizenship in
a nationalist polity without embracing illiberalism, oppression of others,
and violent conflict (contrary to what strident antinationalists some-
times suggest); in this respect the liberal-nationalist thesis is true. If 1
trade in my Canadian citizenship for citizenship in a nationalist Repub-
lic of Quebec, or for citizenship in a Zionist Israel, I will still be a citi-
zen in a relatively liberal political community. Nonetheless, the possibil-
ity of liberal nationalism in this sense doesn’t mean further normative
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scrutiny of the alternatives is unnecessary. There remains a normatively
weighty choice of principle between, on the one hand, citizenship in a
deliberately multinational or multicultural society, and on the other
hand, citizenship expressly devoted to embodying “the passionate desire
of men to be only with their own kind™;* and political-philosophical
debate ought to be able to illuminate our engagement with such alver-
natves.

To be sure, not every nationalist is a Milan Karadzic or Louis Far-
rakhan. There are more liberal and less liberal nationalists. There are,
for instance, a great many liberal Zionists who not only have no sym-
pathy for Jewish chauvinism but also considerable solicitude for the
plight of Palestinians within a Jewish state (just as there are many lib-
eral nationalists in Quebec who felt ashamed and sullied by the ethno-
centric ranting of Jacques Parizeau on the night of October 30th, 19935).
On the other hand, I think there is some risk that liberal defenders of
nationalism, in trying to take the illiberal sting our of nationalism, will
remove from it some of the very things that make nationalism philo-
sophically interesting. It is very important for the philosopher of nation-
alism to keep in mind that the national idea has been such a potent force
in the modern world, and opens up a far-reaching philosophical alter-
native to liberal conceptions of the meaning of life {one that may or may
not be vindicared at the conclusion of a fully developed philosophical
interrogation of its claims), precisely because it involves profound ideas
of national belonging, national destiny, rootedness in a community of
experience, memories of a shared past, and so on. These are powerful
notions, and [ am not sure that one is able to do justice to them by seek-
ing to split the difference between liberalism and nationalism.

THE ETHNIC/CIVIC QUESTION

A good example of the liberal-nationalist defense of nationalism is Kai
Mielsen's argument in chapter é of this volume, which very vigorously
opposes the depiction of Québécois nationalism as a form of ethnic
nationalism. My own view is that Nielsen is too quick to conclude thar
Quebec nationalism is entirely benign and innocent. Perhaps his account
of cultural nationalism in Quebec would be more compelling if it were
obvious that the French language and Québécois culture would be more
secure in an independent Quebec than it is in binational Canada as it
presently exists. But this is not obvious: maybe language and culture
would be more secure; maybe not. There are plausible arguments on
both sides of the question. At least the most militant Québécois nation-
alists seem driven by something else: namely, the ambition to turn a



Introduction 13

sovereign Quebec into a state of the (ethno-)Québécois, similar to what
Israel, defined as the “Jewish state,” is for Zionists, and what Croatia,
defined as the “state of the Croats,” is for Croatian nationalists.” No
doubt, it is unfair for Quebeckers who are not ethno-Québécois to
assume that all Quebec nationalists are ethnic nationalists of the vicious
sort: most are, as Nielsen argues, more liberal cultural-nationalisrs.® But
those living in Quebec who are fearful of ethnic nationalism are not
merely hallucinating, conjuring up ghastly phantoms that are, in reality,
entirely absent from the scene. Thus Nielsen is being a bit too charitable
in maintaining that the problem with Quebec nationalism is limited to a
few “loose cannons.”™ (It surely says something about the less savory
side of Quebec nationalism when it turns out that one of these “loose
cannons” happens to have been premier of Quebec, and hence titular
leader of the nationalist movement—namely Jacques Parizeau: when
Parizeau says mous, it is difficult to purge this of all ethnonational asso-
ciations.) The issue here is mot whether every nationalist movement will
turn into a Rwanda-style bloodbath or a Yugoslav-style free-for-all of
ethnocentric harred. The issue is whether it is morally and politically
attractive to give political priority (as nationalists do) to questions of
national sovereignty and cultural self-affirmation. For instance, what are
the broader consequences for the quality of political life in a multina-
rional society of this politicization of cultural identity?

As Bernard Yack and Will Kymlicka rightly argue in their contribu-
tions to this volume, the state can never be culturally and linguistically
neutral, and therefore one should be careful not to oppose nationalist
myths by positing the countermyth of a liberal state thar achieves a state
of pure abstinence in relation to national concerns. However, that said,
it would be unwarranted o conclude that, explicitly or implicidy, all
politics are nationalist politics. Being concerned with the preservation of
a language and cultural identity does not suffice to make one a nation-
alist, for if it did, one would be required to call Pierre Trudeau a Québé-
cois nationalist, which would be absurd. Trudeau is an antinationalist
because, for all of his desire to preserve French culture in Quebec (and
elsewhere in Canada!), he does not believe that the self-affirmation of
the Québécois nation ought ro trump all other political concerns or be
definitive of one's ultimate political commitments.*

What defines nationalism is precisely the idea that concern over the
national question trumps every other social-political concern. As Eric
Hobsbawm rightly observes:

[The relarionship between nationalism and, for instance, the choice

between capitalism and socialism] is of no significance to nationalists,

who do not care what this relationship is, so long as Ruritanians (or
whoever) acquire sovereign statchood as a nation, or indeed what hap-
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pens thereafter. Their utopia—by now at least as shopsoiled by prac-
tice as some others—consists precisely in the achievemem of Rurita-
nian (and if possible Greater Ruritanian) independence and rule, if
need be over the non-Ruritanians in their midst.*

It goes without saying that, for instance in Quebec, there are all kinds
of nationalists, more liberal and less liberal. But this fact doesn't lessen
my inclination to say that for the “real™ narionalists, nationalists in the
strict sense, the issue is not adequate protection for the French language
and culture, for which there is, arguably, already ample provision in the
existing federation. Instead, the issue for them is Quebec’s desire for a
nation-state in the strict sense (“to be a normal country™ is the standard
nationalist formulation). This would not be too much of a problem, nor-
matively speaking, if the citizens of Quebec were, like those of Norway
or Japan, more or less ethnically homogeneous.* But the minorities in
Quebec justifiably perceive this ambition for a nation-state as an
attemnpt to diminish their citizenship.

What motivates some critics of nationalism to distinguish “ethnic”
and “civic” conceptions of nationhood is not the absurd notion that lan-
guage and cultural identity are politically irrelevant.” Rather, what ani-
mates the “civic™ conception is the vision of a shared citizenship and
civic identity that would be in principle capable of transcending these
cultural preoccupations, however legitimate they may be, in a political
community where linguistic and cultural identities are in potential con-
flict. It doesn't require any blindness to the importance people place
upon their linguistic and ethnic heritage to say that the Czechoslovak
and Yugoslav federations embodied a noble impulse, and their collapse
in the face of nationalist agitation in each case conveys a real tragedy,
not just for the peoples concerned but for all human onlookers. If the
Canadian federation succumbs as well, the same may be said of it. So I
think that the ethnic nationalism/civic nationalism distinction, robustly
criticized by some very acute theorists, or some version of that distinc-

tion, is still worthy of philosophical defense.*

THE EXISTENTIAL QUESTION

This, in many ways the most interesting of the questions surveyed in this
introduction, is the one least addressed in the recent philosophical
debates about the problem of nationalism. There is a reason for this
neglect; the main explanation for it has to do with the dominance of lib-
eralism within Anglo-American political philosophy and its strong pref-
erence for questions of the right (what is normatively permissible) over
questions of the good (what are the most desirable ways to live a human
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life).” Let me illustrite this contrast in reférencé to Michael Walzer's
argument in chapret 11 of this volume. In his essay Walzet offers a per-
suasive case for acconfiffodating nationalist aspirations. But even if one
* fully accepts Walzer’s argument, it may be asked whether that argument
exhausts the task of philosophical reflecion on nationalism. Here one
should distinguish berween two quite different kinds of argumefir,
namely:

1. The argument that if there is a cleat desife on the part of a national
community (Slovaks or Palestinians or Québécois) within an exist-
ing state to give political expression to its feelings of national
belonging, it should be allowed by the majority culture to separate
or to be otherwise accommodated in its national aspirations.

2. The argument that it is existetitially or politically desirable for the
individuals composing this community to have these nationalist or
separatist aspirations in the first place.

