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This thesis considers the main theovretical positions
mithin the contempovary sociology of nationalism. These
can be grouped into two basic types: primovdialist
theories which assert that nationalism is an inevitable
aspact of all human sSocieties, and modernist theories
which assert that nationalism and the nation—state first
developed within western Europe in recent centuries.

With raspect to primordialist approaches to
national isms> it is argued that the @ain Common
explanation offered is human biologizal propensity.
Consideration is concentfrated on the most recent and
plausible of such theories, sociobiclogy.

Sociobiological acoounis root nationalism and racism in
genetic programming which favours iZlose kins, or rathar
to the redirection of this programming in cComplex
societies, where the social group is not a kin group.

It is argued that the stated assumptions of the
sociobiologists do not entail the conclusions they dvaw
as to the roots of nationalism, and that in order fo
arvive at such cConclusions further and implausible
assumptions have 1o be made.

With respect to modernists, the first group of
writers who are considered are those: represented by
Carlton Hayes, Hans Kohm and £Elie Kedourie, whose main
thesis is that the nation—state and nationalism are

racent phenomena. Next, the two major attempts to
relate nationalism and the nation—state t{o imperative=s
spacific either to capitalist socisties (in  tha
torthodox’ wmarxist theory elaboratad about tha turn-of
the twantieth century) or to tha processes of
modernisation and industrialisation (the ‘Weherian®

account of Ernest Gellner) are discussed.

It is argued that modernist acocounts can only be
sustained by starting from a definition of nationalism
and the nation—state which conflates such phenomena with
others which are sgspecific to the modern.world. The
marxist and Gellner accounts form the necessary starting
paoint for any explanation as to why the nation—-stats is
apparently the sole viable form of polity in the modarn
world, but their assumption that no pra—modern sociaty
mas national leaves them without an adeguate account of
the earliest origins of the nation—-stat2 and of
national ism.

Finally, a tcasa2 study from the history of Englanid
arques that both the achievement of a national state
form and the elucidation of ocrucial components of a
nationalist ideology mere attained at a pevriod not
consistent with any of the wversions of the modernist
thesis.

SOCIOLOGY GF NATIONALISM: MARXISM AND NATIONALISM:
SOCIOBIOLOGY AND NATIOMALISHM .
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Chapter iJne

Introduction

The Importance of Natiognalism and the Nation State

Mational ism has been one of the most potent of the
ideologies which have helped to shape the modern
world — probably the single most important one. In
the English language ordinary names faor states carry
the assumption that these are nation states. Thus me
speak not of inter—state relations. and only rarely
of inter—gﬁvernmenfal ones, while the normal
designation is of international relations. A major
forum for such relations is the United Nations,
successor fo  the League of Nations. Country and
nation are near synonyms, and so on.

The twentieth century has ssen the appiication
of technology to warfars between sfates constituted
in national terms which has resulted in World Wars of
a scope unprecedentad in human history (1) . Yet this
carnage is a product not only of a guantum leap in
the technology of warfare, but also of a sea—change
in attitudes. Hovernments now find it easier than
ever to wundertake the mass mobilisations of their
populations to undertake the sacvifices entailed by
war fare> sacrifices justified and accepted in  the
name of a paramount national interest = in many
western European sountries the aCtep{ance of the
legitimac% of mass ﬁonscription into "national

sevvica" ozocurved in the period bsiween 1870 and the



beginning of the First World War (Weber, 1979, ch 17:
Dallas and Bill, 1985, chs 1 — S5).

Yet the phenomena asscciatad with nationalism
have received 1less <ritizal attention from social
scientists than other changes which have marked the
modern period: the raligious mutations of
protestantism and secularisations the intellectual
changes associated with the growth of the scientific
outlooks: the impact of industrialisation. all take up
far greater amounts of library shelving.

Most theorists of modern sséieties take
nations and nationalism for granted. For them it is
a domain assumption (Gouldner, 1971, ch 2} that, in

the modern world at least, societies ars (normally}

nations. That this is a domain assumption is
indicated by the iasual way in which the terms
society and nation are used interchangably by many

social scientists:

It might be said that a sociesty

is but the collective name for a
number of individuals. Carrving the
controversy between nominalism and
real ism into another spheres a

nominalist might affirm that just as
there exist only tha members of a
species, while the species rconsiderad
apart from them has no existance: so
the wunits of society alone exist:
while the existence of society is but

verbal . Instancing a lecturer’s
audience as an aggregate whiszh by
disappearing at the =lose of a
lecture; proves itself to be not a

thing but only a certain arrangement
of persons, he might argue that the
like holds of the citizens forming a
nation. (Spencer, 1277 p -445)



Another reliable indication comes from an examination
of the treatment of the subject in introductory
textbooks for social science wundergraduates. Of the
basic- sociology and politics teaxtbooks 1 myself
purchased as an undergraduate, Dahl (1974): Lemis
et al (1978): fKiddens (197132 HRex (19&1) have no
index reference to sither, and Coulson and Riddell
(1970) lacks an index but also discusses this matter
only in passing or not at all.

There is one reference to nationalism in
Bottomore and Nisbet (eds, 1979), which turns out to
be to a bare assertion that this doctrine has proved
morsa attractive than socialism for the working
classes of advanced societies (p £26). Cohen (1942)
and Misbat (1944) contain sketchy discussionss, bat
the only ones with anything movre than this both c—omsas
from that hybrid discipline, political sociology:
bnwse and Hughes (1972) and Bottomore (197%) both
summar ise what has cCome to be known as ?he modernist
thesis. (2)

Turning to those social theovrists who do
discuss nationalism and modernism more extensively,
two main trends <an be identified. The first. and
dominant one: asserts that thé phenomena under
consideration are sSpecific to the maodeen world. As
mill be discussed more thoroughly in  the chapter
devoted to mudernist%, there are significant

variations among adherents of this trend as to the



precise date of origin of the nationalist phenomenon:
though there is agreement on two points: that this
date was some time in recent centuries. and that the
location of this breakthrough was csomewhere in
mwestern Europe, from whevre the phenomenon has now
been diffused on a global scale.

A major variant of this trend is the marxist
argument that nationalism is specific to capitalist
societies. It is often assumad that this argument
originates mith Marx and Engels. ﬁppendix. Two
tharefore discusses the comments of Marx and Engels
on nationalism and the nation state, and argues that
contrary to this assumption theiv attitude was
actually similar to that of those Qha take the
existence of nations and nation states as a domain
assumption.

The second trend. mhich includes most
national ists but few recent theorists of national ism,
asserts that the phenomena are a primordial and
unavoidable aspect of human sociality. The commonest
forms in which such arguments are made explicitly
rests on claims that these phencmena derive from the
biologizal sonstitution of humans. (3}

It will be argued that both of these
approaches to the. nationalist phenomenon are flawed.
Before getting on to the substantive task of
discussing the two in more detail, however, it is

nacessary to clarify' the terminology which will be
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usad. The discussion of the nationalist phenomencna
is made enormously <onveoluted by the rich and
overlapping series of <oncepts releavant to it.
Before explaining the way these concepts will be used
hera, one other matter needs to be made clear.

In common wuasage nationalism has periaorative
connotations and patriotism positive ones
({interestingly. this relative evaluation is reversed
for most marxists). One result of these connotations
is that the term is often used in an extended sanse
to denote adhevence to any kind of aggressive
ideology which is being denigrated:

CNationalisml is often used to denote

any kind of collective selfishness or

aggressiveness of which the writer or

speaker disapproves. It has become a

perjorative term: used in contrast to
the respectable word ‘patriotism’. In

fact, *I am a patriot: yoir are a
nationalist’. (Seton—Watson. 1977, p
2)

& pri&e example of this usage of nationalism comes in
George Orwell’s essay, Noftes on Nafronalisa: in which
positive nationalism. loyalty +to some asc-tual or
potential nation state is nnly. marginally

distinguished fyrom such other forms as transferred

nationalism = including Commun i sm» Folitical
Catholicism, Colour Feeling. £Llass Feeling and
Pacifism — and negative nationalism (Anglophobia-

Antisemitism and Trotskyism).
One effect of all these ideologies or

doctrines is, like nationalism, to divide humanity



into the sheep and the goats, the saved and the
damnad, the in—group and the rest. However, the
principles they set up for making this «choice are
different from the criteria used by nationalism taken
in its usual sense. If this route is followed, it
makes it more difficult +to ask questions about
mhether there is anything distinctive about the bases
of group -formatiun which are characteristic of
nationalism in the more specif}c sensé, and even to
ask whether there are any conﬁections between these
forms of ideologies and national ism.

The ovrder in which tha concepts will be taken
is as follows. First to be considered will be the
nation states and how such states are to be
diffarentiated from other forms of polity. Next a
brief discussion of nations: then the nakure of .
nationalism as a doctrine or ideology. Finally. this
chapter will conclude this chapter with a discussion
of the relationship of nationalism to race and

ethnicity.

The MNation stats

Contemporary states 4 shavre two main
characteristics ‘which tend to distinguish them from
mnsf_polities throughout human history. The first is
t#e sheer szale of the populations in all but a
handful’ of tiny principalities mhich have survived

through historical accidents, and . which now Continue
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only through parasitism on theiyr larger neighbours.
The serconid (from which there are much 1larger
deviations in practice tham for the first) is the
asserted cul tural homogeneity of their populations.
The first ocriterion serves o distinguish
modern polities from stateless societies and such

forms of state societies as a tribe. a commune, or a

polis. Such societies, which tend to have a high
degree of cultural homogeneity among their citizens
(probably to a greater degree than any modern

nation), approximate to communitiesa Geme inschaften.
(3) It is possible thaé, like Athens with women,
metics and slaves, not all of the adult population is
admitted to full membevrship of the community. Thus
it follows that +the total population of such
societies <an be several times an wupper limit of
about 50,000 as the maximum size of the actual
citizen body. It is difficult to speciiy “several®
fullys beyand a stipulation that this {total
population will <till be numbered in, at most,
hundreds of thousands.

This criterion of scale as a facztor
distinguishing national from communal polities is:
—ommon among theories of nationalism. A.D.Smith
argues that this definitional component derives from

contingent historiczal factors:

The reason why it has become a
dafinitional . feature s, I think,
historical: France and England: the

first nation states and the models for
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all others, were large in scale and

sizes and in all respects

tsnccessful? . (Smith, 1971, p 323-

footnote 93)
Gellner (1983, p 34) derives an unspecified minimum
size for a nation state from the functional
imperative that the population must be sufficiently
large to support the type of educational pyramid
required in a modern society. But probably the main
re2ason given for the choice is economic = the need
for a state which Zan support a wviable internal
market and the other infrastructural cConcomitants of
an indusirialised economy (Braudel, 1984, Tivey:
1981bs; see also the discussion of the marxist version
of the modernism thesis in chapter three). In these
aconomic arguments reasons are rarely advanced as to
mhy the "sufficiently ~~large" state should be

specifically national in form.

Nation states and communal polities share

similarities in that the political unit and the
=il tural one are the same. A "foreigner" is an alien
both in political and cul tural terms. Frimordialist

analyses of nationalism rest on the assumption that
these similarities are so basic that the formations
of in—groups in these two forqs of society are nearly
or fully identical. In distinguishing communal
sociaties Jfrom nation states it is not the intention
hera of resolving this question in the other
direction by wconceptual fiat, but of leaving the way

open for a future fuller discussion of this matter.



The «oriterion of cultural homogeneity versus
heterogeneity serves to distinguish nation states
from empires. (&) In both of these the population is
greater than in communal societies, s0 the
constitution of a unified polity is necessarily based
on the existence of a state stiructure. Empiress
however, differ from nation states in that the
unification is more purely political. This
distinction is wmore difficult to apply in practice
than that on the other dimension- but the
ideal—fypicél case is as follows.

An empire is a polity with a large terrvitory
and subject population in which there is littla
cul tural homogeneity within the subject population as
a whole. I shall not be delving inta the
complexities of the definition of cul ture, but take
it here in a common—sense may as fievolving
essentially around the main features which crop up in
discussions of the subjecf in the context of
definitions of nationality, ethnicity. anid the likes
common language,. Common religion, and an elaborate
:"mythology" wmhiczh ocreates a complex imagery of the
specific historical experiences which have
constftuted the bases of ethnic/national
distinctiveness (see Smith, 192540 for a critigue of
the centrality of analytical.focus an languags as the
main diacritical mark of the boundaries batmeen

ethnic groups or nations). S0, . typically- in an



empire the population mill be divided into a whole
series of segments speaking mutually wunintelligable
languages, and holding different religious beliefs,
who do not share a single mythology of a common past.

Again typically, one of these many languages

will be used as the language of the overall
administration — sometimes this will be the language
of the people whose trail of <conguest ied to the

establ ishment of the empire or a scriptural language
which is no- longer a demotic vernacular. No
del ibevate attempts are made to impose this language
an the subject populations as a whole, though it is
highly likely that %ocal elites which are integrated
into the impevrial administration will develop a
fluency in it,. and possiblzs that the prestige of the
language, as the language of rule, will mean that
some of the subject populations as a whole do so
also. (7) Similarly, there may in general ba a
toleration of a plurality of religious baliefs and
practices, so long as these are not held to undermine
the stability of the overall imperial order, like the
radical wmonotheism of Jews and Christians in  the
Roman Empire (St Croix, 1974).

Thus empires are marked by a situation where
cultural diversity is normally allowed to continue
relatively unchecked by the vruling elitess unless
particular forms of cul*uvél axpression are belisvad

to pose a gpecific threat to the stability of the
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imperium. or to impede its objectives. The existence
of an overall political rule may create some
pressures towards cultural homogenisation, but these
are rglatively slight and such processes oocur only
over a prolonged period. It is possible that the
main policy of the imperium is to0o sncourage the
cultural diversity among its subjects.: on the ground
of divide and rule: and that such a policy might
involve a two—tier system of political organisation.
with segmentary provinces. based on cultural units or
on the territorial units in existencze in the period
immediately prior to conguest by the empire, &t a
level below that of the imperial administration.
(This account of an ideal— typizal empire is heavily
basesd on Eellner,jl?BS, ch 2, modified o also fit
the European colonial empires).

In confrast the situation in an ideal—-typical
nation state is something like the following. The
whole population speak the same language (probably
this should be relaxed slightly, | to mutually
iﬁfelligible dialects of a ~ommon 1languags) . This
state of affairs has been achieved partly through
del iberate -effortis by the state to. impose it (the
most important, though still not the sole, instrument
for this in the modern world is through a compulsory

eduycational system) .
N\

L

If this model is dvamn from abstraction from

the actual features of modern states,. the matter of a
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common vreligion is considerably complicated by the

existence of the trend for the sercularisation aof

society, and in particular the effects this trend
have on the policies of states. One decisive factor
in establishing the <lassizal nation states of

Western Europe was the establishment of a national
religion, with the creation of a national church as
an arm of the state which wmas increasingly asserting
its sovereignty (compare fhe_use of differaent forms
of Islam as a method of maintaining pulétical
legitimacy by elites in states as diverse as Libvyas
Iran and Fakistan in recent years).

In this phgse there mere various measures used
to employ state power to ensﬁre that dissidents
complied with the national religion. In the longer
term the potential for cConflict created by religious
=le2avage has meant that the 1longest—sstablishad
nation states have withdrawn from imposing a single
religion on their subjects, redefining national unity
not as the acceptance of a common veligion: but as
the acrceptability of a plurality of forms of belief
anid unbalief. The polar t;;es in which  this
secularisation of the state has been achieved are
represented by the Constitution of the Unifted States
and by the pillarisation of the Netherlands, whare
the whole organisation of society is build on the
creation of four sets qf segmentary insiiiu%}ons (ona

for each of the threé main denominationss and the

is



fourth secular) with the state itself the only major
institution of Dutch society spanning all segments.
(Bagley, 1973, ch 1)

In summary. the division of polities into the
tvpes identified is on the basis of the following
matrix:

Degree of cultural heterogeneity

Low High

B L L e L e L S S L L T E R C e T S E S

£ £ £
Large £ Nation £ Empire £

£ : £ £
Size of Pt o L R T o e Ak T S S R T T
population £ £ £

£ Communal £ Unlikely (8) £
Small . £ r £

£ seotetestetekedesteteodeteokod shabsbk £ seokehskokbokekstok bbbk £,

This matrix, and indeed the discussion to date. has
ignored the problems posed by the fazt that na state
in the modern world does have the degree of cultural
homogeneity required by this model. Soma of ths
compl ications this raises will be discussed in  the

next section.

Mations

We can now discuss what it ‘is that differentiates
nations from other forms of groups. Following ffom
the communal polity/nation state distinction, the
first criterion will again be the size of the group-s
which will again be taken to be of such a magnitude
that most fellow group membevs. will necessarily be
anonymous to any particular individual group member.

(23
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The second necessary criterion. therefaore,. is
that the basis for the formation and reproduction of
the group is that its members share a common cul ture.
But there are major problems, which have so far been
postponad, in pinning down what precissely is
signified by this term common culture. The sheer
variety of cultural coriteria which have been used
effectively at different times to assert the
definitions of membership of nations is so diverse as
to defy any classification which has any usefulness.
Most definitions of a nation have therefare
approached the problem from the other end. A nation
is any group who believe themselves to form a nation
and can be maobilized as a result of this belief. As
Weber puts it:

If the concept of a ‘nation’ can

in any way be defined unambiguously

it certainly cannot be stated -in terms

of empivical gualities common to thosae

who count as members of the nation.

In the sense of those using the term

at a given time, the concept

undoubtedly means. above all, that one

may exact from cevtain groups of men a
specific sentiment of solidarity in

the farce of other groups. Thus the
concept belongs to the sphera of
values. Yet there is no agresement on

how these groups should be delimited
or about what concerted action should
result from such solidarity. (Gerth
and Mills, eds, 1942, p 172)

From a more recent writer:

Thus I am driven to the
conclusion that no ‘fscientific
definition? of a nation <an be
deviseds vet the phenomenon has
axisted and exists. All- that I zan

find to say is that a nation exisis



when a significant number of people in

a community consider themselves to

form a natiown,. or behave as if they

formed one. (Sseaton—Watson, 1977, p 5)

However, two sorts of qual{fications must be
made to this sort of definition, both of which will
serve to bring the model to a closer approxiﬁafiﬂn to
the ;urrent real worlid. The first relates to the
strict regquirement of political independence, while
the second raises some of the many problems of
“sommon culture".

One reality of the modern world is that many
national groups, while they are of a size which is
distinctively greater than cCommunal societies: are
also in a situation where the possibility of full
politiczcal independence is less than promising. Thus
among the “minority" nationalist movements of
contemporary mwestern Europe many are divided into a
moderate wing which is demanding ov has already.
attained a federalﬁsf territorial division of the
existing central state, and an extremist wing
demanding full independence. It is not possible here
to judge which of these two has correctly assessesd
the political and economixc constraints in  any
particular <case. But this matter should not  be
prejudged by Henyiné the title of naiioﬁalisf to the
former type of movement. -

It is possible to make the «case that the

Flemish and the Walloons in Belgium, or the Scots,

Welsh and English in Britain (the complications of
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MNorthern Ireland are vyet another matter) are of
different nationalities sdespite sharing a common
ciiizenship.' But this raises further problems_mhich
lead on to the second set of gualifi-ations.

The modernist thesis about nationality rests,
with some of its adherents, on arguments that theve
are strong pressures in modern societies that there
should be high levels of cultural homogeneity among
all citizens. This implies that when a modern state
is divided inta tervitorial sub-—units based on
cul tural differences, such a society has strong
potentials for the dynamic of separatism +to go
further. While such "consociational societies" are
not necessarily marked by any higher degree of social
and politiszal instability than those which do more
—losely approximate to a uni—national- model. they are
move likely to be so (Bagley,. 19733 fCovell. 178S5;
Greenwood, 1985). |

This problem is both alleviated and
exacerbated by the multi—-faceted nature of cultures
which means that possible 1lines of «cleavage into
il turally constituted groups are many and, oftens
inconsistent. That is. depending on what are taken
as the defining -features of tha common cultures

differant indivjduals mill be counted as the members

of the group in question. Linguistic and religious
boundaries are rarely more than imper fectly
correlated at best. Before the imposition of

20



standard national 1languages in recent centuries,
linguistiz frontiers also tended to be relative (at
least to speakers of different dialects mithin the
same overall family). (10)

This mualtiplicity of possible cul tural
criteria for the delimitation of nations means that
the number of potential nations is vastly greater
than the number of viable states. ©One exceedingly
rough =calculation concludes that even using solely
linguistic criteria to determine potential nations:
the number of these is about ten times as great as
the number of viable states (Gellnev, 1983, pp 43 —
453} . The number of national isms which are
effectively asserted in the modern world is nothing
like this number:. even when eastablished separatist
and devolutionist movements are added to those which
have achieved political independence.

The existence of a common culture alones
whichever criteria are chosen to denate commonal i tys
is the mark only of a potential and not an actual
nation. The move from potentiality to actuality only
takes place when many (and how many is left for later
discussion) of the individuals who share the c—ultural
characteristics believe that these characteristics
define them as members of a nation. Such a result
tends only to be achieved as a product of a more or
less «conscious political and cul tural movement in a

situation wheve its propaganda is likely to have mass

ba
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appeal.

A full discussion of the conditions wunder
wmhich such movements tend to become viable mould be a
major task. It would require elucidation both of the
necessary and sufficient conditions in which a
"sufficiently rich" historical past can be elaborated
into myths of common historical origin (Smith,
19246b)> and an enquiry into the necessary and
sufficient présent social conditions which are such
as to create the possibility of a mass.resonance for
such mythologies (2.g. Gellner,. 1923). It is hoped
that later chapters will throw some further light on
these matters. For the moment the discussion will
move on to a focus on the political ideas common to

nationalist movements.

Nationalism

There are a whole series of problems with discussing
nationalism. The first is that the name is in fact
used of two different types of politizal doctrines:s.
one of which is concerned with the way all polities
should be constituted:; and the second only with the
way arine should be. flost analysts of national ism
concentrate on the former doctrine, which might be
more precisely axpressed, following Lenin and Woodrow
Wilson, as the E}ght of all nations to sealf—
determination. (11} Thus: "MNationalism is primarily

a political principle, which holds. that the political

i)
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and the national unit should be congruent" (3ellner.
1983, p 1). In A.D.Smith’s comprehensive definition.
the core components of this doctrine ars elaborated
further:

The core nationalist doctrine, on the

other hand- is constructed from a few

far—reaching propositions:

1. Humanity is naturally divided
into nations

2. Each nation has its peculiar
character

3. The source of all politizal
powevr is the nation- the whole
collectivity

4. For " freedom anid
sel f-realisation, men must identify
with a nation

S. Nations an only be
fulfilled in their own states

b Loyalty +to the nation state
overrides other lovalties. (.Smith-

1971, p 21) (12)

It arctual nationalist movements ara
considered, they translate each of thess propositions
from the general to the particular (apart from the
first, which is inherently general in form). Claims
are made not, or at 1least not centrally, about
nations in general., but about our nation.
Furthermore, such claims do not necessarily entail,
2ither in logic or in practice, the generalised, or
right to gself-determination, version of nationalist
docirine which is most discussed by most theorists.

The full relations of the +two levels of the
doctrine are that support for the generalissd version
entails (probably in 1logi=, certainly in practisce)

acknowledgement of the legitimacy of some specific

nationalisms (not necessarily all, for it can always

)
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be “laimed that some gspecific movement does not
represent a ‘"genuine" nation — the complexity and
arbitrariness of the cultural criteria for nationhood
means this can often be done). Specific nationalist
movements tend +to invoke the generalised doctrine
when this is likely to gain external support, outside
the group they aim to mobilise as their nation, Tfor
their objectives, and not to bother with the
generalised doctrine when it does not have this
potentiality or when they do not need such support.

The second type of problem in discussing
nationalism as a form of political doctrine is its
incompleteness as a basis for the formulation of
specific policies:

It will be immediately apparent from

this 1list of propositions Cithe one

given above - DAl that nationalisa-

unlike Marxism> does not furnish a

complete theory of social change or

political action. It does not even

define the ‘unit of population proper

to enjoy a government exclusively its

omn”. This is exactly the point at

which supporting ‘theories? are

needed, to suit the occasion. I would

contend that we ought not 1o take
these additions at their facze wvalue,

but to see in them 1lines of action
adopted to the situation of their
proponents. To do anything else: to
mistake for example the linguistic ar
torganic’? version for the core
doctrine of nationalism- is to risk
tilting at windmills and imposing on
natignalism a unity and rigour and
completeness which it does not

possess. (A.D.Smith, 1971, p 21)
Smith is here far too generous to Marxism. It, like

all othevr political doctrines, has basic principles
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which apply anly if, as rarely happens in this
complex wovld: other things are held egual. Mdhen
this wcondition is not met all doctrines reguire
additional theories, or a Holy ©@Office, to give an
authoritative prescription of appropriate action.
Thus Burkean cngservati;m is based on the’
principle that institutions which are the product of
prolonged histarizal evolution will in general have
achieved an optimal form. and are best not tampered
with, but accepts in specific instances that
institutions have outlived thair wusefulness and
should therefore be reformed. Hence there is a need
for further elaboration to enable followers of suzh a
doctrine to decide which are the outmoded

institutionss anid what kinds of reforms are

appropriate.

Similarly. the basic principle of classical
liberalism, that the freedom of action of any
individual must be maximised. is limited by a clause

which states that this should be so0 only while the
mays in which the individual acts do not infringe on
the cqrrespcgéing liberty of others. Onze again
additional theoretical elaborations are reguired, and
space is opened up for a considerable range of
specific docirines which meet the overall framework
(e.g. compare J.Z2.Mill with Herbert Spencer). All

political doctrines, from the divine right of kings

to marxism: are to a greater or lesser degree open to
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interpretation in this way.

Having said that, however, there is still a
substantial point which Smith is making which is
relevant. All political doctrines are incomplete to

a greater or lesser 2xtent, but nationalism as I have
defined it up wuntil now is incomplaete to a far
greater extent than most. There are two major points
of incompletengss at which additional thesorisation is

developed {0 give a doctrine which is sufficient for

practical guidance to action. These are in the
specifications of the oriteria which determine
membership of the particular nation, and in the

portrayal of its particular charaster.
It is the first of these which is normally
taken to divida theories of nationality into the

characteristic sub-varietiaes, such as the linguistiz

and ovrganis types which  Smith alludes tfo. In
practice it is probably the claims about particular

national characteristics which are the more
important. for <claims to specify the particalar
national genius of any particular people are implicit
ar explicit assertions of theﬁ appropriate forms of
political ‘and  social regime for them — indeed one
deep 1level of political conflict is frequeﬁtly
through contests over the effective presentation of
alternative.imagery about a national character.