Accordingly, one can look at the problem from two different stand-
points: that of a member of the majority ¢onfronted by the (already
existing) national demands of a minority (should we concede to their
nationalist demands? resist? compromise?); or, that of a member of that
minority, confronted with the moral-political question of whether 1o
embrace nationalist politics (should I be a nationalist? should we as a
community commit ourselves to this set of political goals rather than
some other vision of politics?). It seems entirely coherent to give pro-
nationalist and antinationalist answers to these two different questions.
For instance: to the question of whether to accommodate nationalist
demands (say in the case of Czechoslovakia), one could see the reason-
ableness of answering: “Yes, of course they (i.e., the Slovaks) should be
allowed to have their divorce, if national divorce is what they want™; but
to the guestion of whether life in a uninational state is in principle
preferable to a binational state {which is, so to speak, a “marriage™ of
nations residing under a shared political roof), one could still answer
“no” (say, from the standpoint of a Slovak who must decide upon his ot
her own political commitment). Philosophical liberals will be reluctant
to extend the reach of political philosophy beyond questions of the firse
kind for fear of presuming to secotid-guess how individuals choose to
conceive their own ends of life. For me, on the other hand, it seems
unreasonable ro stipulare that the former question, but not the lacter,
falls within the competence of political-philosophic reflection. Both
questions, it seems to me, are legitimate concerns of political philosophy.
To express the point once again in the Rawlsian vocabulary of right and
good: it doesn't suffice to answer the guestion of whether accommoda-
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tions with nationalism comport with what is right (what is normatively
permissible); one must also address the more ambitious question, is
nationalism (as a way of shaping the conception of how one should live)
good?

Political philosophy as an intellectual engagement, going back to
Socrates, is at bottom an attempt to answer the question of how to live
(“the good for human beings” is the classical formulation of this exis-
tential question). Philosophical reflection on nationalism must therefore
seek somehow to offer an answer to the problem of how to orient one-
self among the diversity of life’s possibilities. Here, I think, Kedourie’s
critique of nationalism, notwithstanding the compelling criticisms of it
made by Gellner and others, retains a considerable force. What
Kedourie captures is the aspect of nationalism that entails not just sen-
timents of national belonging, as a martter of spontaneous feeling, but,
s0 to speak, the ideologization of these sentiments (what one might call
the “ismness™ of nationalism: the politicizing of prepolitical bonds of
membership). According to a nationalist vision of the world, it doesn't
suffice to feel a sense of artachment to one’s national group; these feel-
ings of attachment must be made a matter of ideological commitment,
and enforced by political mobilization. From a consistently nationalist
point of view, the noblest employment of political energies consists in
striving to establish a one-to-one correspondence between ethnic-cul-
tural identity and political identity. For me, being a nationalist would
mean having to become a Zionist (therefore emigrating?), so as to align
my (fairly artenuated and more or less assimilated) ethnic identity with
a corresponding political identity. But in fact my political identity is
completely different, defined by the idea of Canadian citizenship (which
is itself imperiled by nationalist agitarion). For a thoroughgoing nation-
alist, there must be something anomalous about this condition of non-
coincident cultural and political identity (something “abnormal,” in the
terminology of Quebec nationalists), whereas for a nonnationalist like
myself, this disjunction between cultural identity and political identity
seems entirely legitimate and proper.

To return to the Joycean dilemmas broached at the beginning of
this essay: all nationalists offer some version of Miss Ivors’s challenge
to Gabriel Conroy (in “The Dead”)*—namely, her insistence that he
make national identity central to the understanding of his own life
(why go for holidays on the Continent instead of “visiting your own
land™? why learn French or German when you have “your own lan-
guage to keep in touch with™?), and, concomitantly, her charge that
failure to do so constitutes being a traitor to one’s people. It may well
be that philosophical defenders of nationalism are able to show that
some forms of national aspiration are reconcilable with human rights,
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liberal principles, interethnic good will, and so on. It is much more
doubtful that any political philosophers have offered, or ever can offer,
a theoretical vindication of Miss Ivors’s challenge in the fullness of its
existential ambition.
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CHAPTER 1

Nationalism

John Dunn

Duty requires that men should defend not just whatever country
they choose but their own particular fatherland. This requirement
is the criterion by which the ethical activity of all individuals is
measured; it is the source of all the recognised duties and laws
which are known to every individual, and the objective basis on
which each individual's position rests. For there is no room in liv-
ing reality for empty notions like thar of pursuing goodness for its
own sake.

—G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of

World History: Introduction (1830 dralt)

Nationalism is the starkest political shame of the twentieth century, the
deepest, most intractable and yet most unanticipated blot on the politi-
cal history of the world since the year 1900. But it is also the very tissue
of modern political sentiment, the most widespread, the most unthink-
ing, and the most immediate political disposition of all at least among
the literate populations of the modern world. The degree to which its
prevalence is still felt as a scandal is itself a mark of the unexpectedness
of this predominance, of the sharpness of the check that it has adminis-
tered to Burope’s admiring Enlightenment vision of the Cunning of Rea-
son. In nationalism at last, or so it at present seems, the Cunning of Rea-
son has more than met its match. There are two key episodes that have
caused this realization to sink in. The first was the abject collapse of the
touted proletarian solidarism of the Second International in August
1914 in the face of the mobilization of the European powers for the First
World War.' The second, a more arbitrary and disputable date on which
to fix, was the Nazi Seizure of Power in 1933, It is a nice point which of
these two episodes has generated the greater and more conclusive shock.

27
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Certainly socialism has never looked the same since the parties of Engels
and of Jaurés slunk into line and agreed to defend their fatherlands
against the aggression of the largely proletarian armies of their foes.
Socialism in one country was a natural political outcome of a movement
that had split so effortlessly along national lines, even if its principal and
somewhat unwitting architect, Lenin, was the most savage critic of this
proletarian fission. But if the fate of socialism was the betrayal of a
promise, the rise of fascism and above all the Nazi regime were the real-
ization of a threat and a threat so dreadful in some of its manifestations
that it is still hard for us to take in the scale and extension of the evil
actions that it made possible. When the counter-revolutionary theorist
Joseph de Maistre wished to assail the leaders of the Terror of 1793 he
could measure the enormity of their deeds by accusing them of bringing
the mores of the Iroquois and the Algonguin® to the squares of Paris—
bringing back natural man to the center of civilization. When crivics of
the Soviet Union wished to pillory Stalin as a reversion to Russian bar-
barism they could describe him in a famous quip as Genghis Khan with
a telephone. But even the most strained of historical metaphors has
quailed at the task of characterizing Hitler.

There are of course other metaphors of the twentieth century as ter-
rifying and perhaps in the end as shaming as those of nationalism—spec-
tacular fears of the more or less literal detonation of the living space at
least of industrial countries through the use of nuclear weapons or drab-
ber, if not less hysterical, anxieties ar the prospect of a steady destruc-
tion of the human habitat. But these are not as yet assemblages of steady
choices backed by assured feelings and it remains hard to imagine their
ever becoming such. Human life on earth may in fact terminate sooner
rather than later and if it does so political agencies will have to share
plenty of the blame for its doing so. But when and if it does do so, it will
hardly be our collective choice,

Yet nationalism, by contrast, is very much our collective choice, It
is the common idiom of contemporary political feeling, at least off
parade. It is not necessarily an unthinking or a morally irresponsible
feeling and it is a feeling that certainly has to compete with other polit-
ical feelings. Why should it have come to be so dominant and why
should we be so surprised, even so horrified ar the extent of its preva-
lence?

It is easier to see a clear and convincing answer to the second ques-
tion than it is to the first. If we are most of us nationalists in some mea-
sure now, we are certainly not necessarily insensitive to claims of supra-
national human solidarities and we are still more certainly most of us
not at all like Nazis, Nationalism for most of us is not an exhilarating
emotional commitment but simply a habit of accommodation of which
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we feel the moral shabbiness readily enough ourselves. And it is hard for
us altogether to lose sight of this shabbiness, just because nationalism
does violate so directly the official conceptual caregories of modern
ethics, the universalist heritage of a natural law conceived either in terms
of Christianity or of secular rationalism. The handbooks or official
proclamations of this ethical heritage—from Samuel Pufendorf’s seven-
teenth-century De Officio Hominis et Civis® through the American Dec-
laration of Independence of 1776 and the French Declaration of the
Rights of Man and of the Citizen of 1789 to the United Nations Char-
ter of our own day are intractably universalist. All of them take individ-
ual human beings, more or less as they are, as their fundamental ethical
units and assess the legitimacy of possible laws or political arrangements
in terms of the axiomatically identical rights that such human beings are
presumed ro possess. From the theory of justice suggested by scholastic
philosophers in early modern Europe to that urged recently with such
charm by John Rawls* there is no place for the nation or indeed for the
sovereign political body as a unit of conceptual account. The rights of
men are what lend to nations or states whatever rights these last can be
properly accorded. Such other rights as they claim must be products sim-
ply of power, rights that they take and that they can hold, causal capa-
bilities as Thrasymachus celebrated them in Plato’s Republic and, as
Plato himself insisted, facts that in themselves necessarily lack any trace
of ethical authority.