The ayvthomoteurs (Armstrong. 19282, Zmith:

1984b) of the putative common history of the ethnic



or national groups- which may rest on elaboration and
interpretation of episodes which mara genuine
historizal events. are the most common if not
invariable form for moving from the thin or purely
rationalistic version of a specific nationalist
ideology to more fleshed-out forms capable of mass
appeal. It is wmith these <claims (almost invariably
mythical in the derogatory sense) to shared descent
and a common history that the claims +to the
boundavies of fhe national cCommunity are set. Th=2

content of this asserted cCommon history is of a share

of episodes which crzate an imagery of the national
virtues which carry implicit messages for the
appropriate forms of political and sorcial

organisation required tc maintain, or more frequently
restore, the peculiar genius of the national

character.

Nations Race; Ethnic Group

Finally this chapter concludes with é problem of
great importance: wmhat has been the velationship of
the nationalist phenomena so far discussed to race
relations or athnic relations? The «cultural
characteristics. wﬁich are supposed to distinguish
ethnic groups are precisely the same as those used o
dJifferentiate nations, vyet the distinction between
ethnic groups and nations is by no means clear in the

writings of ethnicity theovistis (Barth. 1249: Khans



19792 Lyon, 1972, 19733 Wallman. 19793 Watson, 1777).
Races are normally taken to be groups distinguished
by spurious phenotypical characteristics such as skin
pigmentation (sse Kuper, 1975: Montague, 1972: hGould,
19E£0s3 UNESCO.» 1923 for discussions of the
significance of human phenotypical differences) but
even hervre, it will be argued below, there are grounids
for considering the relationship of such situations
to the dynamics of national ism.

It might thus appear that the sociology of

nationalism and the sociology of race ov ethwnic

relations should be closely connesctad
sub—-disciplines. That the two forms of intergroup
conflict are closely related is assaerted by a whole

range of writers on both nationalism and racism: who
start from theoretical approaches as diverse as
sociobiology (van den Berghe. 1921). rational choice
theory (Banton- 1723} and structuralist marxism
(Miles, 1982a. 198Zb). Despite these individual
contributions there are few systematic connections
between the two fialds. (13) I will therefore begin
by discussing what theorists in the two fields have
had to say about the other.

There has been a 1lively Jdebate from the
theorists of nationalism, which has centered on the
relationship between the doctrines of national ism and
racisma. The concern has been to decide whether

=laims that nations are‘tu be identified as separate
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stocks is a genuine form of nationalism — and
specifically whether Nazism is to be included as a
particularly repulsive form of nationalism. or mas
something else entirely.

There have been a spectrum of positions taken
in this deﬁate. At one extreme is that of Kedouries
who seems to be saying that only ideologies which
include some component which claims to distinguish
nations ﬁn . the ground of biological factors are
really nationalist (1%&4&s pp 71' — 74y . At the other
extremity is the earlier argument of Smith (recently
he has asservted (198&b, p 246) that skin colour can
form the basis for group differentiation and thus the
formation of cul tural differences’; that the
different assumptions of nationalist and racist
doctrines are such that they do not overlap, and must
be carefully distinguished (Smith, 1971, pp 57 — 93).
Somemhefe between come probably a majority, who take
racism as one, usually particularly pathologicals
form of nationalism.

The cul tural criteria used to identify nations
are far from simple. When the wvalidity of these
cul tural cvriteria is backed by pseudoscientific
assertions that they derive +{rom the biclogical
constitution of the group members: this does wnot
produce changes to the extent that we now have to
talk about a nens  doctrine, but at most about one

variety within the doctrine. - Sinze the mmid

=
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nineteenth cantury the specific presumptions of
racist and purely culturalist doctvrines may have
diverged, but in general the collectivities they have
identified and glorified have converged. In the

te

heyday of racial categorisation in the 1la
nineteenth and early twentieth century “splitters®
among racial theorists tended to identify separate
races with separate established nations. The races
identified by "lumpers" were usually in practice the
arithmetical sums of the populations of several
existing states — with the frequent implication that
boundaries- aspecially in Europe, had marginal
imperfections in their covrelation with racial
boundaries. Thus, despite the formal divergence of
assumptions between racist and nationalist doctrines,
the +two have tended to appear to reinforce each
other.

Even the presumptions are not sc distinct as
tends to De suggested by those who argus they are
radically different. Social Darwinists. for example,
avgued that culture was determineﬁ by biological
difference, and in turn that cultural differences
were the sign {and the basis for the
operationalisation of procedures “for heirarchical
ranking) of binlogically distinzct populations.
(Miles, 19282Zb, pp 285 — Z84)

In so far as the appeal to pgeudngtience

appears to be authorititive, and 1to undevwrité;the
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existence of absolute differences between groups this
gives the possibility of gaining support for
xenophobic movements which are particularly virulent.
It is here that links between nationalism and racism
are most important.

Arguments about the existence of a ‘nem
racism® (Bavker, 19S1: Duffield. 1924: Lawrence,
1982), which oppsses the presensce of Mew Commonwealth
immigrants and their descendants as settlers in
Britain on the ground that this pressnce gives rise
to inevitable and wunacceptable conflicts created by
the presence of numerous culturally Jdistinct groups
in the same society, pose particularly sharply this
problem of the dividing line between nationalist and
racist ideologies (Miles, 1937). in so far as such
arguments are based solely on assertions of coultural
conflict, and despite the claims of the inevitability
of such conflict being given a biological gloss dramn
from popularised sociobiology, they would seam to
fall on the nationalist side of this divide.

To justify the term ‘nemwm racism’ to
demonstrate that it is similar though not identirczal

to earlier forms of racism such as that justified by

Social Darwinists, it is necessary to show the
presencze of two further assumptions. The first.
which in itself is still nationalist rather than

racists is that cultures are not merely different but

unequal: specificaily. in the present context. that



the supporters of the ‘new racism’ assert the
"superiority of the British wmay of life": in general
terms: or at least as an adaption to the social

conditions of Britain itself. The seacond and crucial

assumption» which would take more extensive
documentation from ‘new racist?’ wmritings to
substantiate, is a deterministic, or

quasi—=deterministic, linking of culture with descent.
From this assumption it follows that the vast
majority of Black British citizens will inevitably be

incurpokated- through the inescapable fact of their

descent, into inferior cultures, or into cultures
unsui table for. and incompatibla with, 1lifa in
Britain. If the *new racism” does rest on some such
postulate, then it becomes sufficiently similar to

older forms of racism: both in the internal logic of
the ideas, and in the capacity of these ideas to
serve as the justification for ineguitable treatment
of stigmatized groups. to be classed as a form of
racism.

In another wversion of an argument that
national ism and racism are totally distincts
B.Anderson makes a signifizcant contrast between the
types of abusive epithéis gach uses for out—groups:

A word like ‘slant’, for example.

abbreviated from ‘*slant—eyed’. does
not simply express ordinary political

emnity. It erases nation—ness, by
reducing the aidversity to his
biological physiogomy . . The
character of  this vocabulary may
become still wmore evident iif it is
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contrasted with other
Vietnam—War—periaid worids like
‘Charlie® and *V.C.?, or from and
earlier era, ‘Boches”™, ‘Huns’. tJaps®
and ‘Frogs’, all of which apply only
to one specific nationality. and thus

concede, in hatred, the adversary®s
membership in a league of nations.
{B.Anderson, 1983, pp i35 — 134,

original emphasis)

One paossible implication of this contrast: which is
not developed by Andersons is that the forms aof
denigration characteristic of racisms b? reduciﬁg the
stigmatized +to their biological physiogamy, reduce
them also to beasts, 1o non— humans. In contrast.
the nationalist epithets applying to one specific
nationality would carry the implication that whatsver
the strange and nasty foreign wmays of the ‘other’.
they are still acrepted as possessing some shreds of
common humanity.

Turning to tha understandings of the
relationship between racism and nationalism within
the dominant schoalg mithin IEnglish race relations
so-iology. the trends which will be considered are
those which argue that race relations situations are
products of pavrticular forms of cZlass situations, and
common themes which occour in the writing of Michael
Banton and Robert Miles: who- despité other major

differances of approach,. both assert a particularly

=fy

extreme {in the dating of the emergance 0
nationalism) version of the modernist thesis.
The derivation af racism from particular forms

of class oppression is the gstarting point of almost

ol
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all marxist analyses of racism. WUntil recently, most
marxists argued that racist ideclogies were a product
of forms of class exploitation specific to capitalist
societies (for the original source of this thesis,
see Cox, 1970). ﬁifhnugh sich arguments have tended
to share assumptions that racism is to be esxplained
by its eufunctionalities for the capitalist order,. a
number of differant economic and social banafits have
been proposed as being important.

The most frequently identified economic
sufunctionalities are asserted to derive from the
existence of groups within the proletariat which are
rendered more than normally powerless by racial
stigmatisation (and possibly additionally by denying
them legal and citizenship rights which are available
to other proletarians)? has the effect that highar
rates of surplus wvalue can bs exacted from such
groups (Nikol inakos, 1973: Castles and Kosack. 19723
1973: Castells, 1979). (14) An alternative economic
argument is that divisions between black and white
mworkers reduces the capacity of both to bargain
effectively for improved wages and conditions with
amployers (Roemer. 1979). In the first scenario
white workers may share some of the benefits gained
by the bourgecisiea from the excessive exploitation of
the black sub—proletariat. In the second Ecengrin
all workers lose.

The other main form of cexplanation is

Ol
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political. Racism is a method whereby bourgeois or
petty—bourgeois politicians whip up xenophobia among
workers: thereby dividing the latter and avoiding a
situation where they unite to abolish exploitation
(Cox, 1970).

Gne major defact shared by at least the
simplistic wversions of +these explanations derives
from their functionalism. Even if it is accepted
that in capitalist societies racism doas have thase
effects this does not constitute proof that the
eufunctions for the capitalist oarder are the cause.
and mnot an unexpected by—-product, of racism. The
models =Zontain two gaps: consideration of feesdback
mechanisms which might explain the reproduction orvr
the origin of racist ideologies through the benefits
they brought to the capitalist orders and
considevation of the possible dysfunctions of racism
for a capitalist social aorder. (15

Considav those marxists who siress the
cantrality of political factors. ii may be in the
interest of dominant classes to divide those they
exploit on xenophobis liness though when thessa
divides reach the pitch of hysteria they have tha
effect of raisiné‘iniergroup conftlict to 19Qels mhere
stability may be threatened anymay. What still needs
to be e;plained is why the exploited themselves
should accept such methods of categorisation-

contrary to their own long—term intevests. In more
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sophisticated varsions of such arguments, these
problems are met in part in relating this to
perceived struggles for desired and limited resources
internal to exploited classes, and to the
articulation of these struggles both materially and
ideologically by states (Hall, 19783 CLCCS, 192Za:
see also Elster, 1985, for a critigue of arguments iﬁ
tha work of Marx himself combining the simplistic and
sophisticated models as defined above).

However, these more considered accounts have
been concerned not with racism as suchs, but with
different specific forms of racism. In practice
these have been analyses not just of specific formss
but of situations (postwar Britain) of mutation of
one form of racism into another. The initial
credibility'ﬁf racial categorisations has been given
in the situation, and has not been examined by them.

Recent marxist attempts to conceptual ise
racism have also included an attempt to develop a
move cohevent alternative to this class dervivation
approach: in the work of Ben—Tovim and Babriel. In a
series of articles which elaborate a surocommunist
(1&£) analysis of racism (Ben—Tovim and Babriel, 19843
Gabriel and Ben—Tovim, 1%978) they have made a series
of criticisms of the previously prevailing marxist
paradigms, but they also seem increasingly to have
worked themselves into a position of denying that

racism derives from underlying structural constraints



of any kind.

Class derivation theories of racism are not

confined to marxisis. There are several Weberians
who take a similar starting position: but ths
attention here will be confined to Rex. In his

approach, rarce relations situations originate in the
complex class structure of colonial societies. Such
situations are mavked by diffaring forms of
exploitation at the centre and the periphary (Rex-
1933, chs 2; 3}, commonly accompanied by the
possession of differential 'legal rights for groups
descended from the populations of the two areas.

This approach represents an advance beyond

previous iclass—iderivationist analyses of racism in

several respects. The structural contexts within
which rarcist ideologies are ealaborated arse not

reduced to one single form of class structures
although a sufficient family resamblance’ is
diagnosed between such structural contexts to provide
the basis of an explanation as to why they should be
conducive to the emergence of racist ideologies.
Secondly, the Weberian framework used by Rex
allows him +to approach the elaboration of racist
ideologies as the active respons2 of particular
groups situated within specific forms of structural
contexts. He can thus avoid the great simplicifies

of the cruder versions of economistic marxism which

present racism as the inevitable outcome of some



forms of <class =sxploitation, seemingly produced
without human intervention, without falling into the
alternative pole which povrtrays thes elaboration of
racist ideologies as apparently having 1little or no
connection mith structural features of the societies
mithin wﬁich such docirines are disseminated (Bantons
1977: Banton and Harwood, 1775).

Finally, +this approach allows Rex to define
racist ideologies not solely through the presence of
specific, and historically e;anescen%: doctrinal
content (Banton-. 1977): nor solely with refarence to
material social effacts. regardless of how such
affects are justified, as in many uses of the concept
of institutional racism (see J.Williams, 1985 for an
unpacking of this cConcept). Rex s definition of a
racist ideology is forc-ussed centrally on the content
of the ideas (deterministic ascription of group
membership), but the significance of this content
derives from its social significance, as the
potential sourice of justi%icafinns or
rational isations for the invidious treatment of
stigmatised groups. One result of this definition is
that ideologies based on biological theories are not
the sole form of racism.

The basic definition Rex gives to delimit race
relations situations is one in which three cConditions
should be met: that the situation should be one of

"seversa competitions axploitation, coer<ion ovr
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oppression"s that this is a matier of conflict
"between groups, with only limited possibilities of
mobility from ona group to the other":s and that this
intergroup structure is "rationalised ... by means of
a deterministic theory of human attributes. of which
the most . important type historically had been based
upon biological and genetic theory" (Rex, 1723, p
viiil).

The move away from claims that racist theories
are necessarily based on explicit assertions of
phenotypical differences as the marker of group
boundarias is one of the sirengths of this approach.
In particular it then becomes easier to understand
situations where phenotypes are not explicitly used
as markers of intergroup bdoundaries,. although it
still seems to be ancsting as an operational dafinition
(Rex» 1973,-appendix to «<h 17z this possibility is
further e2laborated in Rasves, 1923, with the
concept of sanitary cCoding). (17)

Despite the power of this approach there are a
number of ambigui%ieé which can usefully be further
clarified. How precisely can normal and abnormally
severe forms aof campetitions exploitation or
oppression be distinguished? It is not disputed that
this contrast is maaningful . Domestic slavary.
chattel slavery and wage slavery do differ in the
extent to which the subordinate classes must suffer

direct oppressicn. It is difficult, however: to

P
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differentiate two basic forms of class vrelations the
one involving only normal 1levels of oppressions
exploitation or the 1like, while the other form is
abnormally severe in these respects.

Indeed, this contrast only works fully. when
the normal state is assumed to be the gituation
prevailing in a developed capital ism, complete mith
substantial measures of political rights for the
{indigenous, male) working classes. It is less than
ﬁlear that the forms of exploitation f{aced by the
mworking <classes, even in the now—advancad countriess
during the initial Course of the industrial
revolutions were novrmal ov abnormal.

In this period theres were theories, clnsély
allied with cuntemporar? elaborations of the
inferiority of non—Europeans, which sought to justify
the inferiovr position of indigenous wmorking classe;

within the metropolitan West itself as resulting from

biological rcauses. Such theories once seemad to
have been left behind in an eaflier and less
enl ightened epoch, but have undergons a recent
revival. (e.g. Herraensteins 1977z MWilson- 1975}

While there are Iunduubtedly connections between the
popularity of such arguments and the appeal of racist
ones, this does not make them equivalent.

Another problem area is the apparent
applicability of the definition to the situation of

momen: they as a gFoup are subjected to particular
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forms of exploitation and oppression. and for most
women in most societies. particularly savera forms
thereof: where there is no possibility of mobility
into the more privileged groups and where this
situation is frequently justified by deterministic
theological or biological theories. Yat sexism is
not normally <oasidered to ba a typa of racism
(though again 1like deterministic theories of class
membership. there may be situations conducive to
racism and sexism®s <Common acceptance and mutual
reinforcement)}.

Confining the .diStuSSiDh to capitalist
societies the factor which distinguishes class and
gender conflicts from race relations situaticns is
that the groups which are identified as inferior are
nevertheless still accepted as members of the nations,
albeit sometimes as less than full members. Racism
denies this possibility (or, as with the situnation of
the racial minovities in present—day Britain, admits
it only formally -— ‘naturalisation” -allows .legal

rights, but not full acceptance). The importance of

barviers to mobility in producing race relations
situations is not just in their guantitative effact,
though this is relevant, but in the typs of barrvier

which is erected to hindeyr mobility: a reduction in
the ability for demnizenation.
Something apparently similar to this proposed

r

link between race and nation is a feature of the
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common ground between Michael Bantné and Robert
Miles. Their argument is that both racism and
nationalism <can be dated in their fully alaboratad
forms from the mid wnineteenth century. although this
elaboration inzorporated themes which had had a long
history in western Europe (Bantons 1977z Miless
19282a: 1922Zb). Nationalism and racism start out mith
assumptions which are formally different, but theivr
affect is mutual reinforcement.

The argument for the modernity of the two
doctrines, and the relatively late dating of this
breakthrough as compared with other oroponegnts of the
modernity of both nationalism and racism, hinges very
heavily on assertions that the concepts of race and
of nationalism did not take on their modern meaning
until this time (Chapters Three and Four will include
a fuller discqssinn of similar arguments spplied to
the concepts of nation and nationalismi.

Miles Jevelops this analysis of the
interrelation between nationalism and racism in the
direction of a new—-wave, anti—economistic marxist
analysis, in which the interests which undevpinned
this development mere those of the bourgeoisie:

) Marxist analysis would develop

Poliakov®s reference to the developing
nationalism {hroughout Europe in ihe

nineteenth ceantury stimulating a
search for. or; move accuratelwys
creating in thought, separate and

distinzt ‘*races’, by arguing that the
appropriation and development of these
ideas was carried out by the aspiring
capitalist class who saw the formation
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of a mnation state as a =zentral

requirement for the successful

development of cCapitalism. (Miles,

198%a-. pp 100 — 101}

However, once Miles has demolished the economistic
axplanations of such interests charvacteristic of most
previous marxist thinking, there is very little clear
about what, if anything. is new about how he locates
raczism as being in the parceived intevrests of
capitalists.

Banton’s own more recent work wuses a version
of rational choice theory to argue that once groups
have formed on a racial basis. cZonflict between them
is likely to be particularly severe, and that the use
of phenotypizal markers to delimit group boundaries
is likely to remove one of the methods by which

individueal group members could opt out of such

conflicts through opting out of the group.



Footnotes to Chapter Cne

1) The permanent possibility of a nuclaar
interchange between the two superpowers threatens to

raise this destructiveness to an unimaginably higher

level. One indication of this increase in the scale
of destructiveness of warfare is in the change of
meaning of ‘Jdecimate’, which is now udsed. where

vastiges of its derivation remain, for the killing of

nina out of ten.

2 In the period following the French
Revolution, thare arose in Europe a
number of thinkers mwho rejected +the
premisses on which they believed the
Revolution had been based. That the
political involvement of the ordinary
members of a sorciety l=ads to
despotism: that @men are moved lavrgely
by irrational forces: and that thers
ara digstinct, relatively unalterable
‘fnational characters®™ which explains
much of what happens in  history -
these were prominent among the items

of the new ovthodoxy. Out  of this
intellectual matrix developed the new
discipline of socCioliogy. (Barrys

1270, pp S — )
3} See Appendix One for further arguments that the
work of Clifford Geertz and Edward Shils, commonly
designated as ‘primordialist’, shares assumptions
with modernism as it has been defined here.

Appendix One also discussses a third and
intermediate positians ‘ﬁereﬁniélism’, embodiad in
the rezent work of John Armstrong and Anthony Smith.

The approach of the berehnialis*s (particularly in
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the more recent and conceptually elaborate version of
Smith) is very similar to that_ developed in the
present work. Neither Armsitrong’s nor Smith’ s book
mas consulted prior to the initial submission of this
thesis: Armsirong because of difficulties in
obtaining a copy, and Smith bercause its publication
coincided with the initial submission.

Thea Armstrong/Smi th position therefore
converges, incompletely, on the one set out here herse
which was initially developed independently. The
Appendix discusses both the similarities. and the
differences of detail, between the present arguments

and those of Armstrong and Smith.

4) In what follows a central assumption is that the

boundariaes of societies are those of polities.

5) The upper limit to the population of suth a
society is set such that all the full members af the
community, a group which I will denote by the_term
"the political nation" or "citizens" (terms which I
shall use for all forms of polity io danote those who
are the politically effective members: the latter
term carrying the implication of someone who is the
possessor of formal énd indicial vights, but who is
not necessarily fully accepted by his or hef peers,
the former implying this as well) can deliberate

together to arrive at collective decisions. Sich
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Jel iberation is probably possible only for a body the
size of the Athenian Assembly or smaller, i.e. of the

ovider of magnitude of D0000 (Finley., 1%973).

&) With the further complication that the colonial
empires of recent centuries were formed by cConquest
around the core of a national state. Hevre the
nationalism of the colonialists imposed 1imits,
varying in strictness between one European empire and
another, but present in all Casess on the
assimilation of even the pre—conguest ruling classes

of the conguered.

7} When the western Roman Empire collapsed. only the
populations in the Basque country and Britain
reverted +to 1languages based on those current before
their Roman conguests: while in the rest the modern
"Romance" languages dervive from dialescts of Latin.
In the British Empire English became the dominant
language in the British Isles themselves (though this
is complicated by nationalist attempts to impose this
situation: but note that even in Eire, where the
policy is now +{o encourage bilingualism, English is
still the dominant language) and in the sx—colonies
(Morth America and Australasia) of seitlement: In
Asian and African ex—colonies English is es;entialiy

a language of elites.



2) In the sense that such societies are unlikaely to
be stable over the long term — or if they are stable
they will tend +to wundevrgo a <comparatively rapid

process of zultural homogenisation.

23 ««= I propose the folliowing definition
of the nation: it is an imagined
political community — and imagined
both as inherently limited and
sovareign.

It is imagined because the
members of eaven the smallest nation
will nevar know most of their

fellow—members, meet them or even hare
of thems: yet in the minds of each
lives the image of fheir cCommunion.

It is imagined as Iiari ted
because even the largest of thems
ancompassing perhaps a billion living
human beings, has finite. if elastic.
boundaries, beyond which 1lie otheaer
nations. ...

It is imag inad as
spovereign because the concepi was born
in an age in which Enlightenment and

Revolution mware destroying the
legitimacy of the divinely—ordained,
heirarchical dynastis realm.

(Andersons 1981, pp 15 - 14&)

10 Except where - neighbouring peoples spoke
languages across ‘linguistic chasms’ separating major
language families dialects of neighbouring areas mwerse
mutisally intelligable. wmith this decreasing with
distance. Going from this situation whare tha
linguistic descendant of ﬁne such dialect was raised
in status 1o that of the national language was often
a process where linguistic barriers were raised to
corvespond to contingent political ones.

Dnce the third of the three main claims to a
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common  culture -  cCommon historical destiny - is
invokad- the uoriteria are made even more vagues:
virtually any territory and its population can be
claimed to be linked and destined for nationhood on
the basis of saome (mis)reading of say the history of
the past millenium (Greecz2 and Isvrael both base their
historiczal claims aon readings which go back more than

twice as far) .

11y | "Part of the difficulty is that one

tends unconsciously to hypostatize the

existence of Nationalism—with—a big—N

— «wx and then classify tYit® as an

ideology." (Anderson,B., 1983, p 15.)

The distinction between the geneval and the
specific doctrines of nationalism which is developed
in the foliowing section. and the stress on the
importance of the gpecific forms, is similar to
Brewilly’s rewriting of Smith s definition aimed at
"eliminating all propositions involving explicit
general isations beyond the particular nation to mhich

the particular nationalist belongs.” (1982, pp 1 -2,

original emphasis)

1Z2) It will be argued below that the third point
- must be qualified., or the whole collectivity
differentiated from the whole population. To make
this identification is to assert that some form of
democratic or populist doctrine is a necessary

component of national ism. This "proves" the



modernist thesis by definitional fiat.

13} This may be due simply to the normal processes

of compartmentalism of separate sub—disciplines, but

it may be heightened by contrasts between the
prevailing wvalues of their practitioners. That
racialism is in some sense irrational is almost a

constitutive assumption of the <sociolegy of race
relations. The rationality or irrationality of

nationalism is more widely debated.

14) This type of thesory tends to be gspecifically
concerned with the mass immigration into postwar
western Europe, and tends to be combined with othev,
and generally inconsistent, economic benefits: that
the presence of migrant workers resulis in the saving
of the costs of sozial reproduction, that they act as
a resarve army of labour, and their presence permits
the upward mobility of indigenous workers one. The
fWilliams thesis’ (Williams, 1962).mhere racism is
axplained as originating from a need to justify
slavery, that is a form of explsoitation which is
qualititatively different not merely quantitatively
more severes ié a far move solid attempt to establish
a materialist explanation of the origins of racist
ideologies.

Even thiss 1like all accounts which portray

racist ideologies as emerging in the capitalist



epoch, is difficult to reconzile with the denigration
of non—European peoples which formed a significant
strand in European thought Tfor several centuries
before the rise of capitalism, or the baginnings of
the Atlantic slave trade (see Chapter Four. Footnotz

s &

15 The more complex functionalist method wused by

Sivanandan (1922) involves discussion of both the
eufunctionalities and the dysfunctionalities of
racism for the sapitalist class, but tends +to

alternate between stress on the one or the other
depending on estimates of the immediate political

situation.