All this, of course, is a very Enlightenment way of thinking about
the martter and a way that the intellectual heritage of nineteenth- and
carly-twentieth-century Germany from the Romantics and Herder,
through, at least from some points of view, the thought of Hegel, to the
broad historicist sensibility of thinkers like Max Weber and Meinecke,*
set itself to bury without trace. In response to the easy cosmopolitanism
of the Aufklirung, historicist thought has boldly espoused the claims of
the parochial, of cultural idiosyncrasy and localism, of the folkways.
The extent to which men vary according to time and place in the values
that they hold dear and the projects that they pursue is seen theoretically
as a species-specific characteristic of human beings as such and cele-
brated morally as the distinctive glory of the species. The universalist
theory of the human species is that its destiny is to be intensely and nec-
essarily particular,

There are, plainly, many extremely deep themes involved in this
shift of intellectual and moral sensibility. What exactly, for example, are
the relations between on the one hand the growing appreciation for the
plurality of human cultures, a naturalist’s joy in the astounding scope of
human cultural differentiation and shame at the steady erosion of one
endangered culture after another, and on the other hand the philosoph-
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ical bemusements of ethical relativism—the view that all human values
are in some sense specific to particular societies? And what connection
is there between both of these shifts of intellectual sensibility and the
pride of patriotism or the murderous shame of fascist aggression and
racist ryranny, the heroism of national resistance and liberation or the
barbarism of genocide? One should not think even of the moral hesi-
tancy at the triumph of new cultures as a wholly modern phenomenon,
as rthough culrurally in the past all communities were confidently Social
Darwinist, if without knowing it. There is a beautiful passage in Walter
Raleigh’s History of the World, written in prison at the very beginning
of the seventeenth century, that could serve as a perfect text for rescue
ethnography today:

the inventions of mortall men are no lesse mortall than themselves. The
Fire, which the Chaldaeans worshipped for a God, is crept into every
mans chimney, which the lacke of fuell starveth, water quencheth, and
want of ayre suffocaveth; Jupiter is no more vexed with Junoes
jelousies; Death hath persuaded him to chastitie, and her to patience;
and that Time which hath devoured it selfe, hath also eaten up both
the Bodies and Images of him and his: yea, their stately Temples of
stone and durefull Marble. The houses and sumptuous buildings
erected to Baal, can no where be found upon the earth; nor any mon-
ument of that glorious Temple consecrated 10 Digna. There are none
now in Phoenicia, that lament the death of Adonis; nor any in Libya,
Creta, Thessalia, or elsewhere, that ask counsaile or helpe from
Jupiter. The great god Pan hath broken his pipes.’

To an ar least partially Christian® Renaissance intellectual like Raleigh
the obliteration of the gods of the ancient world by the Christian church
militant was a process about which he could readily feel deeply in both
directions. But the worship of Baal, for example, was not conducted in
Greek or Latin and the point generalizes in any case with very little effort.
All over the world today we can sense, if we will only listen for it, the
great god Pan breaking his pipes; and it is now open to us, as it was
scarcely open to Raleigh, to see this process as the essence of human his-
tory—not the passage from heathenism to faith, nor from barbarism and
superstition to civilization and rationality, but the brutal natural selec-
tion of belief systems that are also always the site of meaning for the lives
of real living men and women. To see human history this way is perhaps
the essence of the historicist experience and it brings with it a condition
that may perhaps be called—if a little solemnly—a state of hermeneutic
ambivalence that is as imaginatively baffling as it is stimulating and that
is both the central challenge facing any serious political theory today and
a challenge that political theory at present is grotesquely failing to meet.
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But it is not of course any such refined nostalgia for disappearing
folkways or savoring of the pathos of the extirpation of ancient creeds
that presents an immediate practical threar in the union of historicist
thieory and nationalist political action. Affirming the folkways is all very
well within the folk; bur it offers little grounds for optimism as a method
of mediating between different folks. And in any case—What is my
folk?—Which is my tribe? Or, as Captain Macmorris asks Fluellen in
Henry V"—What is my nation? Too many self-righteous tribes within a
single state can be in itself a recipe for genocide—in Uganda and
Burundi of course, in Ethiopia today, in Nigeria all too recently, in
South Africa perhaps all too soon." Tribal or national self-righteousness
does not merely produce, as previous ethical recipes have consistently
tended to do, an excess of just wars. It also produces altogether too
many situations in which there seems no longer to be any conceptual, let
alone practical possibility of a just peace. Watching on our relevision
screens, as we do, the hideous back streets of Belfast or the picturesque
alleys of the old city of Jerusalem, it takes very little distance or imagi-
nation to see that almost anything would be better than what is likely to
happen next in them. Bur even infinite distance and omniscience in the
face of the tangled histories of massacre and cruelty that have led up to
the present of these two cities would hardly suffice to reveal a future for
either that would be at all transparently a just future.

If ethical relativism is the philosophical thesis that the mores of any
tribe are as good as the mores of any other tribe—or more felicitously
that it makes no sense to ask whether the mores of any tribe are better
than the mores of any other tribe—because good and better are defined
intratribally—then it readily prompts the question of what is so special
about tribes. Why not nations, states, even (hideous thought) empires—
or at the other end why not provinces, cities, villages, even streets and
households? Indeed if the mores of every tribe are as good as those of
every other tribe, if it is a kind of epistemological duty so to regard them,
why should not one presume that the mores of every individual person
are as good as the mores of every other individual? (Not perhaps what
every individual actually does but at least what every individual
approves of doing.) But on second thought even this concession may
well prove epistemologically unworthy. If nothing is special about what
is good or bad, if good or bad are words that always carry with them
their own private set of inverted commas, what can be so special about
approval? Why should guilt not be seen simply as a form of weakness,
a deficit in power? As Thrasymachus saw so clearly—or at least as Plato
presents him as seeing—an ethical relativism in politics is linked con-
ceptually to nihilism and nihilism as an ethical doctrine makes it impos-
sible for an agent to have good reason ro deny to themself anything that
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they desire and are able to appropriate." The ratiohal man is the psy-
chopath, negotiating obstructions to his desires with instrumental
panache—and any internal inhibition in ensuring the way of his future
desire is merely a personal or social supérstition. A species whose habi-
tat is a world of self-righteous nations or tribes or villages is a species of
rational psychopaths whose rationality is impaired $olely by their shared
or private ethical superstitions. This is not an altogether attractive
vision; but if human selves were in truth nothing more than bundles or
collections of different perceptions (as David Hume put it)" there is per-
haps no very pressing reason why it should not be judged as simply a
true vision.

Nationalism, then, is simply one level in a conceptual continuum
that reaches from the single morally irresponsible individual to the
morally irresponsible species man the whole globe over—man, an intel-
ligent being no longer conscious of a dependence on any being higher
than himself and left to decide what ends to act for, all on his own—
man become, as John Locke pur it, “a god to himself.”" Narionalism is
simply one version of the self-righteous polirtics of ethical relativism. But
it is certainly at present the version best sustained by political realities,
the most causally effective version of this politics at any point on the
continuum between the individual egoist and the self-righteously appro-
priative species.” The prevalence of nationalism is a moral scandal
because the official ethical culture of almost the entire world is a uni-
versalist ethical culture. But, moral scandal though it be, its efficacy is
unmistakable. If democracy is the resolved mystery of all constitutions,
nationalism is perhaps the resolved mystery of all boundaries in a world
that is densely practically related across boundaries—a world of inter-
national exchange and drastically unequal power and enjoyment. An
appropriate symbol of the intuitive economic nationalism of modern
populations is the extreme suspicion with which multinational capitalist
corporations have recently come to be held—agencies that are not
merely practically beyond the control of sovereign states, politically
unresponsible, as internal institutions like armed forces may often prove
in practice to be, but that are, because of their mode of organization, in
effect constitutionally responsible to no agency at all for how they oper-
ate as a whole. There is no state today so ramshackle that it cannot
muster an ideological proclamation of why its citizens should trust it.
But multinational corporations bave no plausible ideclogy of why any-
one should trust them. All they can offer is the obvious truth that they
trade as they can on the markets, as they find them (and trade should
not be read in any narrowly legal sense). It is unlikely in fact that there
are any multinational corporations as intensely undeserving of human
trust by those whom they affect as a fair number of states today. But
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even a true paragon among them, a multinational corporation sans peur
et sans reproche, could not muster the ideological resources of the most
barbarous of states.