1£) DBen—Tovim and Gabriel, and theair Zollaborators
Ian Law and Kathy Stredder, are all supporters-of the
Labour FParty. The designation of their approach as
surgcommunist is not intended to establish guilt (or
praise) by association,. but merely fu astablish the
parallels between their work and other recent

critigues of Y fundamantalist marxism’ .

17) Miles also argues that because racial
distinctions are 5iolagically SpUT oS, tf
sociologists wuse the term ét all the effect is to
give credibility to such false and damaging theories.

It might be possible to substitute terms 1ike
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‘racially constituted fraction of the working class?
in academic discourse, but outside of this rarified
atmosphere it i3 necessary to use ‘race’ to argue

race is a spurious categorisation. In effact this is

a form of idealism which imagines that rvacism will
disappear if only everone would stop using the word
race.
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Chapter Tuma

Biniogical Theovies of MNMational ism: Tha Etanic

Fhesnomanon

Among thos2 (including nationalists themseivas?
who assert that nationalism is a orvimaridial
featura of human social 1ife. the2 most freguent
justification for this argument rests on claims
that this situation is caused by the biolsgical
constitution of our sSpecies. 1) As  the
biological sciences have advanced the detailad
form of such arguments have varied. Bacausa of
ronsiderations of spacs this chapta2¢ =ill ba
confined to tha discussion of ona spacific
biological avgument. It wmill thevefore discuss
explanatinons of national ism ainiaoh vasa
themselves on tha most vecent and mosi rigovsous
theory of animal soziality: sociabiaslogy.

Tha school of saciobiology is & racent
onea . The distinctiva bdionlogical principles
mwhich provida its fourvdation wara firsy

elaborated Tully in tha 1940Gs (Hamilton. 17443

Trivars: 19271 » Its founding charisr &3 a
distinztive sichnool E.O.Miison’s honk
Sociobrology: The Hew Synthesis was published
in 1975. Adherents of thes ftrand have sinas

published a mass of articles and books aimed
both at specialists in a whole rangs of academic

disciplines and at the general . public, The



distinctive feature of socicbiology as a Scﬁocl
lies in th2 explanation it gives of tha
avolutionary ovigin of social ba2haviour in  all
socCial animals.

The main interest of the school for

peopla other than biolcgists comes from cClaims

that the methods wmhich it has devived Tor thne

.

*
i
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explanation of the social behaviour of
species Can be extaemied to provide (partial)
explanations of a whole rang2 of sacial
behaviours in our own sSpecizas. Dne set of
phenomena which many sociobinlogists claimm fo
have explaine2d in this manneyr are those ciassed
undeyr thz2 headings of national ism and/or racism.
The sociobinlogical explanations proffersd for
these phencmena vary greatly in the dagr=a of
alaboration and sophistication. mhiles haing
r2markably similar in their basic avgumant.

This <hapter will therefore concentrals
on one particular presentatiocons that of Fiervre

van dan Bevrgha’s The £¢hnic Phenomenon, mhich

has baan chosen as the most thorough
sociobinlogical Jdiscussion of the roots of
nationalism and racisms and as tha most

socinlogically sophisticatad axample of such a
discussiaon. gafore discussing the specific
application of the methoids o7 socishiolngy to

s

tha roots of national isms it will be wascessary

H
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io say something about what thase methods arva.

Socinbiology

The intellectual root of the sociobiciogical
synthesis lies in tha distinctive answer to one
single qguestion in i2rms of the losgic of
evolutionary biology. This gqguestion is tfhe
fundamental on2 of how any form of {(an(mal;’
s0zial life is possiblie at all: of why any
individual organism does not  continuaily pursus
its immediate self—-interests in such a may as to
put it into continual confiliict with all othar
ovganisms. This may be tarmed the general isesd
Hobbesian probliem of ordepr: genevalised in {aat
the counterfactual mar of all against all is not
confined, as in Hobbes himself. to the human
spercies. Thuws the guestion 1S hom  is it
possibla  for any iwo individual membars of any
speci2s to co—opevata?

In one version of sociobiological fheorys

which has been callad the hard wvarsion. it

—
=4

assumed fhat this guestion is sguivalsani ic a

ot

related but separata problam: hou is i
possible for an tvedividnal to bahave
altruistically towards anothar member of the
same speciesT (2} Sociobiologists Turther
assuma thatl the basic answer 1o this guestion is

the sams for all Spesies = ansmay th

]
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general iserd Hobbesian guastinon, anad Hobbsae
questiocn is thevefore answerad {ao:

Tha most fandamenital oauaestion
posaed by the social sciences is
the guestion of human sociality
itselif, or what has often bas2n
callad fthe gproblem of order.’
Why and under what conditions do
humans cCooperais? Why is nat
human existence a war of all
against all. at least not ali of
the time? Coopavration and
confict have long been vegardad
in the social sciences as  two
sides of & single realitys but it
is nom bacoming apparsnt that
human sociality is a spaTial cass

of animal sociality in ganeval.
Humans, in short, compete and
cooperates for much  the sama

reasons as ofthar animals. {(van
dan Bavgh=2, 1721, p &)

Before Jdiscussing how sSociobinlogisis do ansmey
this guestion, it is necessary to say sama2thing
abgut the legitimacy of the  qguestion itsa2ii.
This is because one maioy sirand of th=
arguments of the critics of sorciobinlogy implies
that the qguestion its2lf is idenlogical. This
critique, which derives from comments from Marx
and Engels about the intellectual voois of
Darwinism: claims that the wmar of all against
ail is a phenomanon mwhich s chavactaristis oniy
of one particular form of human society. that of
capitalist social formations. But the problem
of ovder winich 15 fasced by such sociatias 15
projected both onto othar ifypes of human social
formations, and onto non—human sociality:

Since Hobbess at 1east; tha



competitive and acguisitive

characteristics of Westarn man

have been confounded with tature,

and the Nature thus fashioned in

tha human image has b2en in furn

reapplied to the explanation of

Wastern man. The effect of this

dialactic has been to anchor tha

properties of human social

action, as we Conteive them, in

Mature, and the laws of Matura in

our Concepticns of human so:cial

action. {(Eahlins, 1974, p F3) (3}
The clear posing of the problam of ovder may daviva
from particular forms of competitiva individual ism
characteristic of capitaliist social ovders, and even
the concepts through which some wvevrsions of the game
theoretic solutions to it are elaborated may have a
simiiar origin (capital, investmenis ...}. But the
undarlying stractura of  the problem <an be stated
mithout such assumptions, both for the guestion of
order and the guastion of altruism. Indeed it mill
ba argued lata2y that one pvoblem of sociobioisgy is
that it is nolt rigovous enough in sticking o thne
“capitalist" model {of pur=2 kin s2i2ction, mbhich mill
be discussed shortly) = though if it did followm this
rigour it would be at the cost of non—ascplicability
to social groups whose members are not all divecily
kin to one anothar: i-2. all 1large—s:cales human
societies (the present argument s an =2laborated
varsion of that made by Vernon Richards (1920),. which
has alreasdy been rejacitad as impossibly demanding by

van den Berghe (1924)) .

The  problem of order can be stated in  the



following tevms. Assume a situatiocn in wnich theare

are only tmwo individuals. each of whom has 2 choics
between just two courses of actions tha on2 puresly
selfish anid the other «cogparative. The fivst

necessary condition for the coopsrative action to be
possible is that it must produce an  increasad
banefit, so that each of the pair cCan have a net gain
if they do cooperate.

If the net payoff in the scasa whara bGoth
individuals behave selfishly is taken as the
base—1line fovr measuram2nt. and thus s=2t to zZevo. th=2
net payoff in the case Hhiera ocoth bathava

cooperatively must thus ba positive for sacih. 11 s

-1y

also necessary to specify tha payoifs in the

situations where one beshaves cooparatively but  the

othar doeses not. The easiar of these to spacify is
the net benefit to the arsiwhile <ocoperator of a
cooperator/deiacior Couple. in genaral. cooparation

entails costs: albeit ones which are lass than thas
benefits acoruing if both coopervate. If the

ersitwhila oooperator has still nad to carvry sucn

costs, but the sxpected dbenefiis are not forihcoming

e

an
et
(o]

bacause the other defected. tha nai payoff m
negative.

.Finally, mhat of the payoff for the devector
in this situation. S/he .has not paid fthe <osts
associated with cooperation, sushaving a nat gain at

leaast as great as mhen both behaved selfishly. It is



frequently the case in potential cooperativa
situations that a defector Can still reap some or all
of the gains of the cooparative behaviour of others
(such gains are fermad “free rider gains” sithin game
theory, and much of the literatur2 of game tha2ory is
davoted to discussing the problams thay raisa) . Svan
if the defector is not able to acorua  tha  fall

tad, sihe

bl

benefits it would have got had it cooper
has not had tn pay the rcosts of coopevation. Her/his
net benefit {in many but not all situations) is
greater than would be gained by cooperating. The
interaction then ssumrs a particularly intractable
form. of a "Frisonars™ Dilemma", for the situation
has been set up to be on2 Iin wmhich the rational

to wehave selfishivs

u

vrasponse of woth individuals i
al though sach monld benefit if ne2ither did so. o
see how this cComes about 1ot us iocok at thi2 calsoulus
of relative advantage for one of the iné}viduaiss mho
reasons as foliowms.

The aother has two altevnatives. 1o behave
selfishly or cCooperativaly. If th2 other acts
s2lfishly and I coopsrate 1 will pay thes cCosts that
this entails, but not reap any of the gains. In this
situation I am theratforse beati=v off if I act
selfishlv. Al ternativealy shouldd s/ha anci
“ooperativaly, I still do better {(r2aping the fra=2
rider gains) by acting seifisnly. Whichevay coursa

.s/he chooses, 1 am bettier off acting sa2liishly than



cooperating. The other participant of coursa facea

ui

b

precisaly the same options. with the resuli that eac
individual acting vaticnaliy uili opt to act
selfishly, and the possible gains from cooperation
m?ll naver be achieved. Individual rationmality
produces an outcome which is less than optimal for
aithar indivigual.

It should be notad that the stated assumptltions
are not sufficieﬁt to produce this vesult on th2ir
TN - It is also necessary to assume that Fha
interactors scannot communicate so as to develop a
binding agreemant as to thair choize of acticons. And
if this payoff structure refers not {0 one issolated

interarction, but to a series of actions mhich Can ba

repeatad an indefinite numbay  of times. such
“"communication” may bs achieved by an individual
adopting a strategy of behaving zooperatively in the

first game. and thareafter Conitinuing this strategy
only ¥ the other playayr has actad lika2wise.
(Rappaport and iChamman, 1743)

| In psychological expariments on human subjecis

.
1.
;;f:
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this Etraéegy has been found to b2 Common. ©ioa
the discussion has been posad as i{ tha attainmani of
the rational solution is & conscious and intenticnai
process, and it makes a world of difference mwhether
this is actually the Case (ih ‘socinliogy’™) or not (in

evolutionarvy biology). In a «conscious process it is

possiblie for actors to become amare of the paradox



that acting in responsa2 to tha imperativas of
individual rationality produces a% cutcome which is
less than optimal individually -— it may b2 possibla
that the actors can somshom adept some form  of
collaective rationality mhich will 1le2ad to a highav
payaoff for each +than before. 7This vroute +to the
optimal, unstable, equilibrium is only possible mith
some awaveness of the paradoxes of the structure of
this "game".

There is an important sens2 in wmhich tha
problem of order as s2t forth here is a non—problen,
Van den Bergha asks, "Why is not human sxistance &
war of all against all, at least not all of tha
time?" (1921. p &) In veality naither human socoiaty
nor any fYorm of animal socisty have ever baan
T

n

1]

characterised by a war of all against all. =
Hobbesian problem of ovider does not ask how it is
possible for ail members of the social group to
cooparate, but how it is possible for any :zooparating
czoalition of any kind to form at all.

The immediate and practiczal problem of order
in ooth human and animal societies is one of
regulation of conflicts between groups or coalitions
— what <could be termaed the Avistotelian pgroblem aof
order (Aristotle, 19462, Book S5: Finley. 1975). But it
is at least pngsjble that ansmers toa the Hobbesian

question wmay shed some light on the more realistic

ong also = inideeid, the hard version of sociobiology



dJoes set out a powertul, though for humans
inadeguatas, axplanation of the basis for the
formation of cooperat ing subgroups mithin a
competitive soczial ovder

As has already been said; the sozicbiologists
tend to equate the problem of order mith the problem
of the sourcae of altvaism. Indeed, 1% is mith the

latter more specifically that this trend began. The

precise problam was the 2labovaltion of an
evolutionary mechanism which could explain  tae
phenomenon of "self sacrifice". AmonNg many spécies
of social énimala, whe ther insecis, birvds, or

mammals, individual members of the group will engage
in behaviour which tands fo endanger theiy own lives
mhile enhancing the survival chances of oth2y mambars
of their group.

Thus when a flock of bivds is thrazatenad by a
. pradator outiying members of thea flosck @mho spot the
predatoyr will sound an alarm zcall. For tha vast of
the flock the wmarning gives a chance tﬁ disparse. and
thus increases probability of survivals for the bird
sounding tha alarms it may increasa the chances the
pradator may notice it — and theretore givas it a
lower survival probability than if it haﬁ tried to
sneak away silently (for other examplss ses Wilsons
1975: pp 121 —1i29).

Socinobiology oviginated in the critigua of an

2arliey explanation of such phenomenal tha ihzovy of

(O
ey



group sa2laction. In this theory the wunit on which

natural cselacticn goperates is a total population of

(1]

interbreeding avrganisms. Ze

(o]

f—sacrificing

individuals maximisa the survival of the species as a
whole, and therefore their existence can b2 predicted
as the likely outcome of evélutionary developmeﬁ%.

Apart from the func-tionalist and  even
teleological nature of this argumeant (ien. the
assumption that mhat will bsnefit the spescies will ba
avolved to meet it), and related to it. tharvre is a
further problem, the lack of specifization of  the
positive feedback machanism which will guarantez the
actual esxistence of the desivable beshaviour. It is
at this point that it is bes¥ o bagin the
sociobiological critigue.

The main assumption of this critigue. shared
by group selectionists and sociobiologistss, is that
any altruistic behaviour is controiled genetically.
If{ the fuvrther assumpiion is made that the gene(s)
controliing this behaviour are carriad by some but
not all members of tha population: as wust be tha
case at some siage if the bs2haviour is an evolves
oneg- then the following groblem arisas. Thosa
individuals which are altruistic are more vulnsrable
to an early death than their .selfish group membavs
(at least in the absevze of other. probably unlikely.
banefiis given by these ganes). When predators

attack it mwmill be those with the altruistic genes

G-
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wmhich are aatens and thosea i thout them which

survive. in meeting tha2ir pramature fates: the
alteuistic individuals miii tand to isave less
descandenis than the others. sn0 in 23ch ga2neration

the proportion of altruistic genes in the tatal gene
pool will diminish, with - the trand being fowmards
total disappearvance. (4)

This ucritigue guestions the mechanism wharavy

altruism develops, and on this laval it

u

davastating. ©On the group selesctionist model whara
the unit on which natural selection operates is the
total population, altruism is a rarely inaccessible
optimum. But the argument which Jdemonstrates that

this is indeed s0 is one whicin has alrsady dagun tha

o
-
<,

()

shift (which is actually mada ezplicitiy

[

sociobiologists) to making the individual avganisa

the unit on which the 1logic of naturai s=2lactiion i

Ul

operative. This assumpt ion is sed oy
sociobiologists not just in their critigue of group
selection, but as tha basis Tor an aliernai;ve
explanation of "altvruism". :

This argument staris from the. fazt that
arganisms Share a Iprnpor*ion of their gen2tic
material with their kKin. If the altruistic bshaviour
is Suéh that if¥ incre2ases the survival chances of
suzh  Kin, and tharvefore tha probability of ftheir
prnducing descendants for the n=2x2i ganzration. ithen

depending on the proportion of genetic substance they

o
({3}



share with tha altruist their numbers. such behaviour
might increase ratheyr than decreasa the proportion of
its genes in th2 next generation.

Thus, among mammals. siblings have on average
half their genstic substance in common. An animal
faced with the choice of a gself-sacrificial "suicida®
and the sertain death of a wnumber of its siblings
will be 1likely to maximis=2 th2 propovrtion of its
genes in the gene pool of the next generatfnn by
‘op*ing for suiﬁide if the numbay of siblings
threatened is more than two. In socinobinlogical
jargon this process is termed tha maximisation of
"inclusive fitness" — fitness being dafined as the
passing on of genetic material to succeeding
genarations, and the inclusive refarving to this
process happening also through kin passing on ihat
proportion of genetic matavial which is shared with
the individual. (5}

This kin sajsaction basis {far altreaistic
behaviour zan be formal ised into a pracise
mathematical formula which can be usad io deteraine
whether, in any particuiar sifuation. alifruistic
behaviour will incr2ase tha2 inclusi?é fitness of the

individual . This formula is:

€ » 1/v (Wilson: 1975, p 118)
whare K ts the beﬁefit to the baneficiaries?



reproductive success divided by the sasts e the

alitruist’s reproductive snccess r is  tha  averaags

=ty

coefficient of relationship *o ithe aasambie o
beneficiaries.

Unlike group selectionism this theory proviies
a mechanism wheveby mutation(s) favouring ‘al tvruism?
are ilikely to be diffused through a population shouid
they ocour = but oniy on the conditicon that the
organisms adhere to the «caloulus set out in the
aguation. If they b2haved in mways deviating from the
prescriptions of the eqgquation during th2 intarmediats
stage whan only part of the population carvisd the
gena, the benaficiariss wmowuld be those individuais
without the gene. In this situation the most likely
out:-ome mould b2 the 2limination of the gene or itfts
reduction to wmutational levels. Both altruism mhen
the circumstances are such that the eguation bans it
and the avoidamnce of aliraism in Circumstances wheve
the =2gunation calls for it wmill tenwd tomarids ihis
rasult.

Thus tha hard, kin selection /  inclusive
fitness wvevrsion of sociobiology is a very sSirong
theovry of the evolutionary basis of sociality. It is
strong in that its predictions ar2 rvigovrsus whila
being based on parsimonious assumpti%ns, Fov
organisms where the sacial unit is essentiaily a kn
grouping (most spectacularly for the social insects)

it would seem to  a non—-spercial ist that the



assumptions are thamselves plaunsibles and the
predictions in conformity with actual behaviour. On=
of the ceniral arguments below will be that this
theary is not applicable 10 fownan societiss. Sot
first it is ne%essary to detail tha second palhmay
socinbiologists identify for the =2volution of
coopevration with iIndividuals othey than kin. This
they =all "reciprozal altruisa“,

in Ein—altruism, the sacriticing individual
benefits through the gains mhich. acorue to its kins
and does not require direct recompense tg engage
rationally in the behaviour. Reciprocity is applied
to ihe situation whare the <Coopevating individuals
are not Pelated,. and wheve the rationals 7or the
coopevation is “I711 sceatoh yvaur  back (F youTlil
scvatch mine".

The argument is still ‘“sociobislogiszal" n
that the costs and benefits of cCooperation are stell
measurad in tha same terms as befores inclusivae
fitness is still the accounting unit. An organism is
still treated as a gene’s way to make another gene.
Eut the addition of this second explanatory principle
creates a number of problems. The strength of the
kin selectionist theory mas the number of forms of
cooperation it totally rulad out — this is the source
of it{s high predictiva content. Th=2 addition of the
raciprocity pgrinciple wipes aéay this advantage at a

stroke. With the combination of the tmwo principles

CI\
1:]-.



any form of coopevation or cConflict can nom ba given
a rational gloss.

In 3 population composed of altruists the kind
of benafit which s the only one r2cognised by
sociobiologists will not Come about. Even in a
population which was divided betwa2en altruists and
othars, tha altruists w@mould only benaefit if they
could guarantes that the benefits of their aliruaistic
behaviour wevre confined o the sub—group of altvuist;
(sociobiologists have developad a whole stream of
convoluted Just So stories (&) abount conflists
between "cheats" and "altrdists": with chaats
avolving behaviours to exploit altruisis. altvasts
avolving beshaviour 1o avoid cheats, and the whola
thing spivalling in a cyizle of increasing
sophistication) .

Kin selaction is, if it is wvalid: a genuine
solution to tha prablem of ovrdevr. Reciprocity is
not. It merely poses the probism in different terms.
It is clearly the cases that if cCoopervation betwmaen
any two individuals is to be explaine& by individoaal
vationality, sach of the individuals involvad in ths
transaction must have a n2t gain in som2 benefit
through participation. {(7)

Futting i1t another may, the game which is
peing played must not b2 a zaro sum gne. But the

game posited by sociobiologists is precisely that.

~If the winnings ar2 measured by {th2 proportion of



genes in subsequent generationss then the +total
payout in all circumstances P%her than =2xtinction of
tha population is invariably wumity. The other
immediately biological measure of fitness which Zounld
ba proposed, total size of population in the next
genaration, while it avoids the zers—sum problem. is
a return to a group selactionist criterion. though
with a pufatively individualist machanism = the
validity of +the sociobiologizal avgument against
group selection also =zarvias full weight against any
Jivect derivation of filtness from veciprocity towards
non—kKin. (8)

I have tried to show that the Ccombination of
the sociobiological theories of kin saiactiian and
reciprocity rais2 major probliams. Thers is sStill a
further one which must be detaiied. Reciprocity is
at the foundation of all rational intsresit or game
theoretic explanations of coopevation. Socinbiology

differs from other siich ACcounis {

M

<gd. the
sorciological one provided by Eanton. 1723, wmhich
covers much  the same aspecis of human b2haviour as
van d2n Bavgha, §.e. nationaiigm anid vazZism) not in
the underlyivng logic o7 argument. but  in the nature
of the benafits o7 cooperation which are identifiad.
Furthermore. ¥ the benefits {dentjiisd ars of
a tangible material natuwre they avre 1likely alss to
Pegult in gains fo the absolute. if{ not the relative,

reproductive potential of the individuals to which



they accorue. Male slave owmners of female slaves may
in-rease their inclusive fiitness through their
ability to exploii them sexually (van den Berghes
1221, <h &)s but fthey also gain in  their material
mall—being through tha control of the fruits of thair
labour> oy have their lust for power gratified. In
siazh situations the importation of the cConcept of
inclusive fitness seems to ma to be la2ss parsimonious
than the veliance on the mora obvious matarial
benefits.

But it is not true that all forms of human
Cooperative behaviour are motivated by the
expec-tation of material benefits anvway. Van den
Berghe gives ths following explanation of religion:

The ultimate forms of aoollective

sel f-deceit developed by our spacies

are valigion and ideclogy. Reiigion

is the denial of @mortality. ... In

state societies, raligion ttsalf

broadens its functions fo bacome an

ideologv. State religicns a&are =no

longer simply answars o the

axistential faar nf da2aths bt

rationalizations for the status guo

and, thevefore, a form of ideology.

(1781, p 9).

This argument (incidentally a breathtaking example of
vuulgar marxism) makes no m2ntion wmhatsoever of the
criterion of inclusive fitness.

Homever, thes main point is that this argument
is a purely sozinlogical ons (I mould add a waak one
as well). This shift in levels of =2xplanation is

Lmommon in van  den  Earghe (and that th2 sociologizal

2xplanations take th2 form of wvulgar marxism is also

o)
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characteristic). The method mhich seems to b2 bszing
employed is one2 mwhere, ¥ the situation 1s ocne whavre
benefitis accrue to kin, he asseris that kin sa2laction
is operative ("nepotism" in his terminoiogy); mhiare
the benefits are notl resiricted specificaily to kin-
then the sxpianation will e based on bislogical
reciprocity, but where even this is not applicable.
the account wmill belpureiy socialogical.

This method gives the arguments an apparentiy
high plausibi;iiy. Yan den Berghe also asserts a
rationaie benind this method, tn his Zonc2ption of
the three realms of gene, anvironment and cultur2 (op
5—-4: the last is only applicablse 10 human sociality)

and their dialectical intferrelationship:?

Cul tuve is important out nnt
all-important. it cannot be divorced
from sither ecology or genetics. All
three lavels are intertwined. Lenes
ara selected through environmental
pressuras, and thaey imposa limiis on
“ul ture. Cul tura groms ot of

binlogical svolution and responds o
multiple anvivonmental forces. but it
alsn shapes the ecolsgy and therafore
a&lso the bivlogiczal evolution of our

entire planet. Mothing is gaitnesd by
trying 1o maintain a categorical
distinction batmw22n nature ard

nurture. {p &, original =mghasis)

The basic madelluf the intaraction of gansiic,
envifonmenfalr and cul tural detavminism which van den
Berghe puts formard is asctually similar  to - the
"dialectical“.mndel proposed by radical biologisis in
their critigues of sociobinlogy (e2.g. Ros2, Lewontin

and Kamin, 1984, esp ch 10). The implication of this
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sort of model is that it is not possible to partition
the explanations of behaviours: wmith one sat b2ing
axpiained bioiogically, and another anvironmentally:
and, for humans a third sat culturally. Explaining
phenomena within any interactionisi model f{aces deep
problems in tvying to idantify primary cCauses: as in
geneval it «can be said that, starting f{rom  the
interactionist model there would b2 a presumption
that for any particular phanomenon, all {factors of
the theoretically relevant types might enter into the
gxplanation.

When he moves from discussions of me2thoidology

to actual theeorising van den EBavgha tends to follow

the me thoids of other lass sophisticatad
soCiobiologistis. in 2xplaining pavticular Gahaviours
ei ther bioiogically or environmantally/oul turally

(his sophistication in this comas from the faci that
a lower propovtion of his arguments are biologizcals
and a higheyr proportion socionlogical). This @mill
become evident wmhen i discuss, his theory of
natignalism and racism. which is a two—stage model.,
wmith babhaviocur being programmesd for purely biological
reasons in the first stage, and the "running" of this
program producing tweo Jdifferant types of rvesuits
depending on  varying envivaﬁmenia in the second
stag=.