Why should this be so?

Nations in the world today are in the first instance not, as the word
still suggests, extended ideological glosses on kinship units, communities
of birth. Rather they are simply states that are relatively happy with
their statehood, states in which whatever other features of the social
arrangements are widely felt to require amendment, at least no very
large grouping within the population feels urgently that they would be
much better off in two or more state units, in place of a single one. In
this sense the nationhood of most states in the world today is potentially
in jeopardy and the nationhood of not a few—including for example
Great Britain and Canada—is plainly in jeopardy in actuality. But for
our purposes at this point what matters is not simply that today some-
what more nation-states have their national starus actively in question
than would have been the case three decades ago, but rather what is
more or less universally seen as the appropriate replacement for the
nationally jeopardized state—namely the constitution of a plurality of
states whose title to nationhood would be comparatively (at least for a
time) beyond dispute. The rationality of this process of fission within
allocative units to produce what are felt to be more trustworthy com-
munities of common interest is not confined, of course, to nation-states,
It can be seen at work as transparently and at least as actively within the
process of state fission within the Nigerian Federation as it can within
the politics of the British Isles. The search for a more intuitively plausi-
ble scale of community lies behind the worldwide pressures for decen-
tralization and localization of political choice and control. The search
for more locally advantageous distributive arrangements by the same
token is a natural consequence of any at all participant political process.
Since virtually all political distribution is zero-sum in character' in the
present tense, whatever its longer-term consequences for all the parties
concerned, there are bound at any time where distriburtion is actually
occurring to be those who can clearly and accurately perceive themselves
as losers and perceive others as winners. Those who are suffering dis-
crimination, other things being equal, have the best of reasons for pre-
ferring to exercise the choices themselves. Of course other things never
are equal—the present being in terms of political evaluation so much the
least significant of political tenses. But illusory though its rewards may
eventually prove, the present remains an amazingly powerful locus of
political causation; and delayed gratification remains a singularly unen-
ticing political program. The strains on states, the growing pressures
toward fission, can thus be expected to increase for the present, and the
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only forces that are at all likely in practice, at least in the reasonably
near furure, to diminish them would be a decrease in effective political
articulation and participation, an increase in autocratic control either
from the right or from the left. In its protracted predemocratic heyday,
the Soviet Union certainly had less difficulty with its nationality ques-
tion than the United Kingdom. This was hardly what one would have
predicted late in 1917" and it is plain enough that the main agency that
produced the difference, for as long as it lasted, was not the superior
equity of the Soviet arrangements but rather, to steal a phrase from a
recent British Tory prime minister in a rather different context, “the
smack of firm government.™

But if nationhood is now revealed in this fashion as the political
Achilles heel of many modern states, it remains true that the vehicle in
which the whole population of the world formally accepts its common
species unity is a Union of Nations (or in its earlier version a League of
Mations). Even at its most ideologically pretentious the species has not
yet conceived a practical form in which to transcend the nation-state.

Late-twentieth-century political organization is the product of a
geopolitical process, a process that has followed the constirution of a
world market and that is in the broadest and most nebulous of terms a
product of the dynamic of capitalist development. Now that this geopo-
litical and economic field has been constitured, has come into existence,
the two broadly alternative ideological orientations toward its existence
both implicitly recognize its centrality in modern political choice. Either
to embrace the world market and the far from narrowly economic terms
of trade that it brings with it, in accordance with classical liberal foreign
trade ideology and the doctrine of comparative advantage, or to reject
the world market and embrace some version of autarky as an exit from
the imperialist noose,"” “Economic Nationalism within One Country,”
is to see the nation as the key unit of political choice. The bold options
for autarky or for an open economy, and all the more cowardly or pru-
dent intermediary stages between these points that are what most
nations opt for in fact, can only be and must be exercised at the level of
the nation. Twentieth-century geopolitics is still conducted predomi-
nantly at the level of the nation-state and nation-states (obviously of
very unequal power) are its official dramatis personae. If you do not
happen to like your nation-state, the plain alternative at the political (if
not at the individual) level is to make a new one. If you do not like India,
try Pakistan. If you do not like Pakistan, try Bangladesh. If you do not
like Nigeria, try Biafra. If you do not like Canada, try Québec Libre. If
you do not like Britain, try Scotland. If you do not like Scotland, try,
perhaps, the Shetlands.

Since twentieth-century nation-states are in this sense communities
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of fate and not of choice, since despite Locke' one is everywhere today
born a citizen of a particular state unless one has the transcendent mis-
fortune to be born a citizen of no state at all, and since nation-states are,
as we noted earlier, for the most part democratic in their own concep-
tion of their legitimacy (nervously eager, at least at the ideological level,
to ingratiate themselves with their own populations as a whole, or at a
minimum, to portray themselves as truly representing the latter), and
since nation-states today are both organizationally and in terms of social
process so much more participant societies in terms of literacy, media,
physical communications, and public expression than any territorial
states of the past, one can see readily enough the complicity between
state powers and subject populations in determining the locus of the
interests that these powers should represent.

Nationalism is the natural political sentiment for modern states and
(although many items of nationalist sentiment may be morally perni-
cious and many others may reflect a dramatic level of false conscious-
ness) there is a solid core of nationalist sentiment that is no more
morally discreditable and no more inherently an indication of cognitive
confusion than Bentham’s principle of self-preference.”

If we ourselves are not for us, who else is likely to be?

But if nationalism is in some sense the natural political sentiment for
the populaces of modern states and if its predominance in modern poli-
tics is thus nothing at which to be surprised, it has certainly not been at
all a natural sentiment for most human beings in most of human history,
nor even for the great majority of the populations of very large states at
least until well into the twentieth century. The situation of a Chinese
peasant before the mid nineteenth century was one to which peoples
outside the empire were essentially (with the exception of a few Mongol
forays) almost wholly irrelevant. The Chinese certainly looked down on
foreigners,™ those Chinese at any rate who had heard of the existence of
foreigners. (One should remember that as late as 1936 when the nation-
alist students of Peiping and Tientsin went to the people in the approved
Russian style to alert the Chinese peasantry to the threat of Japanese
aggression in Manchuria, most of the peasants although they had heard
vaguely of Japan, the homeland of the Eastern Dwarfs, had never heard
of Manchuria, the nearest point of which was a mere hundred miles
away.)" If the Chinese did indeed corporately look down on foreigners,
the*mandarins discharged this burden on behalf of Chinese society as a
whole, along with all the other agreeable perquisites of their office. Cul-
tural chauvinism is a comion enough motif in history but on the whole
uniil rclarm:lf modern times cultural chauvinism has been an elite pre-
mgamrl:—a pleasure for those with the leistre to savor it. Most peoples
in history have had their culeursl chagvinissi done for them.
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Any society by and large prefers its customs to those of other soci-
eties. Indeed to possess customs that one prefers to those of others is
what from a cultural point of view it is to be a society. Any society is
likely to fight, if the need arises and if it feels there to be any chance of
success in so doing, for the ashes of its fathers and the altars of its gods.