In fact, wvan den Bergha, #HAespite an axpliacitiy

interactionist methodology: tends to have a3 real
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methodology in which thare is a hiervarchy of
determinisms. with ontological priority corrvaspoanding
to historvizal priority. Our Dbehaviour is programmed
into us to ansure maximal fitness in the
anvironmental conditions faced by hunter—gathererv
societies {(as if sucth societies all faced a similar
envivonmani. ov were restricted to a small set of
bahavioural repertoivres for that matter) ...

The divergenze of types of behaviours among
humans is vastly greatey than for any other known
species. Indeed it is so diverse that it ssems toc me
that any claim that human behaviour is wnd2r direct
genetic control is already highly implausible, and
the altevrnative argument that what our ganas
datarmine is our ability to learn behaviours (Gouid.

1720, chapter 3Z) becomes moras plausible.

ady

ffost sociobiologiczal explanations o numan

vehaviaour tend to ftak=2 a particuiar form. Fivrst a

41
L

.

set of behaviours is identified which is alleg

b}

Fy

universal in human sociaties — and the identification
is of behaviours, not of ac-tion:

Al final problam of descviptions
closely related to the use of
melaphovr, is the contlation o7
different phenomena wunder thes same
rubric., The classic that preoccupies
sociobiologists and their predecessors
is aggression. Originally meaning
simply an unprovoked (butt not
nacessarily irrational) attack of ona
pevrson on another, aggression has come
to have also a political meaning. tha
attack of ona state on another.
ultimately embodied in mar. It is a
raflestion of the reductionist program

~l
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ot scCiobioiogy that © organizad
political aggression is sz2n as tha
collective manifastation of aggra2ssiva
fealings of indiviidnals against
individuals ... « «~== Yot marfara in
state—ovrganized socistiss has i1i1ttia
to do with priop individual f=21ings
of aggression. «e- Feople kill
other in wars for many diff
reasons, not the 1l=sast of which is
that they are forced o do so by the
political power of the state. (Rose et
al, 1924, pp 56 — Z51)

SocCiobiologists rapudiate any interest in the
multiplicity of alternative wmotives for any given
form of behaviour. The positiocn taken is an extrame
form of behaviouralism, which is strongly scaptical
about asserted motives:

My book. on the other hand, takes tha

position that the il fural
institutions of kinship» far from
opeing independent of behaviour {(and
its bioclogisal wndaroinnings:. ara
darivations and codifications of
behavioural patterns. {(van den Berghe,
1979, p 23

To soma extent the titraditionm in

psychology known as behaviourism has

covvercted soma2 of ihesa biases by

insisting that what p=2oples do is mora

imporitant than what tney say they do.

(van den Eevghe. 1979, p 37 (7)
This injunction to attend more toc what people do than
to mhat thay say is ambiguous. It zan be read as a
remindar  that social scientists snould almays ba
aware of the possibility of discrepencias between an
individual®s asctions and the pubdblic justifications of
their actions. The more contestabla raading is that

such discrepancies are the norm> that "motives" are

rationalisaticns and not rationales for actions (it



is surely no coincidence thait van den Berghe uses the
tarm "derivations" to dascriba2 the relation of
-l tuvral institutions to behaviour — a wovrd wmhich to
sociolngists must suggest Pareto’s usage to desoribe

post fHhiovc rationalisations).

From Family fto Nation

Van den Bergha’s explanaticn of the ohenomawna of
racism and nationalism take the form of a typical
evolutionary Just So story. and one which is5 2asiiy
racounted. The decisive stage is the presence. for
most of ihe paviod of axistsance of thes human spacisas,
of small, stateless hunter—gatherer socistias. These
groups are constituted on the basis orf kinship:

Indaed, nearly all of ths2 small-scalas

stateliass, human sociatiss aras groups

ranging from A& cCouple of hundred to A

few thousand peopla, defined almost

antively by ties of descant and

aRarriage. (p ZZ, my amphasis)
The group so Constituted is what fraditionaily is
termed a tribe: "a group characfievizad by internal
peace, prefarential endogamy and cCommon ancastry
{real or putative)." (op. Zit.: my emphasis) "Triba"
nas pajorative cvertones,. and van dan EBerge statsas
that this is his justification for cCoining the
nenlogism "ethny" 10 replace i1t (this also implies
that the phenomena densted by the 2arlisar neologism
"ethnicity" devive from the dynamics of the entity he

has renamed} .

An ethnic group is normally a kin group on two



levels. At the highest or remontest 1level ((most of
tha members of) the whole eihnis group arse raiatad,.
Within the group there is normally a serizs of
sub=units (clans) each of which is constituted by an
extended family whose members are more clogely.
related to.each other than they are io the rest of
the tribe as a whole. Thase clans exchang2 wmamans
with the precise pattarns of exchange varing
depending on the system of descent adoptad in thasa

societies. Tribes are nevar pure kin—groups:

Some HOMRRN are captured from
neighbouring ethnies. Conguest and
pzaceful migration periodically mix
populations, and newcomers may ba

fictively vralated by adoptltion. It is
very difficult and guite exceptionals
homever. for an ethny to form if tha
core of the group is not made up of

p=sople who knom themselves to be
related to each other by a Jdouble
natwork of ties o7 descent and
marviage. Ethnicity is thus defined
in the last analysis by COoRACH
descent. {(pp Z3-24:; original amphasis)
(10}

Van den Berghe’s Zlaim is that thesas sxceptions arse
marginal. It miil ba arguad below that any anz2 of
them is sufficient 1o put into guestion tha hard,
Kin—-selection varsion of sSociobinlsgical %hesr?,
which is the version which gives his argument its
persuasive apoeal, and that the combination of these
gualifications is devastating for his theory. First
van den Berghe™s full argument will bes elaborated.

- The next staga of this argument is far from

2xplicits but seams toa . go as folloms.
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Hunter—gatherer athnic agroups were prototypical
Semeinschaft. The m2chanisms wn2veby our  genes
programmed us to  behave in mays which would 2nsure
kin seiection are indivect. The method through mhich
kin selection operated mas through the recognition of
the individuals with whom one carried ouft rvegular
face ito face intervactions, who became the racapi=znts
of favourable treatment.

The neuroclogical wiring of our brains limits
the number of individuals mwe can know in sufficiant
depth to reciprocate with them in this way, with an
upper limit of about 500 (van den E=rghe,. 1981, p
Z23) 5 that 1s, aboui the size of the extended
family/clan  subgroup mithin a huntar—~gatherver triba.
In modern sociaties whare the numbay of actguaintances
an individual makss over the course of a lifatime
vastly 2xceeds this number,. onca me get beyond this
limit we ar=2 restricted by our programming o
respomiding to this situation with responsas whars wme
2ither: ‘"slough off o0ld acquaintances toc allow newm
ones, or we simply fake familiarity and conviviality

-

beyond our int2llactual and 2motional capsbilities.”

{van Jdan Bergha, 19731, o 25

Whiie the ethnic group consists of what is
basizally a kin group this rula has tihe atffact of
favouring ona’s kLins in accordance wmith  the

prescriptions of kin selection. (11) Howmever. this

pure form of kin selection programming is only



relevant in small hunter—gatherer societies. With
tha development of agriculiure some ten thousanid
vears ago. large states half as reEEﬁtly, and the
industriai revolution a mere two huvedred yvears or so
ago. the basic unit of human society expanded
enormouslys énd the effects of the programming o
ansure kin selection were necessariiy modifi=d.

In these large (agvricultuaral, sitate. av
industrial) socistizg the number of individﬁa15 a8
have to intevact with, to decide whether w2 will
cooperate with or not, is expanded enormously. The
previous decision rule for deciding this gquestion Gio
we know the individual in a face to face manna2v} no
longer works. Newy ruies are nesded.

The kin—selectionist prﬁgramming means that
the criteria which are  to  be built into thasa valaes
have to be ones to ensurs  that wme {favour olhars wsho
are mora claosely ralated to us,. and fail fs Tavour —
or aveaen exploit — those who are less relatad. There
is a major problem at this point. WVan den EBerghe
repeatedly states that even in the huniar—gatherer
stage: "in many Casess th2 cCommon da2so2nt ascribad
to an ethny is ficiivé.“ (1¢2i. p 273, and in the
"national" or "racial" ethnic groups of ilarger—scalea
soci2ties kinship is more Tfictive oar meataphorical
than real:

I7 kinship in the most restrictive

cirzle of the nuslear family is
sometimes a biologizal fiction, it is
little wonder that the greativy
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extended kind of kinship implicit in
ethnicity should oftan b2 putative.
The larger the ethny, the more likely
this is. Clearly. for 50O million
Frenchmen or 100 million Japanese. any
kinship they may share is highly
diluted, and Known to be 50 .
Similariys when Z£3 million
Afro—Americans call each other
‘brothers™ and fsisters.,” (siz) they
know that they ara greatly extending

the meaning of these terms. The
2NoOrmous ethniess running into
millions of members. that characterise
industrial societias are limiting
TAasSess far removed from the
evolutionary protfotyp= of a few
hundred peopis that we have b=an
talking about. (van Jden Earghe, 1521.
p 27)

Thus such socistias ave divided into largs—scala
2thniz groups, each of which has & wyth of common
kinship. This division into athnic groups doses not
necessarily corrvespond to that batween polities. The
membership of one of these groups must be marked by
outward and visible signs (bacause the definition of
membership as thosa one "knows" no longer suffices)s
and bercause thera are some situations whars "one
literally shoots first and asks guestions latar" {(van

den Berghe, 1981, p Z8) these ethnic markars hava to
be ones whisch Zan be quitkiy and rva2liably r=2ad. Yan
den Berghe assarts: without any cisar justification.
that this restricts suwzh markars o three main forms.
which are not necessarily mutualiy exclusiva, and
whose relative weight varies in diffarent conteaxts.

he three -farms of markev are "race".
differential adornment and differantial behaviour

patterns:

o
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First, ona can pick a genetically
transmitted phenotype. such as skin
pigmentation, stature (as with the
Tuzi of fAwanda and zuvandil). hair
texture, facial features or some such

"racial'" characteristic. Groups that
are socially defined oy genatic
phenntypes are cailed “raszas”, anid
sociaties that put 2amohasis on
biologi:zal traits to differentiatas
groups mithin it can ba callad
"racist".

Second cne can raly on A
man—made ethnic uniform. Membavs of

one’s own group ares identified by
bodily mutilations and/or adovrnmenis
carried as visible badges of group
belonging. These markers range from
clothing and neadgear to body
painting- tatooing- CirCUmMZiSions
tooth filing and sundry muatiiations of
the lipss noss and 2arlobes.

Third, the test can be
behavioural . Ethnicity is datarmined
by speech. demeanor, manners, esotevis
lore or some other proof of cCompetence

in a beahavigural raperioira
characteristic of the group. (van den
Berghe, 1921, o 2%, original

emphasis.)
The process of distinguishing bhetween etbhmic
in—groups and oﬁt—groupss eithnocenirism,. derives from
one impulse, g=natically programmad into tha human
behavioural vrepertoire during the hunter—gatharer
stage of svolution. This impuise can maniiest itself

in wvariant forms which are distinguished by the

specific methods o7 marking membarship of in— and
out—groups. These different specific forms ov
manifestations of the ethnoceniric impulse arve

al ircitad in diffareat anvironmental cConitexis. wWhare

adjacent populations have visioie phanotypical

distinctions, these . will sayrva as markers.

Ethnocentrism hesre takas a "racial” form. Whera suh
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differences are abseni other markevrs must pevfarse be
used — nzre 2thnocenirism takes a "national" form.

In discussing the racial form ot
ethnocentrism,. wvan den Bargha is asserting that a
specific form of social behaviour the lab=11ing and
hiervarchical grading of groups on the basis of
phenotypical <haracieristics. has biological roots.
He siraesses that the charactervistics chossn  ara
picked for thair social relevance, and  fhat such
markers arve essentially avbitrary. asgeciaily in

biologiczal terms:

It is also important to siress that
phenotvpes zhosen for soctal
relevance: while often clearly visible
markers of genatic arigins are

typically biologically trivial in

terms of fiitness, abilities, aptituwdes

and temp=rament = indeed anything o7

social  cConseguence. {van den EBE=2rghe

19281, p Z7)
In this theory. at least on2 normal orop of racist
doctrines, that it is possibie 10 maka invidious
ranking b2tiween growups distinguisne2d on ihe bDasis of
phenotype., is explicitiy repudiated. Tha sitress is
on the common biolaogizal propensitias. not only of
numans. but of all social animals  (van  dan Bavgine,
1921, pp Z9-30). The2 phenotypical difiarenzas chosan
as markers are typically trivial in terms of anything
of sacial cConseqguence.

Secondlys unlike most other theovias which

claim racist behavisur derives from human biologircal:

propansities van den Berghs says that tha usa of this

)
b



specifis form of markey is the (statistical)
exception rather than the rule in human sacieties.
The2 marker selected, whatever fovrm it takes. is used
to szparate a wmore or less closaly interrelated
population from neighbouring ona2s. Most of the time
the rates of migration between neighbouring -groups
ar2 sucth as 1o Create gentlie genetisc  gradiants
batween them-, suach that the variability of gewnotypes
and phenotypes is greater within groups than betw=en
neighbouring groups.

In this situation pheno%ypital markers mwill ba
useless as aids to discrimination of in—oroup
membearship. (van den Berghe: 1921, po 31 — 22y Sach
markers will only Come into ftha2iv own when fhare hava
been migrations of populiations ACVOSS larags
distances: ovarp a shori period and involwving
relatively large numbers. such that thers are gross
phenotypical populations. dDeitmween n2ighbouring {(and
therafore potentially confiicting) agroups. Evan
hares tha2 *‘miscegesnation’ which typicaliy accompanies
conguest will erode the ciarity of these distinctions
over tha - cCourse of w0 or thraa ganerations uanless
strong darviars arve 2vecizd to prevant thvis. {(van dan
Barghe. 1921, p 32}

That human populations vary phenotypically i%
a faczt of biclaogy> not of sociology. and it may
perfiaps even be true that in sSome sociological

accounts of the origins of tha use of ‘race’ as a



group mavker thera has been insufficient mention of
such factors as a n2cessary but not sufficiant
conditicn FTor the development of ‘pace relations
situations’. However, this is not some bdlinding namw
revalation. If race r2lations situations are
normally ones mhere diffevrent oY oups ara
distinguished phenotypically. it is trivially cbvious
that such sitwations cCan only  avise whan Cleavrliy
phenotypically distinguishable populations intevact.
3f cCoursae, it is rarely good to  ignore the
obvious, anid the result in this case> in my oninions
is to lzave matters unclarifi=ad in such a may as to
maka the sociobiological claims more ayvedible. The

main thrust of biologizal and socioiogizal oritigues

cf racism has haan that Suzh Thaorias arsa
mrong/ivrrational: the genetic wvariations betwean
suuch groups  are irrelavant in  that thersa i= 0o

avidence that such wvariations iave  any 279isct on
socially velavant characteristics. Apart from aiil
the problems of scientifiszally identifying distinct
races. thare is wno evidence that ‘fraces’ cCan be
ranked higrvarchically by means of atteributes such as
intell igence.

What this still leaves open is the possibility

b

that, while *races’ may not ba Jdistinguishables on any
hierarchical scales ‘Yraces® are still raail antitiasg

in that tha members of thsse largs2 anonvymous

popuiations are more cCiosely related to all other

]
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members af theiv oswn group ifhan fo any wm=2abevs of
another group.

Such an assumptiion seems to me2 cCentral o van
dan Berghe (and indeed in other sociobinlogical
accounts which claim that racism is rational in
kin—selective tarms) . That iS- the crucial
assumption is that the phenotypizal variations arve
valid markars of groups which tand {o hava
signiticant genotypiczal wvaviation as wail. Thus

favouring individuals unknomn o me who shars  my

£

phenotype is favouring tha ones o ara
{statistically) more likely o have a highar
propovrtion of their genes in common with ma. In kin

selection terms such behaviour mill pay off.

The (biological) problem mith this is that the
genes which control the types of phenoivpical
variations mhich have actually s2rved as markers of
fraces’ involves only a small Proporiion of the
total genetic matarial. WVan den Berghe’s oSrucial
assumption that mhen popuiations have begen living in

close proximity for a iong period intra—group genatic

variation exceeds iafav—group vaviation. ©bui itharv
major migrations reverse this ardeving- 1S incovrent.
(12)

Thus the use of such phenotypical markers as a
measure to distinguwish one group distantly related.
and others not at all so. will come out with the

mrong —onclusions almost as often as the right ones.

(Y]
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The usa of such markers — all  the fypes of markers
tdantifiad by van dewn BDevghe — will have oniy tiny
affectis on the inciusive fitnass of thos2 who adopt
them. Indeed, such 2ifects are likeiy +{to be so tiny
that tne use of such markers is almost ceviainly not
rational in terms of the cost/benefit a2guation which
is at the core of the kin—seiactionist varsion of
sociobiology.

When such markers are used to discriminate
ouutside of the field of known kin, they ara almost as
iikely to result in acts which faveur an individual
izss velatad than they are one more closaly raliatad.
It shouid be si;essed here that the defiwnition of
raiatedness has shified irom th= noemal
sozicbiological one of <loseness of Coamon descant,
which only works witn faiviy clos=2 kin, to one2 based
on proportions of genniype i ZOTWNON . Whan
populations are dafined as large groups of many
thousands and upwards, whare “laims 2F Common
ancestry are nacessarily  {(for good biological
raasons) fictive, discrimination betmsa2n tham is
irrational on Hin—seiactiveas inclusive fitness
grounds.

If this is s0, 1t would l2ave a dilemma far
spCiobiologistis. Ffor  fthey are ‘siypict’ Darmtniéﬁg.
Every trait which can b2 expiained by avaiuationary
origins is explicable bercause of the evoiuiiomary

benefits it brings. Yai the diacritical markers of



vrace and nation do not bring suwch benatits. Th=
markers are not as wvan den Berghe claims ‘good” testis
of kinship: thevy are exitremeliy unreliable and poor
ones. Thaerae ares two possible responses to this
dilemma. Cne2 (as when van dew Barghe repeatedly
claims that fhe markars are good onas) is 1o danv it.
‘Nations”™ and ‘races’ are ©»diologiczally real in that
there is a greater degres of intervelatsdnass beim=2aen
their members than wmith outsiders. These oclaims ars
simply not consistent with the evidence of modava
biology. :

The other wmay ouit is tha fancontroliadg
juggernaut® theory. During the hunter—gatherer stage
of human evolution kin—selscition implanted in us
basic instinctive urges to distinguish betwaen ‘us’
and the rest — this was thg machanism throuagh wmhizh
it worked. At that stage it did morik: becausa  ihs
basic social groups mera family groups.

With the fYormation of larger—sizala hasic
social groups the object of th2 mechanism has bacome
displacead onto populations which in biologiscal tarms
are not in any m2aningiul wmay kin at all. The recsult
is that ths mechanism does not sarve the individual’s
avolutionary interests in the way it mas 'intended’
any longevr — mwe are now faivrly  iandiscriminate in
whether we behave nepotisticalivy, favouring those who
actually are D kins or ‘meapotistically’™ in

favouring those who ars not kin at ail ot arse
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fictively given this status. Evoiution takes time,

and no humans hava hnad enough of this since thair

-

ancestors mere in hunter—gatheres sgciaties ov
instincts to have changed to those appropriate o ihe
neu anvivonment which is constituted by large
anonymous socisties.

Van den Berghe, 1like most sociobionlogists,
does not cl2arly adopt one of thesa {mo alternatives:
but makes statements which suggest both. A series of
crucial ambiguities are s2i up: the most important
relates to  the meaning of *nepotism™: whathayr this
refars 1o the JTavouring o7 t{thos2 @wmho atiually ares
zlose kins wheve the =oriteria for velatisnshins ara
within the realm of biology, or whethsr it implias
non—kin who ars socially defined as 'fictive” kin arsa
favoured. The rigorous assumptions of sociobiology
aré suchn as to totally separata the itwo cCasas. and to
say tﬂai only *the formevr is rational. =t by
Blavring this distivction wvan Gden Berghe manages io
suggest that the second is a deyivative fovrm of the
first. To repsat onoe agains in sociobiolongincal
terms it is its negation.

A strict a&application o7 the kin—selactiorust
version of socCiobiology 1l=2ads {0 tha Conclusion that
nationalism and racism are eeither “impossibdbia  ov
irrational . In fact, if the first assumption is

chosen it would i=2ad to the conclusion that all forms

of human sociality w@which: wnlike tha novm for the

—
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sociality of other animals- include non—kin énd
routinaly  include sifuations where sith non—=kin gain
ralative to kin, ave impossible. Violations cf the
pasinc ruis are voutine in ail known human sociaties
(this is the buprden of th2 anithropological  avidanca
in Sahlins (1975, ch I1d3. I find it wvery
significant that no sociobinlogist (and in particular
van den Bergh2, whose sociologizal work is markad by
a strong libaral opposition to rancism and
national ism, and whose sociobiological waovk still
shows evident repulsion with them) has statsd clearly
that these phenomena are irrational. 7o discuss why
this is so» it is necessary fo recoansidayr  tha

ideological dimensinons of sosiobiology.

Idanlogy and Ethics

Most o7 this chapter has baan confined fo &
digcussion of the mervrits and demeriis of sociooiology
as a purely scientific theory. Homever. a majior
reason for the successful mass popularvisation of such
an esota2yric bioclogical tha2ory as socinbiology must be
related to iis implications for the possible
resolutions oy strongly Coniestad political
controvarsies.

Sociobinlogists wvary in the 2xpliciiness miih
which they draw political conclusions in their wovk.
When veplying to critigues of sociobinlogy {(and in

particular the criticisms devaloped by radical

1]
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biologisis who <Zlaim sociobiology is nothing but s
Torm of capitalist ideology) they tend 1o <laim that
thay ars merely scisntists 2iucidating facts, ansd
that it is wup in nthers to draw mhatsver cCconclusions
they can from these facts (ithe ‘Los Alamos defenasa’}s
ovr even that tha inevitable incommensurabili ty
betmween 'is™ and ‘ought’ means the thsory has no
inevitable implications for numan bahaviour, and in
particular for poiitical choice, at ali. Homever, in
more. expansive momants it is Zlear that the ambition
of many sociobiologists is  to davaiop a
scientificaily adeguate cadé of s2thics (Wilson. 1975,
pp S&Z — S&4) .

Corciobiologists tend to use fmo main soris of
argumenis 1o claim that the status guo is wnatural.
The simpler is just to claim that it is inevitabla.,

and the more sophisticated the assertion that it is

possible to - constrain individuais i bahave
di ffarently, but only at the cost of loss of
efficiency. In both cases the assumption is that

doing mwhat comes natuvally is also doing what is best
{the two differ in that the Tformer gives baest  an
absolute. and the latter maraly a ra2lative. meaningl.
tIs’ might not imply ‘ought’, but clearly ‘cannot?
dJoes imply ougiht not: and =ven if  th2 arguneni is
that <changes sause a loss of efficiency this craates

a sirong presumptltion against th=am. They need wnni be

ritled out entirely in  this case, but much  more

o
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detailed argument is needed about tne pre2cise sxtent
of the loss of eafficiency. and ithe precise gain in
other benefits. MWhen assertions are made that suach
—hanges miil izad to 1loss of efficiency. the
implication is that the extant of this will be sa
great as to seriously guestion the alterna%ive.

One prodiem with this, even if tha biological
determination of behaviour 15 grantad. is that ihe
alternatives of simple impossibility and 1oss  af
efficiency do not exhaust the logical possibilities.
A third possibility is that cConstraints which reprass
the spontansous form of natural behaviour may isad to
an increase in efficiencys 2ven mhan viemeF from thsa
standpoint of the individual subjsctad to suach
constraint. This sort of assumption -is sentral to
the argument of Hobbas.

in Leviathan the natural instincts »of men in
the stata of nature ar2 such as o produac2 A
perpeainal wmwarfare of all (heads of family groaups)
against alil. Thers ist “"continuail faare. and
dangey of wviolent death: and the 1ife of mans
solitavry: poove, nasty, brutishs and shovrt.”
(Hobbes, 1745, p 184). With th2a social contracts tha
designation o7 an absolute sovaresign, the formation
of a Commonw=alth, all aof this changes = it is now

possible to puersue the pacific arts. The result ig

0

thus a clzar and massiva gain in ‘afficiency’.

.
The ralation of thess two states to men’s



natural biolsgical impulses is guwite «<omplex. The
first fundamental law of nature is stated 1o be

That every man, ought toc andevour

rearze, as farre as he has hope of

abtaining its and when he cannot

obtain it, that he may seek: anid use,

all helps. and advantages of Warra,

(19438, p 170, italicised in originall
The result of this one fundamental law is that the
state of nature form a stablie 2quilibrium mnless all
within it combine together to make the conivact,. Tor
until they do so the state of mar is inevitable.

The fivst claunsas, the endevour for psace, also
allows for the possibility of the conitract, but no
mor2 than the possibility. OGnly if all ma2n mova from
one level of rationality. of maximally defansing
thair intarests within the mar of ail against ail: io
a higher level., is the sontract and tha morsa
efficient wmetastable equilibrium which resualts {rom

it possible.

Thus, so far w2 have wmhat is zZlzarly a theory

of pioiogical potentiality rather than sirict
determinisms in the ferms I laid out earliev. Now
comes Hobbes® own  iwist to  tha argument. Many

fnatural” attvibutes of man Can only b2 mani fastad in
a Commonme=alth. Indead at this point a wvavy haerd
opposition is drawn up between ‘the laws of nature’
and ‘sur naitural passions’:
For the Lawes of Nature ({as
Justices Egquity, Hodesty, ifHercy. and
{in summe) dJdoing (o ofhers, as xHe

would He done tos) of themselves,
without the tavrour of soms Fowey. o
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caus=2  them teo ba observed, ars
contrary to our mnaturall Fassionss
that cavvy us to Favtiality, Prides
Revengs and tha like. (Hobbes. 19745,
D 223, ariginal emphasis}

For here is the rub. Mens civilized nature is just
poitentiality, awi is only rvealisable in soecific
gnvironments. The natural passions. on the othae

hand. are determined. It is inavitable that they
will continually wcome to th2 surface. I+ is of
course  fraom this specifisc twist that Hobbes daducas

the conclusion that sovereignty in a commonwealth

must be invested absolutely in a single individual
ithat while the gains in efficiency from a
comnonweal th are greats only the continual rapraessicn
of pure egoism can avoid revarsion to the siate of
nature.

Chapter Four wmill argue that Hobbes assartad
that commonmweal ths naturaiiy tosk thea  {orm  of
nations. iNo miuzh fias Changesd. In tha
soiziobiologists there is a more 2xplicit devalopmant
of arguments that people of differing phenotypes are
less likely to form part of a single commonwealths
and some gualitvications about the sxtent o whichs in
situations whare the definition of groups is on é
national basis, individuals can ‘=zheat’, manipulating
the presentation of their eathnic itdentity so0 as to
gain variable, situationally specific benafiis.

On the sole oritervion of rationality admitted

in sociobinlogy. of increased incinsive iiness. tha
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maximising of direct and indivect descendents in
fuiture genevaiions. tha saparation beitmeen groups of
the scale of nations and races is simply irratiocnal.

One implication of this is that i{ such phenomena do

have a rationaie, it is mnot one wmhich <an  ha
2xplained by the particuiar prinziples of
sociobiniogy — and imdessd any rationale they may have

is going fo be limited {o some extant.
The other important implication is that thava

is an urgent need to axpilain wmhy wo Sociobiocliog:

)]

has reached anid 2xplicitly speiled out this laogical

conzlusion of tha theory. This s not a matteyr o
‘ideniogy” in the sense of partisan political
passions pvroducing a selective intevpretation of the
avidence (a model of ideology which onize again goss
back to Hobbes). While it is abundantly clear that
som2 of ths lsading theoreticians of sdcicbiology do
hava political biases mh}ch aiign them with the new
vight, and while ideolngists, from the editorial
wrifers of conservative na2wspapsrs to fascists have
playad a significant pavrt in its popularisatisn (i3}
the wreal danger from Sociobiclogy comes from (i3
seeming cognitive power: not that it Can be ussd to
‘persuade thosa2 who ara already disposed to accapt all
the curvent hierarchies of power that these are
biologiczally jiustified, but that it san persuada
thos2 not so disposed that thay arve inevitabla.

- These argumenis arse - SpeCiouss bt

1
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damonsivating that they are involves complex and
technical rebuttal. Sociobiology has the advantage
of a {(r2latively}) simple modal of thz avsiutianary
bases of human behaviour. Siaplicity is of courss
one mavk of a good scieniific.theovy (and esqually it
is something which is very Adifficult to dafine
precisaly), though this wust be combined with tha
need, which sociobiology does not meat whan it is
applied to human groups; ﬁf clz2ar critevia as to how
it should be applied. It is this defec£ of
sociobiology, and not the mere biases of (some of)
its proponents which makes 1t both bad siCiznce (at
least in its application s human groups): and a oad

basis for arguing the ‘bast” form oV soccial order.

{0
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Footnotes to Chaotar Two

i) Appendix  One  argues that the VErsion of
‘primovdial ism™ associated with Edward Shils and

Clifford Geertz doss, unlike the socCiobinlogisis dram

a conceptual distinztion between ethnicity and
national ism. Shils and Geeriz asserit that sthnicity
is ubiguitous (Shils confusingly uses the iarm

nationalityl, but like ih2 modavrnisis rsoCogniss ins
distinctiveness of the forms of nationalism mihvich

have developed over the past coupls of centuries or

S0.

For the purposas af a oritigue of socio—
biclogical arguments in this chapter. the postulate
of the uabiguity of =2thnic tias has baen 1laft
unchallenged io concentrata on the prasumad

derivation of thase ties {from thoses of kinship. Tha
ubiguity of a2thnicity is also morve 7ully discussed in

appendix DOne.

2) The difference is that for coopecation itheva 1s
(novrmaliv) some form of div2ct banefii acoruing to
the individual — as will b2 shown show lataev this is
a necessary but by no means sufficient condition for
explaining ceoPEPatiqn from a rational interest
perspective. |

For aliruism. as insicated by the Common sansa2
meaning of tha tarm. thera is no obvious *payoff” 1o

the individual wheo induiges in the behaviour. It is
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an inbuilt assumgition of all forms of rational

intarest th=2ory- that salfishnass has ontologically

priovity:
The assump tion that aganis ara
selfishly motivaied doess. howavar,

have a methodologiczal privilega: for
the following reason. For non—selfish
hehaviour,. for axample altruism, 1o b=
possible, some other agent or agenis
muust be selfishly motivated, but not
vice varsa. NMon—seitish behaviour is
logizally parasitic on selfishness.
since there can be no pleasures in

giving unless thare are selfish
pleasures in having. (Elster. 17285, p
73

The assumptions of rational =choirce fheory than tend
tomwards the making of a further siep. wharse thea
remards to the altruistic individuzal ars fhemselves
defined as selfish ones — an assumpiion that
selfishness is not merely orivileged, but ubiguitous.
Once this step is taken, the anaiyis of alirusitic
behaviuur takes the tTovrm of an unmaskinz of iis raal
salfish ronts. Altruism is not oanly reduced {0 a
form of selfishness, but perhaps on2 of the lass
attractive forms at that. in that (it masgquarades as
something else.

Whila the {owmwders nffaacioaiglngy usa2 thie
tarm ‘aliruism’ in  this sanse of maskad salfishn2sss
this implication is removad in yan den Sevgne. mho
substitutes *‘nepotism’. R
3 Chaptavs III and IV  of 1%555 mork argue that

sucrcessive stages of biolagical theorising parallel



the intarnal changes within capitalist soczial
formations: wmith soCiabiology covvesponding to  tha

stage of fully develioped cCommodity production.

4) This account is greatly ovarvrsimplifiad. In wore
rigorous models it is possible to develsp assumptions
in which populations of aitrusitic individualis could
evolve. The necessary ssumplions. howevers ara in
general implausible. See Wilson (1975) pp 165 — 117
for the genevral case. and Boorman and Levitt (19203
for greater e2laboration aﬁd additional argumants that
conditions conducive to group selection may nave baen

present in hominid svoiution.

3) "Genetic fifness The contribution to ths naxi
generation of one genofvpe in a populatinon ralativa
to the contribution of other genstvpas. =%
dafinition: this procass of natural salection leads
eventually to thes prevalence of genotvpes with the
highest fitness.” (Wilson, 1975, p 535

"Inclusive fitness" The sum of the individual’™s cwn
fitness plus all iis influence on Titness in its
ralatives othey than direct descendants: hence the

total s2ffact of kin seiaction with reference to an

individual " (Wilson, i975:. p 524

teven Rose to point 1o iha

(LR}

&) This term is useid by !

spaculative nature of sociobiologicai axpilanations of

£
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human traits. Rudyvard Hipling's Jusé So Stories give
similarly speculative. buat Lamarkian: expianations

for the anatomical geculiarities of various animals.

7) This is a nacessary ot not a sufficisnt
condition. For it ito be worth my whila to cooperates
I have to b2 surs before I dg so that you mill do the
samer> so that I wiil not be gut in ths situation of
paying tha costs  then not geatting the expactad
benefit. ﬁn& if I believe wyou avrs going is Sahave
'conperativély then I Can try to act as a Tree viidav.
reaping the gains of your altruism wilboul paving the
costs — and precisely the same logic faces you.

Thare is a further problem with "aitruisn" as
defarred reciprocation, in that it introduaces the
guestion of time preferences. In divect! cocoperation
thevre s no fTima 1lag batwean paying the Cost  and
recaeiving the corvesponding benefitl) It is rational
to prefar jam today to jam fomorron, =%» the nat
benefit mus t be greaatar {normaily by Soma

incaloulable amouni) for deferred vaciprocation to ha

acceptadle.

2} IUnlike the kin—selactionist casa, whave diffusion
of the hypothetical gens throughout the population
aventually aschieves a state where no  individual
receives any Jdipgect net benefit: inis is not  a

-

"parasdox" arising from ha Tallacy of



but a genuine problem.
Reciprozal altruism is not individually

accessible in a pura ‘prisonavrs dilemna’ siteations

.

that is without the possibilitiy of recconition of i3

-t

2

individuals with the commitment o ra2ciprocate. Lika

group seiection it tberefora reguires conditions for
its realisation {a sufficiently developed canirail
NSrVvous system to recognise conspeciTics as
individuals: ecological conditions conducive fto the
possibility of repsated situations of potentialily
advantageous co—op2ration with the some cConspacifics
(Boorman and ievitis 1TE207) whiizh sSaam tno
vastirictive to use reciprocal altruism as a geanaral
2xplanation of animal sociality.

1t seems 1ikely that such conditiovs ocownwduicive
to the emergence of veciprocity mee2 more velsvant to
T

the evolution of some manmalian specias. N

individual inacicessibility of veciprocity means that
it such behaviour is 1o form an avolutionary stable
strategy it must rest on a consciowus Caloulation of

the balance of costs and benefits. it cannot ract

tharetfors on divact (instinciival) genatis Contral,

Pl

7y  Pany of the new mave of advorcates of biologica
explanation of human behaviour s=2m to be arguing
that Skinnerian b2haviouralism is thea necassary
foundation for the cultuwraiist approasches which thay

countarpose to their own. ESee, for example. Fraz2man



107 fAs with many varieties of marxisms the last
analysis here has the result of validating a result

which is not entailad by the previous analysis.

11 This is in fac-t axivamely implausibiaz the
whola point about kin selection is that it oniy works
if Kin are faQoured preéiseiy io th2 extent of thne
zloseaness of their relationship: brothars should be
movre favoured than cCousins. and fthese Gore favoured

than second Cousinss and this to the axtant

daterminad by the eqguation.

12) Racent  iavestigations of molecular geneticists
have shown that whenever groups ar=2 dafined as large
ansd ancﬁymcus: whathar swh geaups ave 'mations’ or
fraces’, the largest co=2fficieants of variatisns of

genotype ara greater mithin than bestwmeen groups.
133 See Barker, 1981 for documentation on thiss

which sometimes comes pa2rilously close to arguing for

giili by association
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Chapteyr Thrae

Nationalism as a charasctarvistic of ‘Hodarn? Sociatias

This chapter will discuss the analyses and theovries
which <claim that nationalism and nation states are
essentially madern phenom=na. Support for such
arguments can be divided into two types of claims.
The first appears to be essentially empirical: that
nationalism and related phanomena pera either
entirely absent from, or such minor features of,
pre—modern societies that they can safely be ignored
for them, whila conversely the nationalist phenscmena
have been a central feature of the wmodern wovrla,
This mill be the first type of argument coveread.

It will be argued that,. bteiow the apparent
empiricisms such assertions rest on conceptual
definitions of nationalisa thch conflate this with
other idaclogies which were axceptional outside the
modarn morld. This chapteyr mill confine its
attention to &2 consideration of the concaptual
adequacy of this wversion of the modernist thesis.
The conceptual foundation achieved through this will
then be usad to argue, in the following chaptar. that
nationalism was a significant forcCe in the English
middle ages.

The other form of backing for the modernist
thesis, which will also be discussed in this chapter.
rests on  arguments that ‘modern’ societies have

specific functional reqguirvements which raguire that
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the foundations o7 states should be along unational
lines. In the marxist version of this th=aory. which,
as Appendix Two documents, does wnot originate with
Marx and Engels (in fact it oariginated around the
turn of the twentieth century) such functional nesds
are specificz to capitalist societies, while in the
‘Weberian® wversion elaborated recewntly by Ernest
Gellner they apply to all industrial ised and
industrialising societies; capitalist and socialist.
Something similar to the marxist and
Gellnerite models is needed to explain the ubfquity
of the nationalist phemonenon in the modern morld.
but the ;recise nature of the functional relationship
betmween nationalism and the transition to modernity
in these models must be rethought (a process which
also involves a reconsideration of thes relationship
betwaeen functional and intentional raasons for the
success of the national ism which {strnpaged in these

models) .

The Modernity of MNMationalism Thesis

It was claimed in Chapter DOne that the primordial
nature of nationality was one of the founding. and
indead central and constitutive,. assumptions of tha
nineteenth century discipline of sociology. This
assumption was by wo means confined to sociology.
The fcundat?ons of hisfnry as an academic discipline

in the same period were based on these sealf-same
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premisses:

To «<ollect the relics of the past,

written and unwritten bacama a
universal passion. -=- mnationalism
was probably its most important

stimulus ... (Hobshawm, 1746Z2. p 345).

While it is not true that all ninetaenth
century thinkers shared this assumption of +ths
orimordality of nationalism (Lord Acton’s 1347
conservative and anti—-nationalist essay is freguentiy
cited) the exceptions were few and far betwesn. In
twentieth century academic studias of national ism the
dominant assumptions of those who have devoted time
to such study have been precisely the opposite. The
stress has been that nationalism is an essentially
modern phenomenon.

This saction will look at theovrists whose
primary thrust is a simple assertion of the specifiac
modernity of nationalism. The mriters who will form
the centre of attention are the historians Carlton
Hayes, Hans Hgohn, and Elie Hedourie, who have beaen
the most influential exponents of this . thasis. at
least within the English—speaking world. The next
twa sections will continue by <onsidering two of the
main attempts to axplain this supposed phenomsnon by
zlaiming that national ism covrasponds ta  deep
imperatives which are specific to modern societias:
the classical marxist thenryl and Ernest Gellner’s
Weberian reworking of this. (1)

Al though Hayes, Kohn, #Hadouria and othey
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modernists share an insistance that nationalism is a
phenomenan which oviginated some time within tha past
few centuries. there is still a wide ranging
disagreement on the precise dating of its amargence
within this period.

The precise dates of nationalism’s

genesis are a matter of dispute: Kohn

tends to favour 1442, Acton the 1772

Partition of Foland, {adourie 12064

the date ofF Fichte’s famous Adidresses

to the German nation in Berlin. Most.

howaver, opt fovr 1787 - with the

proviso that the Revolution searved

merely to bring togetheyr the eiaments

of the nationalist idea, wmhich wmere

breming up throughout the previous two

centuries. (Smith, 197i. p 25
These divergencas, of <course,. are partialily a
reflection of differences in the detailed definitions
of nationalism which are employed in addition to thsa
always complex problem of delimiting the first
amergence of a particular phenomenon. Nevertheless,
the definitions of nationalism smploved by our three
theorists do have a sufficiently similar common cCore-s
which s the incorporation of some form oOF
tdemocracy’ as a necessary component of national ism.
It will further be argued that given that sach
democracy has never been a characteristic of larvge
scale state societies until the past few scanturies
this definition entails the cConclusion of the
:i modernity of nationalism which has iwndeed been drawm
Cfrom it.

The 2arliest @of our thras theorists was

Carlton Hayes, whose2 work was don2 in the inter—war
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period. His argument resis on a conceptual
distinztion between nationalily and patriotisms, both
of which he assumed to b2 primordial phenomena. and
the specific form these take mithin modern
national ism. This distinction is best approached
through his specific understanding of nationaiity.
‘Nationality’ carries a whole battary of
separate me2anings. In its ‘lagal’ sanse a question
about an individual®s nationalify is sguivalent to a
question about which state’s passport the individuaal
is entitled +to cavry. The second major meaning
derives from the ninsteenth century natiocnalist
context, and was used to make the distinction between
the wmestern European nations: which towards the end

of that century had in the main achisved the umbralila

of their own indz2pendent states: and the eastern
European peoples, the nationalities. who spired to
this cCcondition but had not yet achieved (€ o While

related to both these meanings, Hayes’ usea of the
term is different again:

In general., homever,
‘nationality” is far less ambiguous
than ‘nation” and is most commonly and
an be most properly used to designate
a group of people who speak either the
same language or a «closely related
group of dialects, who chevrish common

historical traditions, and who
constitute or think thay cConstitute a
distinct cultural society. (Hayes,

Thus, in gfféct, a direzt substitution of ‘tethanic

group’ whenever Hayes uses the term ‘naticnality’
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will make for increased clarity for the modern

reader. There is no necessity for each such ethnic

group to form the basis for a separate state, or
until modern times.

In this sense, a nationality may exist
without political wunity, that is-
mithout an organised sovereign state
of iits owns and vice versa, a
political state may embrace severail
nationalities. though the tendency has
been pronounced in modern times {fov
every s=2lf-conscious nationality o
aspire to politi=cal uni ty and
independence. (Hayes, 1%54, p 5}

not

Ethnicity then is primordial, but nationalism wmhich

harnesses ethnicity to the sovereign stats
saomething different and specific, and should
considered as suzh.

The other dimension which Hayes asserts
necessity of considering is the wariability

objects on which the primal smotion of patviotism

is

be

the

of

—an

be focussed. It would seem that this term is used to

denote any form of loyalty to an in—group, and again

the stress is that it is not only not necessarily a

nation state which is the recipient of this loyal ty,

but not 2ven necessarily an ethnic group at all:

Patriotisms, which nowadays wae
connect with nationalitys has bsen
historically wmore closely related to
other loyalties of man .. .
Fatriotism did become a marked f{feature
of fixed and ancient 1life, but even
then it was seldom a patriotism which
reached throughout the 1length and
breadth of the country whevre peoplsa of
like speach had their "homess: it was
rarely a national patriotism. (Hayess
1254, p 23)
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The evolutionary scheme which is developed is one
where patriotic loyalties are initially directed -to
an individual’s immediate locality, but gradually
extend to encompass a state, which at this stage is
not based on a particular nationality:
Patriotism at an early date mwas
extended in application from one’s

native locality to one’s political

country, from an immediate place to

the person of a military or political

leaders and hence to the sdea of a

state. But among ancient peoples, and

medieval also, the sway of political

and military chieftains infrequently

coincided with any particular

nationality- and consequently
patriotism often changed from local
sentiment to imperial pride without

passing through an intermediate

national stage. (Hayes, 1954, p 24)

Thus nationalism, as distinct from nationality..
requires two historically uncommon and independent
conditions. The first is the coincidence of the
population of a state and an ethnic group, the second
that the community to which individuals owe primary
loyalty should be this state, with an implied third
condition uniting the other two — the reason for this
choice af allegiance must be because the state is a
national one.

Thus the link with the state is not merely a
matter of the population of a given state being aware
of their distinctiveness. Such awareness was present
in antiquity, but its basis was common religion, not

(linguistic) nationality:

Antiquity knew not nationalism as
we know it. Ancient Egyptians were
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united " in the bonds of a common
loyalty to the sacred River fdNile and
to the sun—sprung Pharoah- but the
ordinary dmellers in Thebes or
Memphis, though probably guite aware
of their cCommon wnationality. hardly
falt that the claims of their
nationality wers superior to the
claims of their Fharcah and their
priests ... (Hayes, 1954, p 2&3}

The Jews were no exception to the
ruule of antigquity. daspite the
perfervid rhapsodies of cContemparary

Zionists. A re—-reading of tha Hebrew
scriptures should shomw that the
tchosen people’ did not think of
themselves as singularliy blest and set
apart simply bercause they spoke Hebrew
and lived in Palestine and constituted
a national state. ... . The Jews were
a ‘chosen people’ because they
believed in Yahweh and the law
revealed by Him>, and the foreigner who
would proclaim in the words of Ruth to
Naomi that *Thy Sod shall by my hod’

was admittead to fiall mambership
without embarrassing questions as tio
racial stock or linguistic
accompl ishment, or as to whether tha
quota of immigrants from the

applicant®s nation was full. {(Hayes-
1954, p 27) (2}

National ism was "hardly more in 2vidence” in medieaval
western Europe. mhere the fas-tors wmilitating against
it included lack of safe and easy means of
communications a near universal ﬁivorce batmeen
learned and vernazular languages: a near—universal
influence of a *world’® religion, and “an almost
universal non—existence of strictly national statas.”
(p 33

"YSplendid wvernacular literaturas" began to be

written in Europe from the fourteenth cCentury. wmith

Dante and Chaucer. This procass expanided and
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gathered momentum in the next two centuries. In
.about the same period the «creation of a series of
sovereign proto—national states mas aschieved by
absolutist monarchs: the Tudors, the Valois and
Bourbons: the Habsburgs. the Avizes, and the Vasas.
The England, France> Spain, Fortugal and Sweden they
created were "“"fairly large. fairly homogeneocus, anid
absolutely independent”. (p 34}

These absolutist monarchs ware the first
symbols of national unity: |

Monarchy played a l=2ading role in-

exalting national consciousnass  and
national sentiment. The monarch was
the symbol of national wunity and
indepenidence. and in him resided
national sovereignty. Indeed
fmonarch? and ‘sovereign’ mare
interchangable terms ... . It was

abaut the institution of the monar:chy
that national traditions grew up: and

it mas under the patronage of
individual monarchs that much national
literature mas produced. {(Hayes.

1954, p 25}
National sentiment and national consciousness had
axistad from at least the later midﬁle ages. But the
factors listed a couple of paragraphs agb ma2ant they

had but limited significance. It was only with the

political changes aof the sixtesnth and seventsenth
centuries that these sentiments bec-ame fmore
important, both because monarchs meare now mwilling to

mobilise thems,; and because tha newm states which had
formed in this perviod were for the first time truly
national:

From the middle ages datad among
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European peoples a gquickaned and
guickening national consciousness. In

the sixteanth and saventeanth
centuriess: in many parts of Euvopes
the states ot Smaden, Denmark

Holland. Franca, Spains Fortugal. and
England, were really national. Each
of these states comprised a definita
geographical area inhabited by
populations which were markad off from
their mneighbours by a differance of
speachs earch possessed an independent
political organisation and pursued an
independent economic policy: and the

citizens of each cherished peculiar
customs and traditions. (Hayes, 1954,
p 40) (3)

Thus, so far. we have seen Hayes®™ model of the
evnlutioﬁ of nationalism is a three stags one. In
the first stage nationalism is totally absent. If it
is apparent: in for example the states of antiguitys
this is a misconstrual of what are {(at 1least in the
specific counteraxamples hes gives) loyalties basad on
tias of religion not language. (4}

The second stage comes in  tha later middle
ages .in western Europe. Here there is some 2videncea
for the eaxistence of national consciousness and
national sentiment, but a whole number of factors, of
which probably the most important is that the current
states did not covrrespond perfactly to 'a national
model, limited the significance of such Sentimenta;

The third stage came, again in meétern Europe-
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Cn the

one hand a key series of the states in this area ncw

da corvespond in effect to the national modal (53

and on the othey hand the strong and dynamic
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dynasties at the head of these states furthered
nationalism both by their presence as symbols of tha
unity and strength of the nation, and by deliberate
manipulation of this symbolism to solidify their
support.

b

The fourth stage in Hayss’® model is one in
which the French Revolution proclaims a fusion of
nationalism and democracy, thus providing the impetus
for the dissemination of nationalism outside its
original cradle. I will come basck to this stage in
Hayes’ model after a briefer discussion of Kohn anid
Kedourie.

Kohn can be summarised more guickly, for the
arguments have only minoy variations from those of
Hayes. Again the stress is that the ‘fnatural’
territorial units and collaectivities evoking loyalty
prior to seventeenth century Europe were either much
smaller ovr much largar than a nation:

This 1love of the homeland, which is

regarded as the heart of patriotism,

is not a ‘natural’ phanomenon, but an

artificial product of historizal and

intellectual development. The
homeland which a man *naturally® loves

is his native village or valley or

city, a small territory waell known in

all its concrete details, abounding in

personal memories, a place through

which his life was generally lived

throughout its whole span. {(Kohns
1944, p 2) &)

[In the middle agesl religion was
universal. Its dominance left no room
for any dacisive influences of
nationalism. Fractically all learning
mas in  the hanids of the clerics who
used onea Zommon language. bLatin.
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Feople looked upon evervthing not from
the point of viam of their
‘nationality®™ or ‘race’”, but from the
point of wviems of religion. HMankind

Bas divided not into fGermans and
French and Slavs and I1tal ians, but
into Christians and Infidels. and

mithin Christianity into faithiul sons
of the Church and hevaetics. (Kohns
1944, p 7%} ’

Towards the «closing of the medieval period
national states begin {0 be established. However:
eaven this does not 1lead to national ism. More
precisely, what it does lead to is a number of
individuals who c—an be interprated as nationalists.,
but these are dismissed. It is wunclear mwmhather the
ground for dismissal is that such individuals mere
genuine nationalists before theivr time, or whathayr it
is anachronistic to construe them as nationalists at
all:

Towards the end af the Middle
Ages national states began to take
shape, and the first foundations for
the future growth of nationalism were
laid. A faw individiaals wrote and
actad in a way which would justify
claiming tham for nationalism. But
thay mera isolated individuals,
extremely interesting as forerunners,
but without any immediate influence
upon th=2ir people and_their time. (S0
far the first criterion for dismissal.
Mow without wmarning we switch to the
second — DA.] It would be misleading
to interpret sayings and deeds of the
later Middle Ages or of early modarn

times in the light of modern
national ism- instead of trying to
understand them under their ommn
conditions. Soma of the examples
adducad to prove the existance of
nationalism in the later Middle Ages,
if seen in their context, allow an
entirely dJiffarant interpretation.

LThis is no doubt true, but concrate
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examples might help. Instead there is

a smitch back to the first critevion —

DALl Fertinent and intarasting

utterences in the sources may have

been preserved for the very reason

that they expressed attitudes unusual

for the time. (Kohn, 1744, p 7%)
The original formation of national states came about
through astions taken for non—nationalistic reasons
of state. For example. Henry VIII "established the
national Church in its beginning supported by reasons
of state rather than by the 1life—giving foriZes of
nationalism." (p 157) However, the combination of an
already existing national state and the Civil War led
to the premature emerganca of a fTull-blown
national ism in England. This nas the only
nationalism to emerge bafore the French Revolution.
and its precocity has given it a su/i generis
character ever since:

Buut the birth of nationalism in the

Puritan Revolution detavrmined ansd

still determines the character of

Engl ish national ism. England was the

first country mhera national

CONSCioUSNess embraced the whole

people. It became so deeply engrained

in the English mind that national ism

lost its problematisc chavacter with,

the English. (Kohn, 1744, p 172)
After this lone example, there mwas then a lull. Only
towards the end of the eighteenth century is there a
rise of nationalism in a serigs of other Ccountries.
This rise culminates in, and is re—enevgisad by. the
French Revolution, which begins the process of the

global dissemination of naticnalism.