Nor is chauvinism, where it exists, necessarily a defensive psycho-
logical adaptation. English popular chauvinism clearly existed to be
appealed to in the audience for whom Shakespeare wrote Henry V; and,
more urgently, it formed a major emotional theme in the English Protes-
tant self-understanding as this can be seen developing from Foxe's Book
of Martyrs,” through the exploits of Sir Francis Drake and Queen Eliz-
abeth’s speech to her people at Tilbury® to the foreign policy of
Cromwell* and the Glorious Revolution of 1688, When John Locke
was packing his books to go into exile after the crushing of the Exclu-
sion movement and the temporary triumph of Stuart absolutism, he tac-
itly titled the manuscript of his Whig tract the Two Treatises of Gov-
ernment (or so Peter Laslett has conjectured),” De Morbo Gallico—on
the French disease—the fetchingly chauvinist English medical name for
venereal disease. The conjecture itself is perhaps overbold since Locke
was in fact a doctor and possessed a number of medical texts on the
topic in question. But if the conjecture itself may well not be true, it is
certainly ben trovato. Absolutism was seen by many English thinkers in
the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries as a filthy Continen-
tal affliction and English or as it became British constitutional liberty
were scen complacently as the natural political felicity of a naturally
healthy people. British Protestant constitutional liberty was the ideolog-
ical core of a political community in contrast to Continental European
and often papist absolutist slavery throughout the period that English
domination of the world economy was being generated. Here again an
ideology of popular representation, a more participant economy, and a
deeper emotional allegiance to the state power go very closely together.
If nationalism is the resolved mystery of all boundaries, one can see
readily enough why the English (along with their slightly earlier com-
mercial rivals and Protestant coadjutors the Dutch) should have been
the first to resolve the mysteries.

The articulation of this type of chauvinism is connected fairly
directly to warfare. The great dates of national chauvinism are almost
all either dates of battles or dates of peace treaties that conclude suc-
cessful wars of national liberation—Bouvines, Bannockburn, Agincourt,
the Spanish Armada, Valmy, the Battle of Britain. War has been the -
great motor of nationalist expansion, not simply in the mechanically
important sense of territorial extension by military conguest—what
made Spain and Italy and Germany and China and India and Russia into
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the nations they now are—but also in the more elusive but psychologi-
cally at least equally significant sense of constituting national solidarity.
The nineteenth-century French thinker Ernest Renan answered his 1882
query “What is a nation?” with the memorable phrase “a daily
plebiscite™*—that is, a continuous exercise of popular consensual will.
This is hardly a causally very adequate vision of the determinants of
nationality but it does point to the centrality of will and commitment
within the realities of nationhood. We have no reason today to acknowl-
edge the existence of circumstances in which it would necessarily be
agreeable to die for one’s patria; but in any realistically imaginable polit-
ical world there will remain circumstances in which it would still be, as
Horace put it, decorous to do so. Within the present nation-state system
states remain compulsive communities of minimal security, machines for
human self-defense. And self-defense at a communal level, the defense of
ways of living, rights, collective autonomies, cannot be an individualist
matter, cannot be morally or practically discharged by individual ego-
ism. “I love my country [la patria mia] more than my soul,” said Machi-
avelli in a splendidly and characteristically histrionic phrase.” To choose
to obey the universal requirements of Christian ethics, rather than to
respond to the practical contingencies of communal defense, was a self-
ish and a communally irresponsible choice—within nature as it was and
plainly would remain, it was a morally wicked option, however sancti-
moniously and however Sil‘ll:tl‘tlj" rationalized. Christianity was the mor-
tal foe of citizenship, encouraging a sickly concern for the health of the
individual soul at the expense of the most pressing :¢qu1rm!ll:rlt: of
mutual practical responsibility. Nature precludes the normative univer-

salism of moral absolutes, Christian or indeed secular. Machiavelli
would certainly have regarded a secular pacifism in a militarily threat-
ened country as being as improper an elevation of individual spiritual
self-regard over the practically given duties of the citizen's station as he
would a pacifism or Kantian dedication to truth-telling founded on
Christian belief. Machiavelli, one may say, simply took consequential-
ism seriously from a moral point of view.

But it is probably more immediately revealing to note simply that he
took the duties of citizenship or republican statecraft, the priority of
right of community over individual, as axiomatic, as classical political
theorists had done more effortlessly before the Christianization of
Europe.® As Hegel observed three centuries later, hussars with shining
sabers could teach men their public obligations,” could bring these home
to them in a way in which daily life in peacetime could hardly be
expected to do—eliciting a due moral commitment to a context of
mutual relations that individuals are normally in a position to afford to
treat in a detached and instrumental fashion. In recent European expe-
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rience the hussars with shining sabers have taken the guise of 55 armies,
the Gestapo, or the military and police agencies of panzer communism,
The experience, above all, of the European resistance in the course of the
Second World War stands as a commanding reminder of the political
obligation to lay down one’s life for one’s friends.

It is because of this stark conceptual boundary to the politics of ego-
istic self-preservation that the ties between membership of a moral com-
munity, the duty to defend such a community, and the resonance of
nationalism as a political ideology are so intimate. It is hard to exagger-
ate the significance of the link between nationally predicated political
sentiment and the military defense or liberation of what remain today
national political communities. The process of national liberation is a
process that has done much to form nations. It has not been simply a
mechanical external protection of existing cultural and social units but
rather a mode in which communities of cultural and social interaction
have come to be created. To see the process externally is readily to see
it as a process of rather threadbare ideological fiction, supplemented by
coercion and murder, the American view of the role of the National Lib-
eration Front in South Vietnam.” But hussars with shining sabers have
a lengthy ancestry. It was largely the Duke of Alba's imperial forces that
made the United Netherlands into a nation. It was as much as anything
else Napoleon, the agent of an imperialism rationalized in universal
terms, that gave some real political substance to German nationalism."
And the same causal strand can be followed readily enough throughout
European colonial expansion and its revanchement—Ireland, Latin
America, China, India, Viemam, Indonesia, Algeria, Guiné Bissau,
Kenya, Angola, Kampuchea—perhaps in the future even Israel and
South Africa. Plainly one should not sentimentalize this process. The
birthpangs of nations or even their rebirths are often hideous affairs,
years or decades drenched in blood. Think of Kampuchea.” And history
frequently leaves precipitates of problems that are beyond any morally
plausible political solution—like the city of Belfast today, a historical
absurdity of more than three hundred years depth, attempting to live
amidst the ruins of three centuries of history.

Qur political sensibilities in advanced industrial societies shy away
from these histrionic issues. We think of politics in terms of production
and distribution—as an allocation problem—and where violence enters
our horizons at all at a level more complex than that of ‘our safety in
walking the streets, it does so more or less at the lavel of the unthink-
able, a world war fought with nuclear wedpof: Gotterddmmerung.
Those of us who are anxious about such Matters expréss our anxieties,
with varying degrees of hysteria or plangency. But even for the most
anxious it is hardly a matter with much bearing on everyday life. Either
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it will happen or it won’t. Most believe it won’t. You or | perhaps, some
persons at any rate, believe it will. Some of those who believe it will, feel
the need to bear witness to their expectations in as conspicuous a way
as they can devise. But even the most spectacular witness can hardly
with sanity be expected to have much effect on the probabilities of its
occurring or not occurring. Either it will happen or it won’t. For private
citizens at any rate (if not for advisers of American presidents or British
prime ministers) a high degree of fatalism seems apropos. And so blood
and death and the community of unhesitating sacrifice appear to us to
be nothing properly to do with politics, atavistic survivals within our
own politics, bombs in London or Birmingham, kidnappings and mur-
ders in Quebec, or palpable indices that the politics of others in distant
places—Chile, Argentina, Italy even, the Philippines, Yugoslavia, Kam-
puchea—remain the politics of savages, prepolitical, precivilized, bar-
barous. And thus the nationalism of tariff barriers or indigenization of
employment appears as simply a component of modern political reason
and the nationalism of those as yet unable to erect tariff barriers and the
violence that disfigures this seems archaic and irrational, irredeemably
morally ugly. Now it is certainly an error to hint, let alone to argue, that
these values are simply misconceived—that civic peace and prosperity
are not real political goods and goods self-evidently to be preferred to
cheery mutual maiming and torture, let alone the hecatombs of slaugh-
ter required for (or at least incurred in) the liberation of some nations.
But what must be emphasized very firmly is that the comfortable politi-
cal vision of distributive politics as exhausting the political meaning of
membership in a community is an extremely callow and superficial one.
And if nationalism as a political force is in some ways a reactionary and
irranonalist sentiment in the modern world, its insistence on the moral
claims of the community upon its members and its emphasis that civic
order and peace is not a given but an achievement that may well have to
be struggled for again is in many ways a less superstitious political vision
than the intuitive political consciousness of most capitalist democracies
today.