MNMationalism as we understand it

[y
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is not older than the second half of
the eighteenth century. Its first
great manifestation was the French
Revolution, which gave the neos
movement inzreased dynamic force.
National ism had bec-ome mani fest,
however, at the end of thes esighteenth
century almost simultaneously in a
number of widely separated European
countries. (Kohn, 1944, p 3}

Nationalism> arising in the sighteenth

century in Western Europe. has spread
into the furthest ocorners of the
earth: wherever it has gone: it has

shaped human thought and human sociely
tn its image. The age of nationalisa

is world-wide in its manifestations:
though nationalism is only one of the
determining forces of the age, it is
important and inclusive  enowugh to

marrant calling the age starting mwith

Rousseau and Herder, mith the American

and French Revolutions, the Age of

NMational ism. (Kohn: 1944, p vii)
The extra component which Kohn injects into his
definition of nationalism, which la2ads him even more
firmly than Hayes into a *late’ dating for its origin
will again be postponed until I have discussed our
third theorist, Kedourie, whos as me shall seses
adheres aven more firmly to an even later dating.

This ‘*later” dating of Kedourie is tha

aftermath of the French Revolution:

National ism is a doctrine
invented in Europe at the beginning of
the nineteenth century. It pretends
to supply a criterion for the
determination of the unit of
population proper- to anjoy a

government exclusively its owmns for
the legitimate exercise of power in
the state, and for the right
organization of a society of states.
(Kedourie, 1744, p 2)

The absence of nationalism bafore this time is
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asserted mainly through an argument (also alluded to
more briefly by Hayses and Kohn, and many other
subsequent modernists) that the precursors of the
word ‘nation’ carried a radically diffarvent
conceptual loading before this period.

In particular, the original Latin root began
by refervring to some grouping smaller than a modern
nation — though it is not clear whether he is saying
it was smaller than an ethnic group. or smaller than
a large—scale state. In the middl e ages a
transmutation of meaning led tﬁ its application to
communities nom far wider than present-day states and
ethnic groups.

Mafio in ovdinary speech originaliy

meant a group of men belonging

fogether by similarity of birth,

larger than a family, but smaller than
a clan or people. [Smith (19S4b-. p

230, footnote 3} states that the
Romans usad natio of "distant,
backmward communities"s and populius

only of themselves]l Thus one spoke of
the Populus Romanus and not of the

nafs/o rosanorum. The term applied
particularly to a commun i ty of
foreigners. Medieval universities
were, it is well known. divided into

‘nations”: the niversity of Faris had
four nations: I "honoradle nation de
Franca, 1a §fidele nation de Picardie-:
Ia venerable nation de Normandie. and
la constante nation de Geramanies these

distinzctions in use within the
university, indicated places of
provenance, but in no way correspondad
either to modern gecgraphical
divisions, or indeed to wmhat is now
understood by tnations®. {(Kedourie,

12646, p 13)
These nations, and similar ones whizh provided the

method of organisation of Papal- Councils in_ this



period {(approximately the thirteenth to fifteenth
canturiesg) tended to inzlude people drawn  from what
would now be regarded as many guite saparats nations.
The ‘EGerman® nation of both the Council and the
University included Scandinavians and English. Italy
(a colleci}on of separate city states in this period)
was one of the four nations in the Council but, with
Iberia: a component of the French nation in Faris.

The next modification was to Janote a
collectivitys usually pejn?atively: “"Thus
Machiavelli gspeaks of the ghibelline nation, and
Montesguieun refers to monks as the pietistic nation."”
{(p 14) (7) Yet another extension of the term began
to link it to particular states — not yet +to the
whole population of such statas, but tha small
minorities of such populations who were allowmad some
role in the normal political processes:

A nation Came to be understood as that

body of persons who could <claim +#o

represent, or elect representatives

for, a particular tarvritory at

councCilss diets, or estates.

(Kedourie. 19464 p 14}
As late as the encyclopedists. this basic political
criterion of inhagg#ants of a particular state is the
oneg which is operative. Thay injected additional
meanings through an increasingly overt assevtion that
the submerged masses mwere also part of the nations
and should not simply be subjects. Howsveyr: this

‘democvatic’ rethinking still did not 1lead +to the

full modern nationalist panoply. For it still did



not entail any specific connections mith ethnicity.
language or whatever.

fwhat is a nation?’ asked Siayes. ‘A
body of associates 1living undeyr one
common law and represented by the same
legislature.”

Such a claim is both simple and

comprehensive. A nation is a body of
people to mhom a governmant is
responsible through their legislature:
any body of people associating

together,. and deciding on a scheme for
their own government,. form a nation.
and if, on this definition.: all the
people in the world decided aon a
commom govarnment, thay would form one
nation. (Kedourie, 1944, p 15)

Of course a single world state has been something of
a non—starter to date. The other logical conclusion
which <can be drawn from this doctrine is the
corollary of the first one: that if a group of people
currently 1iving as subjects or citizens of a state
decide to opt out, transferring their allegiance
gither to an alternative existing state or to a newly
—reated one, this is permissible, though deplorable
in view of its subwversion of order.

This doctrines homaver: is still nov
nationalism, although some later nationalistis may
fall into confusion and view it as such

LThe Whig theory of nationality.

axemplified by J.S5.Mill and Woodrow

Wilsonl assumes not so much that

humanity ought to be divided into

independent, sovareign states, as that

pecple who are alike in many things

stand a better chance of making a

succsess o0f reapresentative government.

So paramount is the preoccupation with

individual rights and freedom in this

dJoctrine that Acton in his essay on
Nationality, after discussing  the
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differences betwesn what may be rcalled

the Continental and what may be called

the Whig theory of nationality, came

to the conclusion that the best state

was one where several nationalities

lived togetheyr in freedom. (Kedouria-

19445 pp 132 — 133) ()
In Kedourie’s argument true nationalism only avises
mith a later specification of the nature of the
collectivities which have the asserted right and
indeed duty to exercise this option of separatisms
and the elaboration of notions of the Subor&ination
of the individual to the «<collectivity to which they
‘naturally” belong.

redouwrie’™s identification of one sSpecific,
‘organic? form of nationalist ideology with
nationalism fouf couré,. and his still mors surprising
zlaims thait this ideology derivés from the philosophy
of Kant, have been thoroughly criticised elsewhara
(Gellner 1944, 1983: Smith. 1971). Reading his wovrk.
howevevr, the impression created is that his central
concern is with the destabilising effect of what zan
loosely be zalled democracy., with politizal
principles which allow the legitimacy of broad masses
to qguestion existing political orders. and to remake
them. instead of 1éaving the delicate and complex
work of maintaining ever shifting balances of power
to small elites who alone are able to manage this.

Kedourie®s gpecifiz interest in nationalism

seems o follow from this having been the most

successful incarnation of the modern democratic
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spirit. It is perhaps relevant to note the
historical context of Kedourie’s work mas in the
period of struggles for =solonial independance. His
introduction to the collection WNaéionalism in Asia
and Africa (Kedourie, 1770) makes =lear his distress
at the upheavals attendant on these struggles. and
his identifization of nationalism as the root cCausse
of the problem. Thesa Burkean yearnings for the
stability of the o0ld order puats Kedourie in a
minority among modern theorists of nationalism. But
his stress on the connections between nationalism and
the entry of the mass of the people into political
life is more general. This is the time to return to
the work of Hayes and Kohn.

For Hayes, it would appear, the 1link bstween
national ism ansd democracy mas one between im0
ideclogies which emergad at about the same time, and
which appeared to be mutually reinfaorcing:

If people were to govern themselvas,

they must understand one another and
be able to read and speak a common

language. Nationality has thus
provided a practical basis for
democvratic government: and democratic
governmant, or the striving for it,
has fosteraed national ism. Hayess
1954, p 48

While this combination of temporal coincidence and

compatibility(led to strong links betwsen national ism
and democvacys these 1inks were not absolutely
necessary. - Both before the French Revolution and

suﬁsequently it was poéaible to have nationalism in



the absence of Jdemocracy.

The English had, if anything. a
livelier national conscicusness in the
eighteenth century than the French;,
but the strong national prejudices of
Engl ishmen for a +time preventad them
from aporopriating the political
democracy which was the ally and
abettor of modern nationalism.
(Hayes, 1954, p S54)

It would seem that the dJdemocratic
dogma as accepted by the French
Revolution was immediately re—enforced
by instruments which proved to be the
instruments of nationalism: and that
these instruments mwersa than
appropriated by other peoples with or
without the original political dogma.
In the nineteenth century democracy
spread fast, but nationalism sgread
fastevr. (Hayes, 1954, p 4%

What is merely a more or less contingent combination
in Hayes becomes the central Eonstifutive componant
marking nationalism in Kohn:
The growth of nationalism is the
procass of integration of the masses

of the people into a common political
form. (Kohn. 1944, p 4)

Mational ism is inzonceivable
without the ideas of popular
sovereignty pracading — without a
complete vrevision of the position of
ruler and  ruled, of —lassas and
castes. (op. cit., p 3}
Few of the modernists follow Kohn in such a direct
eguation of nationalism and democracy. Indead a

central question which the modernists are raising is
the ambiguous and comﬁlex relationship between
national ism, democracy and 1liberty. with the main
divisions between modernists being along the lines of

the varicus ways they understand these relationships.



Kedourie as we have seen, pertrays these
relationships in the most clearv—cut terms: the yoking
of nationalism to democracy is the major threat to.
liberty in the modern world. _ Kedourie s version
effectively takes the nationalisms of the establ ished
grezat powers for granted. It is the subversion of
these by rival national isms which lead to
independence movements that he deplores.

The mirror image of this view comes in the
analysis of nationalism which has been dominant among
twentieth -:entury marxists, the most ir;fltjenfigl
founding statementis of which are examined in the next
section. Heve it is the great power nationalisms
which are regarded as the danger to libarty. in their
provision of a rationale for continuing imperial
exploitation abroad and muting of <lass conflict at
home . (7)

For most of the modernists the relationship of
nationalism and democracy is less simple. Tha
central metaphor through which this is expressed is
of nationalism as fthe modern Janus”™. (10} EBut while
there arae varvious explorations of the extent to which
nationalisms in different times and places have
promoted or retarded democracys in - the sense of
universal suffrage. competitive pluralistic elesctions
and the like, there is a geneval agreem2nt that a
fundamental characteristic of nationalism is its

rhetoric derives political legitimacy from the whole



psople, as a basic contrast with the situation of all
previous large—scale state societias: "The source of
all politizal power is the natiown, the whole

collectivity." (Smith, 1971, p Z1, my emphasis)

The Capitalism/National Thesis: Zlagssical Marxism

The avgument, within marxism: that modern national ism
and nation states darive from the economiic
imperatives of the rcapitalist mode of production. and
mere instituted by the bourgeoisie for this reason
during the period when it was consolidating its
social and political power., originated at around the
end of the ninsateenth century within the Second
International. The capitalism/nationalism thasis
was promoted by the léfi ming of the Second
Intarnational, who managed to monopolise the rhetoric
of marxist orthodoxy. For the attitudes of octher
currents  in tha International. actwsally <loser  io
that of Marx and Engels that the "classical"™ lefis
sae Bauer (1978). Connor (1984, chapter 2}, and Nimni
(19285a, 19285b}.

In all the protagonists of this approash (ithe
originator appears to have been Kautsky, but the most
readily available texts in English translation are
from Luxemburg. Lenin and Stalin) the arguments are
strongly mariked by the aConomism which is
characteristic of the wmarxism of this periods in

mhich the necessity, if not the immediate dynamicss



of political processes are deduced diresctly from
supposed aconomic imperatives.

Whenevey Lenin or Luxemburg want {o go beyond
assertions that nation states begin in the period of
nascent capitalism they do so by referving their
readers to Kautsky. The greatest elaboration of this
thesis in texts in English translation <comes in the

texts of the debate between Lenin and Luxemburg about

the future prospects of nationalism and nation
states.

Thus in a series of articles in wmhich
Luxemburg is asserting that marxist parties should
not normally ally themselves mith nationalist

movemenis, she begins by situating nationalism by
referring to Kauitsky®s demonstration that it is a
puraly bourgeois phenomanon:

Kautsky enumerates three factors,
which: according 1o him. make up the
{rogots of the modern national idea,?’
as found in the rise of the modern
state in all of Europe. These factors
are: the desire of the bourgaoisie to

assura for itself an internal or
domestic market for its ewn commodity
production: second the dasivre for

political freedom = democracy: and
finally the expansion of the national
literature an:d cul tuve to the
populace. (Luxemburg. 1974, p 159}

National ism is not to be eguated i th an
identification with an ethnic or cultural group — a
phenomenon which predatad the =2ra of nascent

capitalism by an wunspecified number of cCenturies.

The involvements of such movements in specifically



political 1life, in aspirations to form nation states.
is what was important. and "the connections between
those movements and the bourgeois ara is
ungquestionable." (Luxemburg, 1974, p 140)

Homevar. wmhila national ism is both a
characteristizc and oprogressive featura of nascent
capitalism: the established capitalism of the =arly
twentieth century has crzated a different situation.
Firstly the most advanced pnwérs are no longer
creating their own  internal markets, but a unified
movrld market. Their economic and political power is
such that economic and political independance is no
longer viable for most ersitwhile nations. Secondly
this process was coinciding with one of increasing
conflicts in mhich the baurgeo}sie mwho led
nationalist movements are opposed not fto old rul ing
c—lasses above them (thus giving theair struggla a
progressive  historical content) bt to the
proletariat below (a new and even mare enlightened
political slass, and one which had 1little +to gain
from separatism) .

In so far as the firét of thase objections was
relavant national ism was utopian: in so far as the
seizond; it mas also reactionary. This (virtually)
ungualified condemnation of contemporary nationalist
movements mwas exireme eaven for the left ‘ming of
Second International marxists. Tha slightly

different arguments  which, oming to Bolshevik



suscass, have come Jdown to latey generations as the
orthodox marxist analysis of national ism, shared many
common assumptions.

Stalin’s catechismal 1913 article on the
national guestion is even more firm than Luxemburg in
lozating the origins of nationalism in the economic
imperatives facing a nascent bourgeoisiea:

The <chief problem for the young

bourgeoisie is the proolem of thae

market. Its aim is to sell iits goods

and emergs victorious from competition

with the bourgeoisie of anothe=r

nationality. Hence its desire to

secure its ‘fown’. iis ‘home’ market.

The market is the first school in

whizh the bourgenisie learns its

national ism. (Stalin, 1934, pp 14 —

15
Nationalist struggles are fought between ruling
classes. The precise constellation of <classes
involved in such conflicts wvaries. In one case a

nationally oppressed wurban petty bourgeoisie fights

the big bourgeoisis of the dominant nations in
another it is rural capitalists seeking liberatiown
from alien landlovdss mhile in a third a mhole
fnational’ bourgeoisie uanites against a foreign
nobility. When, as invariably happenss szh

movements are met with repression the bourgenisiss of
the oppressed nations have to appeal to *their”
peasants and proletarians to come to their aid.
While_ the economic inte?esfs of a mnascent
bourgeoisie are crucial in providing  the initial

momentum for national formation: - and while & common



economic life remains one definitional feature

nation

thereaftayr. nations ars not

economically constituted collectivities:

A nation e a Nfhistoricaily
evolved, stable comauni ty of lanvuave,
terrftory: econoaic iife, and

psychological aake—-up aanifested in a
comauni ty of culture.

It goes without saying that a
nation, 1like evaery other historical
phenomenon, is subject to the law of
change, has its history. its beginning
and end.

It must be emphasised that none
of the above characteristics is by

.iktself sufficent to define a nation.

On the othey hands it is sufficient

for a single onsa of thesa
characteristics to be absent and the
nation ceases to ba a nation.

(Stalin, 1934, p 2}

of a

simply

The original economixz theory has at least thz merit

of clarity

and simplicity'— though there are

sSome

problems with fitting it in suach simple forms. to

the actual rsourse of European development

mention alsawheyre) .,

{not io

Turning to Lenin, the initial argument is

again the same.

Throughout the world, the period of
the final victory of capitalism over
feudalism hHas been linked up with
national wmovements. rFovr the complete
victory of commodity production, the
bourgeoisie must capture the home
market, and there must be politically
united territories whose population
speak a single languaga,. with all
obstacles to the deveiopment of that

1 anguage and its literature
eliminated. Therein is the sconomixc
foundation of national movements.
Language is the most imporiant means
of human intercourse. Uni ty and

unimpeded development of languagas are

the most important conditions for .



genudinely: extensive Commerce on a
scale commensurate with modern
capital ism- for a free and broad
grouping of the population in all its
various classes, and lastly for the
establ ishment of a <losa cConnaction
between the market and each and evary
proprietor, big and little, and
between saller and buyer. - {(Lenin-
1970a, p 3598)

This assertion is ‘JdJemonstrated® through a citation
from the same pamphlet of Kautsky ("Mationality and
Internationality") which Luxemburg had also used as
the guarantee of the orthodoxy of her position. the
target of Lenin’s polemis here:

The national state is the form most
sui ted ta present—iday conditions [i.e.

capitalist, Civilized, ecConomically
progressive conditions: as
distinguished from medieval-

pre—capitalist, etz.J: it is the form
in which the state can best fulfil its
tasks. (Buoted in Lenin: 1970a>- b
599. The bracketed interpolation,. and
probably the smphasis, are Lenin’s).

Lenin’s critigue of Luxemburg is then developed
through the elaboration of a tmwo—stage model. in

which the transition fo the aconomic development

which capitalism brings is achieved through ths

agency of nationalist movements which must be
activist, democratic and progressives. while in the
-second stage this political dynamism is lost. The
implication is that these two stages take a parallel

form in each country regaridless of the timing of the
transition to capital ism:

ans tlzar distinction must bea drawn
between the two periods of capitalisms
which differ from earch othey as far as
the national movement is concernad.



This

On the one hand, thevre is the period
of the «collapse of feuwdalism anid
absolutisms the peviod of the
formation of the bourgeois—democratic
society and state, when the national
movemants for the first time bacomse
mass movements and in ona way or
another draw all rclasses of the
population into politics though the
press, participation in representative

institutions, etc. On the other hanids

thare is the period of the
fully—formed wcapitalist states with a
long—establ ished constitutional regime

and a highly—developed antagonism
between the proletariat and the
bourgeocisie — the period that may be
zalled the eve of capitalism’s

domnfall. (Lenin. 1970a, p A02)

schema about the two stagas is

fiarther

elaborated by specification of the poiitizal

characteristics of the two periods:

The timing of these two

The typizal features of tha first
peviod are: the awakening of national
movements and the drawing aof the
peasants- the most numevrous  and
sluggish section of the population,
into these movements, in connection
mith the struggle for political
liberty in general. and for the rights
of the nation in particular. Typizal
features of the second pevicd are:
the absence of mass
bourgeois—democratic movements and the
fact that developed capitalisms in
bringing together nations that have
already been drawn into commerscial
intercourse, and causing them to
intermingle to an incr=2asing degras,
brings the antagonism batwaen
internationally uanited capital and the
international working—class movement
to tha forefront. (Lenin, 1970a: p

stages in different parts of

the world created (at the time Lenin was wmriting) a

threefold dJdivision. * The first group of countries

have passed completely through the

first and are now



decisively into the second stage. Thase include not
only most of mestern Europe (Lenin, 1970a, p &04) and
the IUnited States (Lenin, 1949, p 143}, but also
Japan {(Lewnin, 1970a. p &00}. The second group is
located in "Eastern Europe: Austria, the Balkans,
and particularly Russia" (Lenins 1949 p 143) . Thay
only really entered into the fivrst stage around the
turn of the twentieth century, and had still not
completed it. Finally there were the «colonies and
semi—coloniess mﬁich showed edarly indications they

were about to enter the first stage.

Ernest Gelinarv: National ism and Modernisation

The decisive assumption of Gallpner’s theory of
nationalism is of the unigueness of the historical
transition which has produced . ‘modern’.
‘rationalised?: !‘industrialised’ (terms mhich he uses
more ov less interchangeably) societies. Despite the
specific social problems which arecharacteristic of
modern societies, the historic achievements of this
transition are such that once it has been made
somewhare it becomes the model to be emulated
- everymwheresl

We may view traditional sorcieties with

nostalgia or disgust: be enchanted by

their beauty, or revolted by their

cruelty. It doesn™t matter: they no

longer present a viabl= alternativa.

(Gellner: 19464, p &8 ;
There are considerable variations in the +timing of

attempts to emulate the successes of those who have



already passed over this ‘hump’> and the laggarids may
develop rather different recipes for achieving the
transition than those adopted by the forerunners -
trying in this way to avoid the horrors which
accompanied the processes of industrialisation in its
initial form.

Within this approach the contrast between
pre—modern Gemeinschaft agrarian societies and modern
industrial Gesellschaft societies,. and the mmevenness
of development which has produced a world in which
the two continue to cn—eﬁis%, becomes the fundamental
basis for an =explanation of the origins of
nationalism, so it will be as mgll to begin with a
description of how this rcontrast is drawn.

In pre—-modern societies the first noteworthy
feature is that the vast mass of the population, who
of necessity are directly involved in égricultural
production, are illiterate. The fundamental sorcial
unit in which the lives of such peopla ara lived, a
tribe or village, is far smaller than thz boundary of
a culture (constituted on grounds of cCommon language,
religion, or whatever) which is asserted to form tha
fundamental social unit, the nation, in the agé-‘af
national isms. Each wvillage or tribe is a *cell® of
the culture, aguivalent +to any other such cell.
{(Thus an anthropologist who parachutes down into such
a village can‘credibly zlaim to be producing a sfudy

of the culture as a whole, while a socinlogist or



urban anthropologist who parachutas into a town in a
modern society can only =<Zlaim fo produce a case
study.)

Historically. literacy is a product of
agrarian societies, deriving froﬁ the needs of ruling
groups: "The written word seems to enter history
with the accountant and the tax collecior" (Gellner.
1933, p ). But within agrarian societies the ruling
class and the literate (i@o groups which do not
necessarily have a totally ovarlappoing membership)
form small minovrities within the total population-
anid are rvigidly separated from the mass of
agricul tural producers. Considerving specitically the
rul ing c-lass for a moment. the palitical anits  of
rule vary enurﬁously in agrarian socieatias:

Roughly speaking. homevar, one an

divida them into two speciss. or
perhaps poles: lozal self-governing
communities,. and large empires. On

the on2 hand there are city-states:
tribal segmenis, peasant communes and
sa forth: running their own affairs,
with a fairly high politiscal
participation ratio (to adopt
S.Andreski®s useful phrase). and with
only moderate ineguality: and on tha
other, large territories contvrolilad by
a concentration of force at one point.
A very characteristic political form
is, of course, one which fuses these

two principles: a cenitral dominant
authority co—exists mith
semi—autonomous loszal units.

{El.ellnel‘: 19831 'D 13)
Thus the situation is one where there is no ralation
between the boundaries of polities and those of

cultures. Looking for the moment - at the cul tures of
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the illiterate masses, and at language as the most
easily operationalised markser of separate cul tures,
the communal polities at the 1loczal ‘*pole’® are far
narrower in geographical scope  than those of

particular cultures. while the empires at the other

‘pole” tand to incorporate the gspeakers of many
different languages anid dialects: whila rarely
terminating at 1lingunistic boundaries.

To consider the culture of the ruling classes
and the 1literate it is necessary to discuss the
impact of literacy. Tﬂe preseance of a tiny litarate
elite 1leads 1o the coreation of a 1literate high
cul ture which is radically distinct from the 1low
cul tures of the masses, Al though this divide is
possible only because access to the texts which carvry
the high culture are accessibla only to  the literate
few, it tends to be encouraged by the ruling zlass as
a wholae. especially within empives. This is becausse
the existencze of this divide veinforces horizontal
lines of cleavage in general, and thué halps to mark
out and justify the distinctiveness of the natural
rulers.

This ffunction™  of emphasising tha
dJistinctiveness of the literate culture is made most
clearly when the language which is hosen as its
med ium is an archaic, sacvad language = e.g.
Sanskrit: medieval Latin or Horanic Arabic. When

such a language is the basis .{for a widespread



literate culture it allows the literate wmembers of
ruling groups in the same or different politiss who
speak muutually incomprehensible vernaculars to
communicate. " Where such languages are uased.  this
tends to be in vregions mhich are broader aven than
empires, as do ‘high’ religions which draw their
authovrity from wmithin the litavate hnigh culture -
vreligions of the book oy Holy Writ. The sucicessful
‘universal’® languages 1listed above are a1l in the
"first place the language of tha sacred book or books.

This high religion may prescyriba different
practices for different functional segments of the
rul ing classs in particular prescribing different
duties to those whose main functions respectively are
to fight and to pray. But it will be uﬁiveraalistic
in spreading aCross many ﬁolities. Thera are
variations in the responsas of tha clevisy to the
folk practices of +the illiterate masss. but thesa
varijations fail within a spacirum oetmwa2sen aciive
denigration in the interest of sestablishing a
moﬁopoly on arcifess to tha sacvred against the
competition of the folk shamans: fo indifference.
(11) This process implies that the clergy are acting
as advorcates for what are assentially a series of
different r2ligions, going undey the same names
directed to the conditions and mentalitieg of
different classes — even the division between those

who fight and those mho pray mentioned above, and the



implication that the religiows duties of the former
are less onevous, is alveady a step in  this
direction.

However. evan when the raspons2 mas one  of
active denigration it was doomed to failure. The
illiterate masses w2ould not gain proper accass to the
purity of the holy texis. S0 wuntil the vcoming of
industrial society where the masses become literate-
it is impractical to make Jemands that the masses
internalise the rigorouas norms such texts prescribe.
(Gellner. 1983, pp 10 — 11)

Thus when the two major types of feature which
distinguish cul turaes are considered, n2ither is
likely +to have boundaries which ar2 cCorrelated mith
those of states, as is demand=ad by modarn
national ism. More precisely there are some rare
examples where the two sets of boundaries appear fto
coincide. But the strong dynastic states on  the
Atlantic seaboard of medieval Europs (Gellner. 19&4:
p 173) and China (Gellner, 1953, p i41) arose through

unusual comzatanations of circumstances, and may not

really be anticipations of modavn nations and
national ism anyway . Most importantiy, if any
ideologue in an agrarian society (before anvyone
alsewherse had made the transition into

modernity/industirialisation) had argued along the
lines of wmodern nationalists it is likely no—one

mould have even understood what thay were arguaings



and it would certainly not have been in the interest
of anyone to follow them.