It is in this sense broadly true that the populations of most if not all
capitalist democracies today espouse a relaxed and peaceful economic
nationalism but shrink back rather from the stridencies and the violence
of those whose nations still appear to them to require liberation, to be
still wnfree. And it is natural for them thus to see the former versions of
nationalism as harmless and the latter as purely damaging, fit conduct
for Palestinians. Yet both of these more or less reflex judgments are dis-
astrously inadequate. The relaxed economic nationalism of operating
states, although it is a natural outcome of the dynamics of the world
economy, poses a real threat to the future of the species, while the ter-
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rorist politics of national liberation, unprepossessing though it certainly
is in itself, is premised upon very deep truths about the human political
condition that it is wildly imprudent for us to ignore.

The perils of economic nationalism are simple enough in outline. To
reat economic cooperation in a rigorously zero-sum mood,” seeking
permanently and ar whatever external cost to others to minimize one’s
own losses and to maximize one’s own gains, may be an ecologically
viable practice in the short term. But it is a blatantly wasteful way in
which to utilize the resources of the globe and the pretense that it does
not diminish the natural inheritance of the species, does not violate what
Professor Macpherson christened Locke's “sufficiency limitation,™™ is
palpably absurd. As a practice, it simply does not leave as much or as
good in common to other men in the present, let alone in the future, But
the deficiencies of such egoistic utilitarian consciousness, both imagina-
tive and moral, are not in any sense peculiar to nationalism. They dis-
play themselves as conspicuously in the domestic politics of advanced
industrial capitalist societies as they do in the international postures of
all states in the world today.

The distinctive splendors and menaces of nationalism as such come
out much more drastically in the relation between individual and com-
munity. In exploring the ramifications of this theme it would be hard o
exaggerate the centrality of Germany, a culture without a state, as the
nineteenth century dawned, confronting an all-too-effective state
endowed with a universalist ideology. The late Professor Plamenatz has
drawn a persuasive distinction between two political forms of national-
ism in modern history.” On the one hand he sees a form, for which Ger-
many is clearly prototypical, in which ethnic and linguistic groups that
in terms of culture and civilization are clearly the equals if not the supe-
riors of the polities that rule over them set themselves to forge indepen-
dent political units of their own as the natural political expression of
existing cultural and social capabilities. On the other he sees a form for
which a good many of the states of tropical Africa would serve as very
adequate prototypes, in which social groupings are in the simplest
descriptive sense backward, largely preliterate, with low producrtivity,
weak overarching social solidarities, and slight abilities to organize
themselves for the better. Nationalism in these territories was a rela-
tively powerful and unambiguous sentiment in the face of colonial rule
but it has proved quite intolerably undirective in practice in the after-
math of independence and even in ideological terms has the greatest dif-
ficulty in transcending the level of rather brutal self-parody. The passage
from mégritude, a Parisian intellectual conceit, through for example
Zambian humanism to the stage in which in Zaire, the former Belgian
Congo, authenticity came to be defined in terms of President Mobutu’s
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proudly wearing the skins of endangered species is not an inspiriting cul-
tural efflorescence.™ But it is perhaps an adequate enough tracer at the
cultural level of the degree of political and social progress over the time
span in question.

In its early-nineteenth-century German context, from Herder to
Fichte or Savigny for example, nationalism did become an explicit ide-
ology of cultural particularism, a sturdy defense of the virtues of the
Teutonic folkways in contrast with the britde polish of Gallic cos-
mopolitanism, and alongside this a more intractably conservative affir-
mation of the merits of treating law as a practical expression of histori-
cal social continuity, a means for a community happy with itself to
guarantee its own reproduction through time, as opposed to the Enlight-
enment image of the law as instrument of social invention and rational-
ization and appropriate field for the exercise of moral creativity.” Some
of this movement of thought and feeling was, as Hegel for example pro-
claimed as resonantly as Marx did,” simply superstitious and irrational-
ist. But it was not this more or less effective ideclogical reinforcement to
the practical conservation of social and political arrangements, which
would have been much better abandoned, that has given to nationalism
in politics such an appropriately filthy name. What achieved this conse-
quence was the acquisition by these culturally self-defensive and
self-protective communities of an altogether too effective single state of
their own. Cultural nationalism at home, practiced between consenting
adults in national privacy or bravely if somewhat furtively devised
within someone else’s imperial domain, was a harmless and in many
ways an edifying business. But cultural nationalism abroad, as the impe-
tus behind a potential conquest state, an ideology of self-righteous and
externally irresponsible force was to leave such innocent imaginarive
gropings far behind. What it led to directly enough was the drive for
Lebensraum, for cultural self-protection and for the physical space in
which to practice such assertion to the full. And, when eked out with the
more historically adventitious ingredient of racism, it led on beyond the
early inspirations of the fascist regimes of Mussolini and Hitler to the
charnel house insanity of the Final Solution.” This indubitably swas
something new under the sun. In comparison with this even the ideolo-
gies of past, of present and, one must blindly hope, of future imperialist
rule are sensitive, humane, and balanced. The cheery acceptance of the
Roman destiny to rule the peoples of the world, graciously sparing the
vanquished and casting down the pretensions of any people who were
haughty enough not to recognize this destiny, the more moralized com-
placencies of the French mission civilisatrice, lineal descendant of the
universalism of 1789, or even the ideology of the erstwhile Soviet
empire, shiftier in its practical application but at least more edifying
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within its own explicit terms, all of these had their disfigurements. But
none of them can hold a candle to the Third Reich. Since this is what
modern nationalism, the nationalism of politicized folkways within the
madern capitalist state did at one time lead to, it is scarcely surprising
that we should view the relationship berween cultural nationalism and
the modern state with anxiery and suspicion.

It is important, of course, not to be too expansive with one’s suspi-
cions. We must separate as sharply as we can the question of what went
wrong in Germany, a dense and firmly causal question about society,
economy, and polity over a particular span of time, from the question
of what went wrong in cultural nationalism, what fundamental ideo-
logical flaw within cultural nationalism as a set of values the German
experience of 1933-45 did in fact disclose. There is an easy universalist
answer that simply claims that there was never anything much right
about nationalism, that any ideology of cultural self-protection was sim-
ply intrinsically reactionary and thar is all there is or was to say about
it. But this answer is so easy as not to be an answer at all. Indeed it is
little more insightful or illuminating as a political judgment than the
judgment that if the entire human race had been controlled in its con-
duct throughout its history by a profound understanding and accep-
tance of the Sermon on the Mount, most of the horrors of this history
as it has in fact occurred would have been avoided. So indeed one might
expect,

To see narionalism as being simply a bad thing is both politically
shallow and morally—at least in part—mistaken. For cultural national-
ism is in the first instance little more than the valuing of existing human
social identity at a point in time when this has come to feel itself under
pressure, It is not necessarily culturally bigoted—committed to the
infliction of its own local cultural proclivities in a hegemonic fashion on
the rest of the world. Indeed, as [saiah Berlin has eloquently insisted,*
the first great protagonist of cultural nationalism, the German social
philosopher Herder, took the view that it was necessarily opposed to
any such venture. Valuing the plurality of cultures and languages, the
subtle ecological variety and nuance of human pracrices, distinctly for
themselves, for their existent idiosyncrasy, rather than assessing their
merits in terms of their conformity with or deviation from some sup-
posedly humanly universal aesthetic or ethic, he refused to see hierarchy
within the realm of cultures and insisted rhat, as structures of lived sen-
riment, they must instead be accorded intrinsic value rather than
appraised sternly from the bastion of a single culture. Herder's thought
was not especially rigorous. But he was, as far as we know, the first
thinker to see at all clearly the very intimate and profound implications
of the fact that man is above all elsc an animal that uses an extremely
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elaborated language and to sense the profound political implications
that the extent of (and the limitations on) practical intercommunication
between human languages must present. Because both what man makes
himself and a large part of what he is caused o become are mediated by
human speech, the potential community of those with whom human
beings can in practice communicate, to whom they can in practu:q: ren-
der themselves lucidly intelligible, can be a human community in an
altogether deeper sense than practical aggregations of human beings of
any scale who are unable to address each other or comprehend each
other with such directness. To understand a human being as a human
being is to understand them as an acrual or potential speaker, in terms
of what, if speaking honestly and with due attention, they would have
to say. This is an extremely banal point and it has been very extensively
ventilated by recent social theorists, though unfortunately largely in Ger-
man and by theorists who clearly experience some difficulty in making
themselves lucidly intelligible even in that formidable rongue.* For the
moment all we need note in this context is the dependence on such
potential intelligibility of the possibility of real human commitment to
one another, not simply as in Christian interpretations of universalist
natural law as members of a biological species with obligations to pre-
serve ourselves and other members of the species—but real commitment
to one another as we actually are, highly elaborated and self-interpreted
cultural creatures. Herder, it seems, sensed this when he wrote, with a
scorn a little reminiscent of Edmund Burke’s,” that “The savage who
loves himself, his wife and his child . . . and works for the good of his
tribe as for his own . . . is in my view more genuine than that human
ghost, the . . . citizen of the world, who, burning with love for all his fel-
low ghosts, loves a chimera. The savage in his hut has room for any
stranger. . . . The saturated heart of the idle cosmopolitan is a home for
no one.”™ "

Since we are all in some measure, in the age of television and air
travel, cosmopolitans in ghostly communion, we must hope that Herder
is wrong. And certainly when the political consequences of nationalism
are considered on a world scale, as they plainly should be, it would be
more than foolish to see its main consequence as the preservation of the
bonds of social affection and its main beneficiaries as those who feel
such affection most keenly. If we are all alsa in some measure national-
ists now, we are scarcely such because we have all come to care for one
another more.

So let us remember once again why it is thar we are all nationalists
now and ask in conclusion what perils are associated with this condition.

We are all nationalists now, analytically, because Marx’s analyrical
universality—the insistence that modern social, economic and political
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process must be seen as a totality at the level of the globe—has worn so
much better than the political universality of his proletarians has done*
It was a misfortune perhaps—a nasty historical accident, a malign jest
of Fortuna—that socialism should have had to start off so firmly within
one country, though one may in retrospect see all too plainly that social-
ism was necessarily prone to this type of accident. But it was in any case
always a necessity that socialism would have to begin within particular
countries, with particular boundaries, controlled by particular powers.
And in the long run it is hard to see how any set of boundaries could fail
in some measure to resolve its mystery.,

Within particular countries, however their polity is organized, it will
continue to make sense for their inhabitants to define common interests
and to will {and even to attempt to cause) their governments to protect
these to the best of their abilities. The rational and moral core of nation-
alism in an all too practically integrated world is the protection within
boundaries of local cultural and economic and political interests. The
immoral {and sometimes, though not always, irrational) penumbra of
nationalism is the attempt to enforce such interests to the direct damage
of those of others.

The key question for the rationality of nationalism is the question
of how far in such an integrated world it is correct for the inhabitants
of different territories to sec their interests, cultural, economic, or polit-
ical, in zero-sum rerms, as matters in which the gain of one is necessar-
ily the loss of another. There is really no surviving tradition of thought
that provides at all a plausible method of answering this question with
any confidence or generality, though in different ways, liberal interna-
tional trade theory and Marxist political rhetoric both pretend brazenly
from time to time to be able to do so.

And the stumbling bemused idiom of thought that looks most real-
istic in its insistence on the idiocy of defining all interests in zero-sum
terms—that deep terror that we may be systematically destroying in the
pursuit of our several short-term interests the global ecology that offers
our only habitat—this idiom has no boundaries ro teach us its realities
in modern daily life (because its only boundary is the globe itself) and
controls no governments, compelled to enforce its definition of our com-
mon interests. If it does now constitute the conventional wisdom of the
species as a whole, it is a conventional wisdom without a trace of polit-
ical power at its disposal.

For human interests ar the level that modern nationalism rationally
articulates them within boundaries, modern history has duly created
nation-states to defend them in some fashion. But for those more final
interests that stretch across all boundaries and on which the very sur-
vival of the human species (and vast numbers of other species along with
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it) arguably now depends, modern history has not so far been thought-
ful enough to supply agencies with the least capability of defending
them. It is easy to parody Marx’s slogan with an appropriate modern
analogue. “Human beings of the world unite, you have nothing to keep
but your habitat.” But as to telling us how to set about the project and
how we could expect to be successful at it, that, alas, is quite a different

thing.
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CHAPTER 2

Theorizing Nationalism
(Normatively):
The First Steps

Wayne Norman

The forms that nationalism takes have been kaleidoscopic: reli-
gious, conservative, liberal, irredentist, diaspora, pan, etc. The flu-
idity and variety of national sentiments, national aspirations, and
national cultural values create another obstacle to systematic
research, as do the many different national identities. . . . The
sheer variety of components of national identity and of possible
causal factors has made it impossible for scholars of any discipline
to study more than a few aspects and examples of the subject.
—John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith, Nationalism

What should a normative theory of nationalism be about? Nationalism,
of course. But what does that mean? As Hutchinson and Smith empha-
size in the quote above, nationalism takes many forms, each of which in
turn incorporates a wide range of psychological, cultural, and political
phenomena. So it should hardly surprise the neophyte student of nation-
alism that the major social theorists of nationalism dispute radically its
Very nature, its origins and causes, and its effects. Where is the philoso-
pher to begin? Does it even make sense to presume that there is some
core idea to this *ism” that we can try to make sense of in normative
theory the way we can, say, when analyzing liberalism or socialism?
This chapter addresses the predicament of philosophers interested in
nationalism. As a matter of fact, virtually all of us qualify, at best, as
neophyte students of nationalism. For several identifiable reasons
(which we shall not explore here) nationalism was ignored by philoso-

51



52 WAYNE NORMAN

phers in the English-speaking world throughout the postwar years; per-
haps especially by those who came of age during the era in which John
Rawls’s A Theory of Justice served as the obligatory textbook and point
of reference.' Again, for several identifiable reasons (which, again, we
shall not explore here), the 1990s have seen philosophers scrambling to
get a handle on nationalism. And this requires, first and foremost, mak-
ing sense of the vast array of phenomena, and incompatible empirical
theories about these phenomena, referred to above. Where are we to
begin, and how far can we expect to get, given the obvious limits in our
sociological understanding of the subject matter? Or to put it another
way, what is the least that we need presuppose from theé sociological and
historical debates about nationalism in order to get a normative theory
of nationalism off the ground?

It quickly becomes evident that conceptual, empirical, and norma-
tive issues about nationalism are tightly—in some case even inextrica-
bly—intertwined. All the more reason to be careful about the initial
steps, since decisions about how we define nationalism, for example,
will have important implications for the sorts of normative issues we are
Iiiu:l]r to find most pressing. But obviously our conceptual decisions are
not in any way philosophically or empirically neutral. They must be
informed by our sense of nationalist movements in history, as well as by
our sense of some of the normative questions we want our concepts to
help us to clarify. This implies that there is no logical priority of con-
ceptual, empirical, or normative issues on this topic. But since we have
to start somewhere we might as well begin by considering how close we
can come to identifying uncontroversial answers to the conceptual ques-
rions about the nature of nations and nationalism,

WHAT IS A NATION?

The central concepts of nationalism are obviously not the sorts of terms
the philosopher is going to be able to define adequately without leaving
her armchair. Even ]. L. Austin would have conceded that. But decisions
can be made with an eye to clarifying and opening up, rather than con-
fusing or closing off, the relevant empirical and normative issues.

We find the concept of a nation rather less protean and controver-
sial than the concept of nationalism. For our purposes here we are
unlikely to raise objections if we rule out the sense of nation that is syn-
onymous with state.’ We can also expect significant agreement about
some clear cases of exemplary nations, such as the Germans, French,
Argentines, or Japanese, as well as some clear examples of groups that
are not nations, such as the Europeans, Londoners, or supporters of
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Queen’s Park Rangers. All characterizations of the nation in social the-
ories refer to communities and try to distinguish national communities,
on the one hand, from mere ethnic or racial groups, or communities
defined entirely by political or territorial boundaries, on the other. Most
theorists are inclined to accept that national communities tend to have a
number of special traits, such as those enumerated in a definition by
Anthony Smith, where a nation is a “named population sharing an his-
toric territory, common myths and historical memories, a mass, public
culture, a common economy and common legal rights and durties for all
members,™

But at least since Renan's Qu'est-ce gu'une nation? (1882), most
theorists, including Smith, have acknowledged that any such list of char-
acteristics is open to exceptions: for any such list there will be, among
other things, some obvious nations that lack ar least one of the charac-
teristics. It is now common to think that all of these “objective™ mark-
ers of nationhood are merely conditions that tend to foster the real nec-
essary, and perhaps even sufficient, condition for being a nation, namely
what Weber called the “community of sentiment.”™ Certain communities
qualify as nations because of the way the members think about their fel-
low members and the group itself. “[N]ations are the artifacts of men's
convictions and loyalties and solidarities.™ Ultimately, communities are
nations when a significant percentage of their members think they are
nations. And virtually all theorists agree that part of what it is to think
about your community as a nation is to assume that it requires the polit-
ical means to exercise control over its destiny.