All that the rulers of agrarian societies mars
concerned about was  that the peasantry should
continue to accept their subordinations and in
particular o cContinue to pay their taxes. Feasants
speaking a different language from them posed no
major problems, and indeed helped to wunderlive the
distinctiveness on which they rested their claims to
privilege. For the peasants. the vital concern was
the content of the rule, whether it wmas harsh and
oppressive. or, on the contrary, it still left them
enough of their produce,  after taxation, for
survival. The language through which the rule was
articulated was irrelevant to such Concerns.

The contrasting picture of modern society
bagins from the charactevisation of this as the
"society of perp2tual growih" (Gellnewr, 1923: p Z35.
This entails novel features to tha division af labour
within such societies. While it is possibla that the
specialisation of skills specific to differant
occupations diminishes whens compaved with the
‘highest™ stage of pre-modern societies, there is a
massive increase in the sheeyr range of necCessary
specialiisations.

Fuarthermore, the dynamism of ezonomiic
devalopment is such that within the course of any

particular human lifetime whole sets of established



skills will become obsolete, and many new skills mill

ba reguired. Thus therae is a tramendous
multiplication in the number of specialisms and the
pace of their iniruducfion; while at ths same time
there may be some reduction in the differences

between neighbouring special isms.
The division of labour in agrarian sgciaties
was one in which the vast majority of the population

- not just the peasants. but also craftsmen and even

marriors — could learn the skills which <could be
applied in their lifelong occupation  through
apprventiceship. For most of them litaracy was

irrelavant, and the pace of economic and social
—hange was such that there was a reasonable
expectation that skilis learnt in youth would suffice
throughout their active lives. Education needed to
be a more formal process only for the more literate
minority.

A modern division of labour reguires a very
different form of educational system. In place of
specialisad training. on the job. what is needed is a
more generic type of training. Basiz literacy and
numeracy (Gellner stresses only the formevr). and
perhaps some basic understanding of technical
processes. are now wanted so than any individual can
be subsequently initiated into the more specific
skills of any particular occupations: while l2aving

open the possibility that they  can later be



re—trained, to learn new skills should their old ones
bec-ome nbsaolete.

in this system any specific skills only come
towavrds the end of a prolonged educatgcnai PrOCESS,
at a relatively advanced age. The main funcition of
education is to instil universal literacy. So
eduwzation must not merely be opened tv all citizens,
to take  advantage of if they ochoose, it must bea
imposed on all citizens. And  apart from the
alternative paths at the final end of the education
system, where individuals opt for training in the
different specific skills, it must impose the same
genervis skills in all individuals.

There is only one institution which has the
resources to support such a universalistis aducation
system-> and with the pomer to compel those
recalcitrant individuals mwmho lack the enthusiasm for
the benafits of education to undertake it voluntarily
to do so anyway. This is the state. iOnce the state
becomes involved in providing a wuniversal education
system there are powerful economic constraints which
tend to eﬁsuve that, within the territory contvrolled
by any particular state, this education is carriad
out through the medium of a single cultura, which it
therefore acts to promote.

The first of these cConstraints is th=a
requirement of the economic system that all wmho enter

it should be guaiified on one common scale. based on



a common training (apart from the final frilis).
Only if the gualifications produced by the
educational system are on such a common Scale are
thay wuseful as a means of assigning individuals ;nto
Jifferent iobs. Secondlys there are considerations
which arise from economies of scale within the
aducational system ifself. These a:conomies of scala
dictate not only that the educational system of any
particular state mill tend to be the cavriar of one
cul ture, and in pavticular of one language: but also
set a definite (but not pracisely definad) lowar
limit on the size of viable modern states. Only a
political unit big enough to support the full
pyramidal sitructure of a modern a2dimzational systems
from primary to graduate sichoolss is wviable. The
apparent exceptions to this ;ule only continue by
parasitism on the sducational systems of their larger
naighbours. There are alsa constraints which
determine the possible upper limits of viable statas:
but nothing is said about their nature. (iGellners
1923, p 34)

The digiussion of modern societies has so fav

been in terms of features they all share. Eut the
core of Gallner’s thesis <oncerns not modern
societies, but sodernising societies — those in the
process of making their great 1leap forward in a

global context where others have alresady made this

leap. The move from the general economic imperatives



underlying the nationalist phenomenon to a more
rounded sociological account is  predicatad on  the
assumption that industrialisation has alvready
happened elsewhere.

This model is derived from nationalist
movements of what Gellner terms the *Habsburg type”™.
The initial exemplars of this type were the movements
for autonomy or succession from the Austro—Hungarian
and Russian empires of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. In this model nationalist
movemants derive their support mainly from two ﬁatial
zlasses: the .intelle::tuals and the ‘prolstariat’ {a
term which in Gellner sometimas but not invariably
also inzludes the peasantry: for 3 more Jdetailed
analysis of the social composition of many of the
movements B(Belliner draws his model from, see Hrochs
1985 . While fGellner repeatedly asserts that the
devotion of these groups to their national culture is
not instrumental but derives from deep emotional
attachment, the crux of the explanation lies in the
instrumental rewards theair nationalism brings.

For intellectuals in an industrialising
regions the formation of an independent.nation state
brings rvapid and dirvest improvement in iheér Zaraeavy
prospecis, Their position in the multi—-national
empive which is posited as the losation for  the
independen:ze movement is at best that of small fish

in a big pool, and at morst they may face



discrimination which prevents any possibility of
their access to high posts. With indepenidence they
are the natural leaders of the new state — they

automatically become big fish in a small pool.

For tha proletarians independence holds out
the promise that industriélisation mwill be more
rapid. Thesa hopes, unlike those of iha
intellectuals: are destined to disillusion.
Independence does mean that development is more

rapid, but the hunt for capital to finance this leap
is likely +to be at the expense of further sacrifices
from the proletarians. However, once tha
breakthrough into a fully industrial ised society has
been achievei, in two oy three generations- the
descanidents of the proletarians do gain benefits.

Meither the inteliectumals nor the proletarians
are inevitably dJestined to support nationalisi
movements. Where individual assimilation into the
dominant culture is possibla. many taka this option.
Learning a new language. even in adul thood, is guite
possible if thevre is sufficient incentive to do so.
Where there are incentives for assimilation to the
dominant culture, the important barriers to outsiders
doing this come from within the dominant culture. To
the sxtent that there are such barriers the members
of the 'minority’ cultwre ars more 1likely to make
the collective affort to achieva separation.

These barriers to assimilation are tarmed



‘social entropy’ . The extreme form of social entropy
comes when the empirg contains minovity 2ul tures
mhose members zan be distinguished on the basis of
mera appearence regardless of the osultural patterns
thay adopt. It individunals mwith such
‘entropy—-resistant traits®™ tend to continue for a
prolonged period to be soncentrated at distinctive
positions within the occupational pyramid, whather
the top or the bottom-. this wiil pose severs threats
to the stability of a modern socziety. Howaver, to be
successful such traits have to  appear to orviginats
naturally — the hypothetical example given is  thai:
"a seociety zontains a certain number of individuals
who are, by an accident of heredity, pigmentationally
blue™ (Gellner, 1923, p £5). Thus ‘racial’ Jdivisions
are a particularly obdurate form of natignal
division.

Other titraits, such as religion ov languags
divides, may apgear to have this entropy resisting
charactey — the time—-scale within which this appears
to be true may indeed be sufficient fc} seiting up
indepandent states wusing these traits as their
shibboleths. But while <changing a languaga oy
religion may be difficult, changing skin pigmentation
to assume the markers of the dominant cul ture is
impossible.

The classic form of natiomalism occurs when

the barriers to assimilation 30 not take this
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absolute form, but are nevertheless great. Gellner
dJavelops this scenario through a parable about the
Ruritanians: who are a people who are a dependent
portion of tha population of the Megolomanian Empire
when the siory begins. At this stage they are
speakers of a whole series of move or lass mutuwally
intelligible dialects, living in slightly separated
pockets of the Empire. Towards the and of the
nineteenth century a number of Ruritanian
intellectuals became the wvanguard of the Ruritanian
nationalist mo?ement when they began {o eslaborate a
Ruritanian tigh sl tures transtorming the folk
culture of the peasaniry in the process.

Schoolmasters <ollected the oral songs of
lament of the peasantry, which became known
internationally wmhen they proviided the themes for the
Mus i of the great national “omposay L.
Fhilologists produced the definitive dictionary of
the Ruritanian language, which not only traced its
roots back to the original division o7 Indo—European
tongues, but also served as a means of wunifying the
separate dialects.

Shifts both in the internal pn@er relations.
with the mobilisation of a politically significant
nationalist movement, and in the European—mide
balance of power — the defeat of Megolomania in the
First World War, then the incorporation of Ruritania

into the Soviet sphere of influence ‘at the end of the
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Second — 1l=2d +to Ruritania coming into existence
(currently as a Popular Socialist Rapublic).

In this model the markevrs which are taken to
delimit cultures are essentially, though not totalliy
arbitrary. Thay are essentially arbitrary in that
the important function they serve is to set out
claims for a sufficient population and a sufficient
territory to maintain a viabla stata. ‘ The
linguistic, religious, or other indentifiers of a
nation only work if they mark a group which is viable
accovrding to this imperative.

Given the diversity of pre—existing dialects,
and the complex overlapping of these boundaries with
religious ones: the places these lines <come to be
dramwn depend on culfural and political mobilisations.
Yet they are not totally arbitrary, because it is
only to the extent that these rcultfural and political
mobiiisations are successful in appeaving to  weld
together the pre—existing diversity of folk cul tures,
and of overcoming local particularisms into a anified
national political movement,. that a separats state
becomes viable.

Within a groader typology of the situations
within which national ism becomes a factor. there is a
briefer discussion of twao other types of
nationalisms, with significant differences from the
‘Habsberg® type. The first is a nationalism wmhich

devalops in the cContext of an already developed, post



Ranaissance and post Ratormation (or counter
Reformation}? high culture, buat in the absence of a-
large state, of the type needed for wviability in the
modern mworld, as an umbrella over this culture. Here
the fnrmatiun. of such a state reqguiread the
ynification of a number of fragmented stateists.
This model corresponds to the unifications of Germany
and Italy in the nineteseanth century.

The third case is of diaspora nationalism. In
pre-modern societies the members of some culturas
played the ;ule of middleman minoritiags — of pariah
groups performing despised or othermise socially
restricted functions. In agvrarian sosiatiass the
position aof suchlgruups is reasonably sacure. They
may be subject to special forms of oppression to make
surve their powerful knowledges do not encourage them
to aspire to more thanm theair acknowledged due. but
such oppression must b2 limited, for their presence
is essential for doing the necessary tasks no—one
else is willing to take on.

With the coming of modern societies, the
position of such groups is 2xtremely sarvious. inlass
they were literally pariahs their tasks in pre—-modern
societies would tend to mean that even in  such
societies they had a high 1literacy ratio, and thusv
would be more similar to the Germans and Italians
than the Ruritanians in haviné a long—establishaed

high culture. But unlike the hGermans: Italians or
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Ruritanfans; their dispersal in a diaspora left them
mwithout a *natural’ territorial stata io which they
could lay claim. |

In a modern society there are no longer any
ocCupationss certainly_ none requiving access tﬁ
powerful knowledge, which merit the degree of social
disapproval which upheld their previous specialised
Tunztions. Their position ceases to be é
(partially) tolerated minovrity. As io other
potentially nationalist situations the path to
assimilation may be more or less open, and. if it iss
many minority individuals will follow it. But it
tends to be less rather than more open: and to the
extent to which this is the case, the members of such
minorities have literally nowmhera o go. and theirv

situation is particularly tragisc.

The Modevnity of National isms a first critigue

The claim of the modernists that nationalism :zan be
dated essentially {rom about the time of thg French
Revolution <can be resolved into a séries of movre
specific <laims, both conzeptual and empivical. The
first conceptaal claim which distinguishes all
modernisis from primodialist theorists of
nationalism, as defined in Chapter One, is a careful
distinction between nationalism and ethnic solidarity
-in general.

For modernists national ism is ES very
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distinctive and historically rare form of ethnic
solidarity, a form which is {ocussed ons anid
mobilised by a. wnotionally, ethmically exclusive
state. It seems to me that the modernists are in

general correct to claim that both the fact of,. and

the desive for, «correlation between state and
ethnicity are unusual and important historically, and
that it is this specific nexus rather than some more
generalised ethnic loyalty which is <closer to the_

ordinary meaning and usage of *nation”, ‘national ism”
and their related concepts.

The next level of argum2nt developed by the
modernists involves a greater elaboration about the
absence of nationalism in states prior to the French
Revolution. Hevre their arguments are somewhat more
diverse. The marxists discussed earliev in this
chapter simply assert that nationalism only came into
being at the start of th=a bourgsois epoch. Writers

like Haves, Kohn and Kedourie add some flesh to thasa

bare assertions. Finally in fGallner’s mork the
nacessary absence of nationalism in pr2—modern
sociaties Is establ ishad theoratically on the

grounding of a typological conitrast bstween thesz and
modarn societies.

Homever. Gellnevy®s theorising is premissad on
the assumption that these previous wiriters have
establ ished the fact of the absence of nationalism in

pre—modern sociztias. Their <laims to have done so
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must first be examined. befare turning to Gellner™s
azizount.

We have seaen that: while there is something of
a consensus that neither the civilizations of
antiquity nor the states of the Earopzan Middls Ages
were marked by nationalism: the justifications for
this claim varied and this gives risa to
corregponding variations in the wmillingness to see
fanticipations? of modern nationalism in wvarious
ancient events.

Thus for Hayes the biblizal Jews® salf—image
as the ‘chosen people’ mas not a precocious azxample
of nationalism because tha basis for group
identification was religious and not 1linguistic.
Kohn is dismissive of the portrayal (at l2ast as oia
as Shakespeare’s Henry V) of the Hundred Years War as
a national conflict:

This mar- carried out by adventurers

with no national character. was a mar

between two royal families rather than

between two nations. It is possible

that the struggle against the bands in

the service of the King of England-

known as the ‘English’®; may have lad

to a yise in national sentiment, but

this is not cartain. The

demonstrations of hostility to the

Engl ish may have arisen from a sense

of local patriotism. (Kohn. 1944, p

112)

It would not be fair to contrast this wmith the
message of that other modernist, Heorge Eernard Zhaw.

whose Sarnt Joan porirays Joan as the first modern

nationalist, and the Hundvred Years® War as the



crucible in which modern national ism was formed. But
even i1f Shaw’s eciieniricities are disregarided; other
modernists present a more nuanced picture of this
peviod than Kohn.
In the fifteenth century. in the

last stages of the Hundred Years®™ War:

there mwas. both among the English and

the Frenchs a haightened national

Consciousness. Jogan of  Arc was not a

legitimist: she did not fight fov the

Valois Charles VII against the

Flantagenet Henry VI merely because

shae thought he had a beatter title to

the French throne. She manted o

drive the English out of France. And

the English of that time alveady sam

themselves as the cConguevrers of a

foreign country. (Flamenatz. 1973, pp

26 — Z7) (112
Some of thase confusions arise becauses of the
slightly wvariant definitions of naticnalism: which
anable one mriter to see its harbingers, particuiarly
in the middla ages. where another denies it totally.
However,; this problem is enormously compounsded by the
frequent use of cConcepts of ‘'*national sentiment™ and
‘national =consciousness’ which are distinguished from
nationalism as such.

These conczeptis ars mobilised to gsuggest that
whila thare were individuals in the middle agess who
had ideas and sentiments similar to those of modern

national ism. they were s5till somehow less than modern

nationalists. In fhis ‘gsomehom®™ thera is a wealth of

e
po

s
e

ambiguity. The first suggestion is such ideas
wera2 tha monopely only of a small and insignificant

minovriiv. This minority is always laft unidantifiad,



and the reasons for its adoption of such a pervarse
set of ideas left unexpiored.

Second, the wvery terminology of ‘national
sentiment® and ‘national consciousness’ suggests an
implicit contrast with nationalism as such aven where
this distinction is not drawn explicitly. The
suggestion is created that while such sentiments had
a tamily resemblance of some kind to later full-—biown

nationalism, they also differad from it in ways which

are orucial. There is a prisa facre rcase for
expecting differences of this kind. But once again
thera is a failure to sxplove the natura of such

differences.

The third sitrategy (combined in Keohn by a kind
of conceptual slippage wmith the second) is an
assertion that apparent manifestations of nationalist
sentiment in the middle ages ovr in antiguity are in
fact better undarstocod as something completely
different. Again the problem with this is nst in the
general statement as such. Care is necassary in
ordar to avoid anachvonisms (indeed, wy doubis about
the modevrnisis building of ‘democracy’ as a necessary
component of nationalism arise Trom my beliaf that
this is itself an anachronism).

This third sirategy assumes that 1lovalties in
the middle ages were directed at entities egither much
mwider or much narrower in scope than modern nation

states: and therafore could not have been directed at



some intermediate unit. The exiétence of such
loyalties, to ‘world” vreiigions and to restricted
localities, is incontestible. Tha implicit assertion
that such sentiments have tended to disappear more
recently is more dubious.

In place of one ‘morld® chuarch there are nows
and have been throughout the age of nationalism, a
mhole host of international and transnational

institutions which presume to claim the loyalties of

millions, from regional. military alliances to
erstwhile global sectoral communi ties like
international science. While such international

institutions today, like the medieval Church, provide
the framework for possible career patierns for a
small minority who can tharafore enter dirvectiy into
the communities they claim to embody, and thus fae2l1 a
divect and strong loyalty to them, for the vasi mass
of their proclaimed memberships any layaiti=zs will be
a by-product of a more lo:zal urieniatiun.

However, it is the minovity who have the
option of such cCareers who ave articulate and
literate, and whose attitudes are recorded for
posterity. Turning to the other end of the spectrum-
to losalism. I am again doubtful about the clarity of
the distinction which tends 192 be made by the
modernists. There seems to be a fair case for
arguing that it is 1likely that in most agrarian

societiss a large proportion of the population mould
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live out their whole 1lives both physically ansd
mentally <Circumscribad mithin the narvom hqrizoﬁs of
a village or valley.

The process of modernisation opened up a mide
range of channels of communication - an
unpracendented mass movemant of populationss
univarsal educational sysiems, a r=2adily available
national liferature and newspapers. and gsometimes a
universal (mals} conscription (Andavrson- 17213
Gellnev, 192353 Hobsbawms 19482, chapter 73 Weber,
19772 . All of these have been instrumental in  the
abolition of the isolation of rural life. These
changes are undoubtedly both real and siganificant.
Whether this transition took the precise form the
modernists assert is more gquestionable.

Firstly: if the logic of this common argument
is correct its implication would be that the symmeiry
drawmn by modernists about the two foouses of loyalty
befare the age of nationalism is guestionabdle. In so
Tar as the majority mere {rapped mithin the
constraints of localism it is dubious to identify one

2

homogenous set of loyaltieé to a *world’ religion
shared in common by this majority and the mobile
upper strata of the relevant clerisy. Carrying this
argument further, it would seem likely that those who
did idantify with religions 1like Christianity as a

fworld” reiigion were a numevically insignificant but

substantively decisive minority.
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Any claims that avidence from pre—modarn times
shows th2 wuniversal grip of ra2ligion must  Le
gualified with the knowlesdge that for most such times
and places the main sourszes of evidence are church
functionaries. I am not denying the signiiicance of
the ‘brotherhood of Christendom™ in medieval Europe.
What I am suggesting is that the logic of any wvalid
argument for its significance also suggests something
mora is needed to dismiss nationalism in the same
period than asserting it was the monopoly of a
minority.

Secondlys while the vravolution in
communications which  have accompanied modernisation
have, at least in an ideal—-tvpin-al world, absaluately
modified the position of the mass, *tha change in
situation for some minorities has been more relative.
Geographical mobility was intrinsic to the ‘carsers’
of the higher echelons of +t{he feudal military and
clerical elites (the peripatetic couris mhich only
settled down in  the later middle ages) and of
merchants. On a prior/ grounds if nothing =2lse it is
also likely that thess wera tha groups wmhose membars
were likely to consider pilgrimages mare exiensive
than those to tha lozal shrina. It is mithin thess
civouitis: and within their nodes  (the tomnhs andg
cities which formed the points of intevsection of the
civcu{ts, whera saven the more s2ttled populations

would be open to broader influencés than their
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village peers) that lovaities broader than the
narvomly iocal <an more reasonably be sxpected.

The argument so far ha; assumed the vaiidity
of the ideal-typical model of an essentially static
agrarian society. But the extent to which all
agrarian sociaties have always corresponded to this
model is also open to doubt (Macfarlana. 1973). This
is a gquestion which na2eds to be answerad by further
detailed empirical research.

Finally, the contrast between a localism which
Was a chéractevistic of pre—-modern societisas and &
na*ianalism of modern ones must be guestioned for its
assumption ihat 1localism has somehom baen abol ishad
in the 1a§tev state. On the rcontrary loczal ism and
regionalism r2main as significant forces even in the
most advanca2d of modern states. (133

This digrassion on lo:zalism has returned again
to what I think is the central problem with mocdarnist
theories: the specification that nationalism wust be
an ideology of the majoriiy, and at 1least in this
minimal sense democvatic. It is slear that democracy
in this sense (populism is perhaps a better tarm) in
large scale societies is something which has been
original t{o the modern world created by the dual
revolution.

Furthermora. the diffusion of the nationality

principle outside of its original locus of a handful

of states on the Atiantic ssaboard of Europs (mhish
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happened in include the twin saals of the dual
revolution (14) has occurred in close relation to the
parallel diffusion of Such popul ism. Jnca
‘democracy” had been invenied. a close ralationship
to nationalism was always likely, and nationalism’s
stress on specificity and mubilisatéon of ethnic
conflict made it egually iikely from the start that
the relationshnip would be an ambiguous one, in which
national ism mas the dominant partner.

While the tiss betweaen democracy anaid
nationalism have been Zlose. if not as universal as
some of the wmodernists implys this has not baen a
simple conseqguence of some abstract cCorrespomiencs
between them. Rather it was a product of the gleobal
context of their diffusion from their original point
of uriéin. Neither doctrine logically sntails the
other, though reactions within the periphery against
th2ir domination by super—pomers are 1likely to_try to
combine the two.

Turning nom from ihe assertion that
nationalism is purely mocdern ta tha ifwo theovies
which dramw on ge2naral models tn attespt 1o 2xplain
this, I will First deal briefly with the classical
marxist model. This theory was probably the first
full—-sscale attempt to try to deal mith nationalism as
a historically contingent phenomenon. However, both
the chronology and the social iocation of the origins

of nationalism mere gssantially mereiy asserted. The

’-ll-
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triuth of the theovy did not need 1o be de2monsirated
by empirical historical resesarch — it mas enough that
it corvesponded to the avolutionism of tﬁe
teleological and economistic marxism of tha period.

The only place where there Was some
significant expansion of this mod=l in pre—iTiz
economistic marxism was., of all piacess in Stalin’s
famous pamphlet. While this went along with the
general model of an indigenous middle class vevolting
against ‘foraign rule, there wmas some ampivical
recognition that in different social formations
different middle class groups wera central to this
process. If this insight is added to an amaren=ss
that the appeals of the intermediate lavers mar2 not
alma§5 successful in mobilising the plebians
alongside them (Hobsbawm. 1958Z, o 1473, me cCome
~loser to recognising that the abstract model of an
intellectual/plebian alliance such as is @mapped out
in the Gellnar/MNairn theories must be {fleshed out as
a somewhat different Zlass constellation in 2ach
specific Case.

After the first world war. and in response to
the Russian Revolution, marxists began a porocess of
questioning of this unilateral relationship betmween
capitalism and national ism. The theorisation of the
poséibility that the national democratic revolution
could take a socialist as well as a bourgecis form

mas —ut short by the Stalinisation of the communist
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movement. and its increasing subordination to the
tnational® interests of the Soviet regime.

As the great half-century stasis in marxist
thought intervaned, its proponents universally lost
an attitude of oritical detachment to nationalism.
In the official communist movement there mas an
increasing complicity mwith nationalism. originally
deriving from the diplomatic needs of the Soviet
state, but reinforced after the second world war and
the TsSuUCiZess of a series of further
revolutions/national liberation straggles whizh
produced the polyseniric replacement of a monolithic
movement in the name of differant ‘national roads to
social ism’ (Claudin. 1975} . Opposition marxists:
whayra they could not latch on to mass hnvements which
were invariably natignalist, weva laft in splendid
isolation, increasingly denouncing the nationalism of
the official communists in terms of an  abstract
international ism.

In both the marxist capitalism/ national isa
thesis and Geliner’s more elaboratad thaovy.
nationalist movements succeed bacause their sucoess
is functional in promotiﬁg economic dJdevelopment.
These models are not necessarily functionalisé: in
that in both models there ars (less than clear)
assertions that some groups percefve thase benefits
of nationalism- and this is wused as part of the

explanation of the success of nationalisms.
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NMeither the marxist asdinarents of tha
capitalism/ national ism thesis nov G2llner are
particularly interasted in  the spacific content of
national ist idaslogies. UOnce they have demonstrated
the rational functions of economic devaiopment which
are served by the establishing of nation statess
their analysis stops. The irrational and emotional
appeals buili on a mystical and more or less spuriosus
history are ignored.

The case sould indeed be mada that at lesast
since the middle of the ninsateenth century (say from
the elaboraticon of List’s conception of a national
eczanomy) there has been a conscious amavenass of the
potential for economic progreég inharent in the
formation of a strong independent national state.

Thevre arz2 three points worth noting about
these nationalist theovies of the economic benafits
of nation states. Firstly, the sirongesit gstrand in.
such theories has concavned the immediate economic
banefits of independemnza. and specifticzally -  the
protection of ‘infant industvies®. This corresporids
mov=2 closa2ly to the marxist than the Gelliner mndal of
the banafiis of a nation statea.

Secondlys suazh 2Conomic benafits of
nationalism ara2 always presented by nationalisis as
derivative. The structure of tha argument is that
given the existence of our nation its potantialities

zan be enhanced in the folliowing ways. Devotion to



the nation is said o come first for non—economis
reasons, with economic effects as an added bonus.