It is also important that a definition of nation leaves open the pos-
sibility of conceiving of nonnational political communities, It should be
possible that are other kinds of communities to which political alle-
giance can be devoted. In other words, the definition should not be so
broad that it implies that everyone is necessarily a member of a nartion
or that any form of identification with a political community {such as a
state or superstate} is by definition nationalist. Although we leave open
the possibility of a genuine nation-state, where the membership in the
nation is (virtually) coextensive with membership in the state, or citi-
zenship, we do not want rto make them coextensive by definition. We
will not clarify the normative stakes of nationalism by identifying it with
patriotism, or by making every good citizen a nationalist of sorts. A fully
worked out conception of the nation, then, will have to specify in as pre-
cise a way as possible (which may still be rather vague) exactly which
kinds of shared myths, understandings, and memories are peculiar to
nations. We can expect reasonable disagreement between theorists
about these matters, even if they do share a common core concept of
nationhood.
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There is one prominent type of definition of nation that seems to
depart from the consensus | have just outlined. It is best represented by
Walker Conner’s ethnocentric answer to the question “What is a
nation?” “It is,” he claims, “a group of people who feel that they are
ancestrally related. It is the largest group that can command a person's
loyalty because of felt kinship ties; it is, from this perspective, the fully
extended family.” In short, he believes that it is a “fact that nations are
indeed characrerized by a sense—a feeling—of consanguinity,™ Now is
this another, perhaps more specific, way of stating the characterization
of nationhood sketched in the previous paragraphs, or is it, as Connor
seems to think, a rival definition? On the one hand, we could note that
many who accept the standard definition would agree with Connor that
his definition is a rival. They would argue thar narions like the United
States and France are perfect examples of national communities where
virtually none of the members believe there is a significant degree of
shared ancestral blood. On the other hand, we could note that Connor’s
definition can be interpreted as merely specifying a narrow type of
“community of sentiment,” a special kind of loyalty, solidarity, and
conviction (one based on mistaken beliefs about kinship); and hence, it
is broadly consistent with the standard definition. In fact, both sides
seem right, which suggests that Connor’s claim fails not so much (or
merely) as a definition of nation but as a definition. What he is doing,
in effect, is accepting the standard definition and adding on to it some
(contestable) empirical claims about the psychological mechanism sus-
taining the community of sennments, namely, felt kinship ties. This
makes for an unsatisfactory component in the definition: in part because
the idea of felt kinship ties is as vague as the term being defined; and in
part because even if we could settle upon a reasonably robust sense of
what s involved in such ties, then it seems an empirical question
whether they are really present in the groups we would like to call
nations. Or to put it another way, if our best social-psychological under-
standing of felt kinship ties showed us that they exist or are effective
only in much smaller groups than many of today’s archetypical nations,
we would drop that part of the definition rather than stop calling groups
like the French and the Australians nations.

So what is the philosopher, keen to identify and clarify normative
issues about nationalism, ro make of these ways of thinking about
nations? It seems reasonable to conclude that the idea of a nation, as it
appears in contemporary social theory as well as the discourse of West-
ern politics, i1s about as clear and uncontroversial as we could expect
such a notion to be. That is, there is a fairly wide intuitive agreement on
what a nation is, and legitimate disagreements about what groups may
or may not constitute narions can take place within the terms of mutu-
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ally acceptable definitions of nation. For example, two people could
both accept Smith’s definition of nation and yet dispute whether the
Scottish are a national community because they disagree about the
extent to which Scots share the right kinds of historic memories or polit-
ical self-consciousness. In general, I think we can conclude that the con-
ception of the nation sketched in the preceding paragraphs—the one
based on the community of sentiments idea—will allow normative and
empirical issues to arise and be debated in their proper forum. It leaves
open the possibility, for example, that liberals will find a politics that
takes nationality seriously to be either consistent or inconsistent with
their principles.

These virtues of the above definition of nation are not shared by cer-
tain conceptions of the nation that have been relied upon by some fanat-
ical nationalists and antinationalists. Consider, for instance, definitions
of nation that tie it directly to (mythological) claims of ethnicity or race,
and that include within them metaphysical “organic” properties and the
value-laden subordination of individuals to the national will. Obviously
if this was how we understood nationhood then, at least from a liberal-
democratic perspective, any political glorification of the nation would be
an automatic nonstarter, We have rwo good reasons for rejecting such
ways of defining nations, however, First, because they simply exclude
too many important ways that people and theorists have conceived of
their nations within modern political traditions. And second, because
most of those nations or nationalist movements that bhave conceived of
themselves in such organic or racist terms fall within the range of
national communities picked out by the more general definitions we
looked at earlier. They simply have some very bizarre founding myths
and historical “memories.”

WHAT IS NATIONALISM?

Let us turn now to the much messier idea of nationalism. One immedi-
ate explanarion for its messiness is this. Whereas the term mation is used
by everybody to pick out the same general kind of thing—namely, a
human community—nationalism can refer to several distinct sorts of
entities or processes, Consider the following ways Smith has noticed the
term being used. As:

1. the whole process of forming and maintaining nations or nation-
states

2. a consciousness of belonging to the nation, together with sentiments
and aspirations for its security and prosperity
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3. a language and symbolism of the “nation™ and its role

4, an ideology, including a cultural doctrine of nations and national
will and prescriptions for the realization of nartional aspirations and
national will

5. a social and political movement to achieve the goals of the nation
and realize its national will.®

In short, mationalism has been used to refer to a process, a kind of sen-
timent or identity, a form of political rhetoric, an ideology, a principle
or set of principles, and a kind of social-political movement. Obviously
these sorts of things are related, and we can see how—even if we decided
that only one of these things should properly be called “nationalism™—
we would still want to use the adjective “nationalist™ to describe phe-
nomena of the other sorts. Now if this multiplicity of things that can be
called nationalist does not make the concept of nationalism conceptu-
ally confusing enough, we must remember that for each kind of thing
(e.g., an ideology, political movement, or identity) there is considerable
debate about what precisely are the necessary or sufficient conditions
for its being nationalist,

Let us return again to the predicament of the philosopher trying to
get enough of a handle on the nature of nationalism to begin to pick out
and pursue the normative issues to which it (#?) gives rise. Let us take
up the question with which this paper began: What should a normative
theory of nationalism be abowt? The short answer to this question is,
potentially: all of the things mentioned in Smith’s list. Or to put it
another way, whatever we may, on grounds of conceptual propriety,
decide to call “nationalism,” a normative theory of nationalism should
be concerned with the nature of narional identities, the political
attempts to forge them, the rhetoric and ideologies that are used in such
attempts, and the principles nationalists use to justify these kinds of pol-
inics; among other things. This, I think, is the only fair and reasonable
response to the initial intuition that nationalism is something we should
subject to moral evaluation.

That said, what conceptual resources do we have for privileging one
or more of these uses of nationalissm? It would be advantageous if we
could reserve the term mationalism for only one or two of Smith’s cate-
gories {he himself uses it for ideological movements), since otherwise we
seem to be inviting confusion. At the same time, we want to take care
because it is clear that the hasty identification of nationalism with just
one of these categories has ofren resulted in an unfortunate narrowing
of the agenda of normative issues for a political theory of nationalism.
Consider, for example, Gellner’s famous dictum, that “Nationalism is
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primarily a political principle, which holds that the political and
national unit should be congruent.™ If we were to take this claim seri-
ously (more seriously than Gellner himself does), then a normative the-
ory of nationalism could quickly be reduced to a justification of the prin-
ciple of national self-determination. For reasons that should become
apparent, | believe this would be a serious mistake. It would lead us to
ignore much that is interesting in nationalist politics; for example, the
fact that nationalist movements may be in existence generations before
the nations they will claim to represent, and that much of their political
activity may be directed toward goals that have little direct connection
with making the national and political units congruent.” Given the famil-
iarity of political philosophers with the project of justifying principles, it
should come as no surprise that many of their initial attempts to come
to grips with nationalism in the 1990s have been reductionist in just this
way.

We may begin by enquiring about the significance of the ism in
nationalism. It is commonplace to concede that nationalism is “by far
the most potent ideology in the world,™ but also that it is alone among
major political ideas or systems in lacking a great theorist.” As Benedict
Anderson observes, theorists of nationalism are often perplexed by the
“*political’ power of nationalisms vs. t