And thirdly. thare is a problams [ §
national ism is based on pevceptiicns of iis economix
benafits. of how this first came to be pevceived. In
Gellnevr’s model, where nationalism is a faature of
attampted modernisation in a world mwhere other
examples of modaern societias already a2xist, tais
guestion is apparently answered by raference to the
examples given by the %irsf countvies to achieve the
breakthrough.

Thus the ‘mave’ of nationalisms wmhich he takes
as cantral in nis model - ths fRuvitanian’
(essentially twentisth cenftury) nationalisms. could
and indeed did draw on expeviencas of naticonalist
struggles swuch as that for German anification. wmhich
helped Germany bacoma th2 mest advanced indusirial
nation in the sarly twentieth cCentury. This learning
need not imply a divract imitation of fh? chosan
examplars = modifications can b; made to it
diffavent conditions, and to avoid mhat are perceived
to be avaidable evils of the expariences chosan as
exemplars. While this process of diffusion mayvy fit
very wall with some more recent nationalist
movements, its general application would l=ad to a
problem of infinite regress.

The economic arguments of the *Ruritanians’

may be frac2d back to their mosgSel of the German
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ST CESS, with subsaguent nationalisms similarly
drawing on the Ruritanian expeviances. But wmhzn the
argument is traced ba:ck much beyond the Garmans me
are getting into the problem of the su/ generis
nature of the first breakthroughs into
indusirialisation. We have ssen that in Kedourie’®s
explanation of the success of the nationalist
phencﬁenon this oroblem of infinite regress  is
avoided by assertions that nationalism arose when
German philosophers misunderstood mhat had been
happening in the §French revolution, and prnduce& a
set of mistakan ideas which have subsaguently swmapt
the whole world. But Keadourie’s =2xplanation. unlike
those of Gellner and the marxists, gives no raal
reason for the success of these irrational idezas.

The next chapter will argue that prior to both
the *‘modernisation” and industirialisation of one of
the early exemplars of a nation states England, the
statz took on a national form: and that there mwas a
widespread assumption alveady in this pre—-modern
period that the division of states along national
lines was natural. These =2arliest exewmplars of
nation states andg industrial nations present an
anomaly for theories of the functional connection of
modarnity and nationalism. This anomaly is mor=e
consideved in  (Contradictory) statements in Gellner
than in the marxigtsp so thase will now be Jiscussed.

At times Gellner implies- that even those
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undevidevaloped and reactionary character (Nairns
1931, «chaps 1, 4, 7). The tenability of these models

will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Fooitnotes to Chapter Three

1} A third commonly canvassed theory, which portrays
nationalism as Tiiling & psychic need oveated by
secunlarisation will not be discussad. Evan i7 the
social psychological assumptions on which this theory
is based are valid — and I am extremely doubtful of
this — there are no adequate explanations why it
should have been the ritualism and emotionality of
nationalism and not some other forms of ritualism and
emotion which replaced those of nwo longer credible
religions.

2) For evidence that proselytes”™ rights mere in fact
considevably less than those of long— astabl isned
Jewish descent and thes signifizance of the keeping of
pedigrees to enforce the criteriﬁn of descent for
admittan:ce 'to %ull communal  rights, see Jevemiass

1747, part IV.

3) Tuder England incorpovated Welsh—speaking Wales
bui not the Anglophone lomlands — similar anomal ies
could be found for most of the rest of this list.

-

4) Some modern nationalisms are also based on tias of
veligion rather than language — the Eosnians of

Yugoslavia are now racognised as a national wminority:

the characteristic which distinguishaes them s not
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linguistic, nor even that of current religions. buat
that their forebears were Mloslem.

A more extensive critigue of the exclusive
concentration on a liinguistic oritarion of national

boundaries is developad in Smith (19240, p Z7}).

53) Of the two oriteria the population one is dubiouss
the absolute sovereignty one less so in so far as
both the Reformation and the Counter—Rsformation

tended this way

&) See Appendix One for a discussion of various
i—laims that such lozcalism mwas not  an invariable

feature of all pre—modern sociaties.

7) In noting how FMachiavelli and Montesquisu use
"nation" in these ironical sa2nses. Kedowurie deflacis
attention Trom the relation of the central fﬁrust ocf
both theorisis® wmork 1o core cCowmponents aof {fhe
nationalist problematic. The prasctical problem which
inspired Machiavelli’s political theory was the
desire to unite Italy inito a single sovereign staie.
while Montesguien™s climatic determinism seeks to

explain the origins of different national characters.
2) Higher on the first of these pages Kedourias guotes

Mill: “Where the sentiment of nationality exists in

any force thevra is a prima facie case fovr uniting all

162



members of the naticnality under the sams2 government:

and a government to themselwvas apart.”

7} In third worldist and world economy versions of
mavrxism this last clause mould read the ending of
lass conflict within the metropolis beacause all are

capitalisis there.

103} From the twin—faced Roman god, who is used by
Nairn (1981,  x<h 9) to symbolise the ambivalence of

national ism.

11) A third logicali and substantive alternative which
Gellneyr does not mention is that the clarisy attempt
to actively incorporate thes folk practices of tha
massess e.g. as in  the promotion of culis of local

saints in medieval catholicism. (Thomas:. 1971?

1Z) He continues by saying:

But nobody in France mas concernad to
prasevrve French customs and French
mays of 1lifes not to soeak of tha
French langudages against cnglish
influenes felt to be a2xcessive.
There mas no danger in tha {iftz2enth
century that France moulid ba
angl icised, and nobody thought of such
a dangenr.

While this gqualification would not apply to most of
the mnationalist movements of our own century, it
would apply equally to some of the <characteristic

naticnalisms of th2 ninetsenth century.
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In Englanis the historic divisions
betmeen north and scuths dating from
the Northumbrian kingdom and then the
Danish r2alm. persisted through the
fusion of Zaxon wmith Anglo—Norman
culturaes in the late Middie Ages into
Tudor and Stuart times: and-. with the
onsat of indusirial capitalism: mas
accentuated in the nineteenth cCentury
and remains a fairly salient faaturas
of economic and social life in &England
up to the przsent time, so that the
terms *two nations® and ‘working class
ol ture? have 1lost wone of their
resonances despite the assumption of a
wider cultural and historical unity.
(Smith>, 192&b, p 73)

14) "Dual revolution" is used by Hobsbawm (1942) to
denota the near tzmporal ns2ar— cCoincidewnsze of the
tIndustrial Revolution™ in Britain and the political
‘Ravolution” in France,. The dominant cuvrrant
emphasis is one which minimises the gsignificance of
these twin events or processes. Thus an influential
article by Raphael Samuzel (1773) documents  the
continuing importance of artisan production methods
in Britain until the later nineteenth century. Smith
(19246b> pp 131 — 134) speaks of a triple revolutions
a more prolonged process which achisved a state—-wide
integration of the division of labour. & more
systematically <ontrolled administrative system. and
a qualitative increasa in  the level of cultuaral
co—ovdination.

The present argument is also based on the
assumption that the transition to wodarni Ty

(initially in the form o7f capitalism, latey also



tactually existing socialism’) mas not achievad in a
single brief rupture, that the prosess of
transformation has to be analysed on a long time
scales involving =onsideration of a long prior
sxistance of esarlier ruptures. While the duaal
ravolution may have marked just on2 stage of.a
prolonged promzess, it was not mere veification which
made these processes catch the imaginations of their
contemporaries. The dual revoluticon wmas tha first

public dvrama o7 the transition.
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Chapter Four

The Origins of English National ism

We have seen in the previous ochapter that thare is
disagreement, among those who assert that national ism
is a modern phenomenon: in their datiﬁgs of its
origins. We also saw that some of these arguments
rest on =laims that the modern-concepfs of nation or
national ism had‘no aguivalents in medieval westarn
Euvope. ©One section of this chaptar will discuss the
meanings that were given to the ancestral forms of
nation, and mwill argue that while thasa mere by no
means identical to the modern ones. the opposite viam
of radical incommensurability cCanmot be sustained.
The final set of distinctinns on which the modernist
thesis rests is one which is fraquently posed as that
between nationalist sentiment and nationalism proper.
The precise details of this argument vary, buat
its generali thrust includes three subsidiary themes:
that nationalism is something more than xenophobia,
that in the middle ages loyalty +to the nation was
less important than loyalti=ss to units both largser
and smaller than the nation. and that any naticnalist
sentiments which Zan be identified wara held only by
I '
j-‘a small number of exceptional individuals. The
;esult of these three sets of arguments is that a
critiqgue of the modevrnist thesis reguires rather more

than a demonstration that there mw2re sentiments

similar to those of nationalists articulated in



medieval Europsa:i that in iitself is fairly easy.
What is also needed is some demonstration of thair
significance.

Xenophobia in the Middle Ages is not diffiacult
to find. Thus there seem to have been persistant and
jeep—rooted belinsafs that one sign of the lesser
humanity of foreigners was their paossession of tails:

The legend that the English had tails

was centuries old. Whens in the
spring of 1434, they were finally
ayxpelled from Fariss thae French

collaborators who had suppovrted the
regime were driven out of the city to
ries of- *After the Foxes! Have
their tails!”’ (Hindley. 1979, p 30)

Many saw tha Irvish in a similar light.
They 1lived *like beasts®™ thought the
Elizabethan Barnaby Rinchs tin a
orutish: nasty condition®™, said Sir
William FPetty. They ate raw flash and
dvrank hot blood from their cComs. The
Irishman®s animal nature had been
discovered long before thosa Victorian
caricatures mhich depiscted him  with
simian features. in the 1430s a
captain in  General Irvetons regiment
told how. when an Irish garrison was
slaughtered in Cashel in 1447, thay
found among the bodies of the dead
fdivers that had tails near a guartar
of a yard long®: and when the tale mas

challengead, forty soldiars camea
formard to tastify on oath that they
parsonally had seen  tham. (Thomas.,

1934, pp 42 — 43)
It has even been argued, in parallel with same of ths
arguﬁéﬁts abpout move recent fuanctions of national isms
that xenophobia sometimes sevrva2d as the cCover for the
relepase of guite other, aconoamic, tensions. From the

fourteenth century there was a substantial community

of European marchants resident in London. who mere



the subjact of regular mob attacks (including one
during tha cCourse of the Fseasants? Revolt in 1381):

Anti—Italian viots mwere cCommon  in

London, mainly for 2Conomic r2asons

.- (Davies, 197&. p 173

The mevchant cCommunity dressed  its

xenophobia withn Spacious  sconomis

argumanis. Ffor the mob viviually any

prefext would serve. The cContinuance

of English power in France. a souvrce

of considarable pride, depended in th=

last rasort on the alliance wmith

Burgundy. At  the Treaty of Arvas in

1435 the duke dramatically sverturned

the alliance in favour of France. and

the Flemish Commuani ty in London

received the news with considerable

apprehension. (Hindley. 1979, pp 25 -

26)
Frevious chapters have argued. on lines similar to
those of tthe modernists: that nationalism is more
than xenophobia. In particular, two further
conditions must be met: that tha ethnis in—group
identified should correspond to the membership of an
(actual or putative) single large stata: and that the
sentiments must constitute aoane of the grounds for
claims of the legitimacy of this stata. Thase ara
still wvague ocyriteria, difficult to operationalise.
Hopefully they will be somewhat <larified by the
following discussion of the othavy two points of tha
modernist claim. |

The next one is that the main forms of
loyalty. or of effactive community which <Tlaimed
loyaltys, in medieval Europe. pertained to uaniis |

either larger (Christendom) or smaller than those of

nations:

142



Yet whatever their strange foreign
wayss the Ivish.: Italians: Fyrench,
weres at least in thaory. reckoned as
all members of Christendom, that great
family of peoplas who hald a
privileged place in the plans of the
Creator. (Hindley, 1979, p &)

And on the othey hand

England mas riven by sactional
intarest: economis  rivalry betwaen
tomn andg country (about the

competition of sweated vrural labour).
mave far more immediate issues for
most English artisans than mera the
malpractices of foreign merchants.
More genarally, tatred batween
northeners anid southerners was intensa
and played its part in politics.

London in 1441 closed its gates
to the gqueen’s northern army for fear
of spoil *ffor th2 people in the novth
rob and steal and be appointed to
pillage®s while a southern schronicle
thought that Rizhard I1ilvs
distribution of land to northerners
bixlked high among his sins: ‘to  the
disgrace of all the people in the
south’ . (Davies, 1974, p 17)

Thare are several problems with this. Une is an
oparatiocnal matter of deciding. when thare ara
saveral alternative communities claiming the loyalty
of men and women, which is {¢he decisiva one. In
situations whera al ternate ‘ lovyalti=s dictated
different couvrses of action — when th2 cCommands of
the King and the Fope conflicted - it wonid o=
possible to iock at how many ¥followed the dictatas of
each (though df course there are massive problems
about more specific reasons which may have cCaused
their choices). ﬂutéiﬁé of sush comparatively rare
situations backing claims that one particular level

mas the decisive focus of loyalty is movre difficult.
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(1)

The more major problem is that aven in modaen
times natiagnalism does not claim that thea nation is
tha only acceptable form of Community: only that it
is the most important such form % peviods of
‘national emergency’. Mationalists today are among

the first to promote forms of community broader (the

West- the Commonweal ths tha Atlantic alliance,
Europe) and smaller (regions) than the nation.
Indeed, one impartant way in which nationalist

programmes differ (and an important clue to their
class lacation) is precisely in the diffarent forms
of international and subnational cCommunities thay
defend.

The mere sxistence of suwch  international and
subnational lovalties in the middle ages is therafora
not  the important fact. Much wmreiting in the
modernist tradition vesits on assertions théf hase
were more important than loyalties to the state. In
as far as this could be demonstrated it would at the
very least impose major limitations on any claims of
nationaiism in this pariod.

The final aﬁgumeni is that there is avidensze
of nationalist sentiments in the middle ages. but
that it is cﬂnfined.fp a small number of individuals,
mwith the implication that suach individuals wera
mafginal:

Even bafore tha . age of
national ism, e find individuals who
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profess sentiments akin to
nationalism. But these sentiments are

confined to individuals. The masses
naver feel their omn life o=
cul turally, politicallys ar
economically — to depend on the fate
of the national body. (Kohn, 1944, p
10)

The result of this definition is that whenever some
medieval expression of nationalist sentimant is
identified it <can be dismissad as the product of
eccentricity. More careful considervation (s nzedad
here.

This =chapter will be arguing that national ism
was significant in medieval England. This <laim mill
not rest on assertions that the majority of tha
population wmera motivated by such ideas. In the
first place theve is little direct avidence from this
period on which to base any firm assertions about the
beliefs of the illiterate masses at éll.

Indirect arguments lead to the wmost probable
conclusion that for the ﬂvérmhelming majority for
most of the time, axcept perhaps when individuals
mwere conscripted fo fight in for2ign wmarss 10ca119
constituted communities and losal economic conflicts
were the main focusi:  what ﬁrevailed wass. in Marx and
Engels’ over—graphizc phrase, “the idiocy of rural
life”., The imporiance of wmarfare in promoting
consciousness of national differences in medievél
Europe is discussed by Hertz (1940} = for the
peculiarities in  the constitution of the English

armies in this period, and the early development of



patriotiz propaganda 1o justify their musters. see
{eenay (1947) .

ODoes this show that nationalism wmas not a
significant force? I am not convinced. in this
peviod the wvast majority of men (not to mention
women} .were on ov beyond the margins of political
life. where political is defined in terms of powar
struggles which had more than the most lorzalised
applications. That the broad massas may only have
baeen tangentially infected by sentiments of
nationalism - and that mediaval concepts of

national ism gava only the most marginal consideration

to such masses — are symptoms of the absenca of any
kinds of democratic or populist politics in  that
period. I have argued that dafinttions of

nationalism which make it dependant on beliefs beaing
shared by such masses are anachronistic.

It has recently been shown that even' in %he
prime2 exemplar of modern naticnalism (and of liberal
democracyl), France. the full intagration of the rural
masses into the national community mas not achieved
in 17289, but only in the half-century ov soc folloming
the Franco—-Frassian wmar ((Heber, 1977 . Siénifitan:
pockets of regicnél and iacal particularism still
suvrvive in England and Frances in combination mith
the central nationalism, in addition to the lass that
fully incorporated nationalisms of the peripheries.

The argument here will be: that nationalist



sentiment in the wmiddle ages was not eccenivric in
that those who can be shown to have had such beliefs
mara among the minority wmwho mweve politically
affective — the ruling slass: that such attitudes
mere not isolated to a few individuals among this
riauling class, but spread to at least a large minovity
within it (though the nature of the evidence is such
that the size of this grouping is difficult +to
specify more precisely): and that such attitudes mare
significant in that they formed one rationale
(whether as cause, justification, ov legitimation}

for state policies.

The Realm of Enaland

A territory cCorresponiding roughly to modern England
mas first uanited, wunder cCommon rule, following its
conguest by the Roman Empire, whisch incorporated it
as a province. Later this province wmas divided into
first +two, and subsequently four, separate ones.
Similar procedures mere follomed with other
peripheral provinces, to stop them from becoming
poweyr bases mwhich Zould be used by aspirants to ihne
Imperial throne. Following the withdrawal of the
legions in the early fifth century, and- the
successive -ypaves of invasions from barbarian peoples
from the west, north and east,. England mas nom
divided for several centuries {(myths of an Arthurian

Romano—~Celtic twilight apart) into a whole serias of
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shifting petty principalities.

Al though major steps tomards the unification
of the country had bequn under the West Saxon kings
and Danish empercrs, the absence of any secure system
of dynastic succession before the Norman Conqgquest
symbolised the fragility of this unification.
{(Anderson, 1974a, p 159) Administration through the
division of the realm into counties was s2xtended from
Wessex itself to the Mercian midlands at some time in
the tenth century, but was not at this time applied
further north in modern Yorkshire or Maorthumbria (the
peripheral status of the latter being further shown
by its non—inclusion in the Domesday survey). The
result of the Conquest was to establish a stable
realm corresponding remarkably closely wmith the
boundaries of England over nine centuries later.

Contrary to one popular myth, the Norman
Conquest did not achieve victory in a sole dercisive
battle in October 1046 (though contrary to another,
resistance to it did not take the form of a guerilla
struggle of doughty Saxons led by Heveward the Wake).
Throughout William’s reign there were a whole series
of challenges. both of revolts 1led by indigenous
magnates and invasions by other aspirants to the
throne (frequently in cnardinafian). All such
challenges were successfully repressed, and I shall
be discussing shortly one of the effects of the

measures taken to prevent their recurrence. Apart
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from these, there has bdeen only one temporarily
successful foreign invasion of England (as distinct
from the border raids which mare freguant on  the
Mariches) in subsequent cCenturies.

This was the invasion of southern England by
Frince Louis in 1214 — 1217, which took place in the
context of revolts against John in north Wales (iled
by Llewelyn ap Iorworth) and many of the barons
{mainly based in northern England) and war with the
Scots. (2)

The effect of the revolts duv{ng William™s
reign was the «creation of a feudal regima whossa
ruling class was ethnizally move homogenous and mhers
political power was morz2 centralised than its
continental aguivalents. In the sarly vy=ars

following the Conguest William mas preparaed to follow

the normal practices of his opredecessors and
contemporaries, and allow imdigenous magnates to
continue in their position on condition that they

offer submission to him. B2Because of the revolis
there was a sweeping dispossession of at least the
highest ranks of the previous nobility. so that by
the time of Domesday in 1024 only {two Engl ishmen
vemained in the first rank of magnates, out of some
fourteen or fifteen thousand.

A further result of this reorganisation mas
that the leading magnates held their lands, formally

at least: as a result of grants from the monarch {(a
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situation also common. bui not universal; on the
continenal mainland) . Al though there Was
localisation of administration until the abolition of
the Marcher Lordships (when the cCounty system was
2xtended +to these, and at about the same time to
Wales, wmainly in the administrative flurry w@which
followed the Henrician ra2formation) the notional
derivation of all authority from the crosm, and the
absence of the municipal liberties which ware
possessed by continental tomwns. considerably, though
by no means entirely, reduced the practical scope of
such regional and 1ocal autonomies. (3}

The sa-ond major point which must be

remembered in discussing the territorial continuity

t

of an English state from 1044. is that this state has
always since that fime laid <laim to tervitory
ontside England. Even today, England is one of only
two significant states in &Europe whoss2 official
title, the United Kingdom of Great Britain andg
Northern Ireland, asserts the pra2sance of a plurality
of nationalities (the other is the Union of Scviet

Socialist Republics, which articulates a rather

different <laim to the legitimascy of the anification

of its many nationalities). Since 1044 there has
only been one quartev—century period — following the
loss of Calais in 1952 — when the E&English state has

not ruled over territories outside the British Isles.

The ruling class wmhich took control of England
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was an Anglo—Norman one in more ssnses than a merely
linguistic one (the language issue will be examined
more <closely in the next saction?. Most maijor
landawners, including the king himself who continued
to be Duke of Normandy, anid as already mentioned, in
this capacity the feudal Subardinéte of the king of
France, had holdings on both sides of the channel.
Many of the Norman and Angevin kings seem to have
followed William’s own precedent of trying to divide
their patrimony. willing the MNorman dukedom to one
son and the English kingdom to another, but the two
were united in the same person for sixty two out of
the eighty eight years spanned by the Norman dynasty.
‘ The success of the founder of the Angavin
dynasty. Henry 11 (1154-35%7), in both the marriage
alliance game and in mwarfare, 2xtended the
cross—channel empira to the incCorporation of much of
present—day France. fost of the territory gained mas
lost again by his successors, particularly during the
reign of John and in the minovity of his successor
Henry III. The Capetian reconguest of this period
achievad a situation @mhare only one sudbstantial
Engl ish tarritory on the continental mainland
remainad: Gascony in south—-western Fvance.
Al though the French monarichs from the
thirteenth century tried several times to reconguer
this region, it remained an English possession until

the ending of the Hundrad Years War — this
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continuation was the product of the aconomic 1inks
between the region and England, which formad the main
market for BGascon wine exports. (4)

The conguest and incorporation of other parts
of the British Isles into the English poiity mas also
a process proceading unevenly through a series of
advances and seibacks throughout the period undev
consideration (or vather: only achievad relatively
bloodlessly for Scotland right at the end of the
period considered in this chapter — in the yet more
compiex case of Ireland the process of conguest which
began in about 1170 arguably never fully achieved a
state of stable incorporation). What follows mill

therefore concentrate on the relationship with Wales.

England at the time of the conquest was
already notionally a single rzalm. Hales mas a
collection of principalities wvarwving in siza

according to thza ambitinns and abilities of their
rulers. The boundaries with England were by no means
mwall defined. From 1047 there mwmere repeated English
attempts at conguest, whether initiated Sy the
current monarch  or at  the individual initiative of
Marcher Magnates. The initial result of such
attempts was to win cControl confined to areas of the
border Marches, and south coastal lowlands around the
Fambroke, Gower and Eiamargan pseninsulae.,

The military campaigns of Edward I in the late

thirteenth century,. which secured the submission of



the princes previously independent as subovrdinates of
the English throne. meant that the recently conguered
north and west (but not the longer held south and
east) of Wales wmere divided into counties on the
Engl ish model. This perioﬁ also saw the introduction
of English common law for English settlers and their
descendants, but not the indigenous Welsh. During
this period extent of English rule wvaried depending
on the Jdegree . of unity and combativity of the ﬂelsh
princes.

Edward’s cnnqﬁest did not result in the
imposition of a common administrative structure on
Wales, still 1ess one shared with England. (5 Sach
harmonisation as occured was confined fo the Cromn
lands of the north and west, while in the marcher
lordships thare was substantial local administrative
autonomy. In both parts tha Welsh wmere excluded
from the commercial privileges of the burgesses of
English—settled towns, and from high office in the
secular aﬁd acclesiastical administrations. These
exclusions =rsated the resentment which formed the
basis for the last major Kelsh revolit against English
rule, led by Owain Glyn Dwr batween 1400 aﬁd 140=,
and led to fepeated demands from the gentry for
Engl ish denizenship after the defz2at of that revolt
(G.Williams, 1985, chap 5, argues that Glyn Dwr’s
revolt achieved the unification of the Welsh into a

single naticn) .
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Languagse

A single common language is the sign most fregquently
taken as the paramount marker of the existence of of
a nation (but see Smith, 1924b for a critique of this
linguistic definition of culture in most modern
theories of nationalism). England WaAS a
multi—1ingual state throughout the medieval period.,
when I am arguing the state took on a national form.
It is therefore necessary to discuss the language
guestion. 1044 will once again be taken as the

starting point for the discussion.

Tha ©Celtic languages spoken in the British
isles at this time included dialects or languages
representing its fwoe wm&ain branches. Brythonic or
F—Celtic (Cornish, MWelsh), and Goidelic, Baslic or

B-Celtic (Ivish, Scottish Gaelic, Manx). By the time
of the Conguest the linguistic frontiers on the
British mainland bgﬁmeen Celticz and English were
vague, and processes of Anglicisation were alveady
under may.

Even in later centuries. however, wmhen
governments adopted deliberate policies to affect
language, the processes of change of vernacular have
been in the main long—term. In 1100 the linguisti=s
frontier between English and Cornish was marked by
ﬁodmin, and that in 1500 it was somewhare mwest of

Truros and not far from Falmouths Cambourne and



Redruth. But Cornish only became extinct as a
vernacular in the 2ighteenth century (Price, 1924, p
134) . Manx suffered this fate as recently as 1974
mhen its last remaining native speaker, Ned Mandrell:
died at the age of 77 (Frice, 1924, p 71). Scottish
and Irish Gaelics and Welsh survived 1long enough as
both vernaculars and literary languages to became tha
targets for campaigns of ravival in recent cenituries.
(&) |

English prior to the conquest (héstqrieg of
the language distinguish 0Old English from Middle
English: with a seemingly arbitrary chronological
line of 1100 between them) wmas divided into a number
of distinctive dialects. é?) ne of these dialecis,
the Nést Saxon one which mwas tha one of the area of
the Wesssx kings who had achieved high kingship: had
more or less achieved tha status of a common written
standard for administration and ;itevature.

One effect of the Cunquegt mas that English
mas Tfor a period displaced as a significant written
language. () There is some evidence for survivals of
a West Saxon tradition: entries in this dialect in
the reterborough version of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle
continue to 1154 (Garmonsway. 1272), and it is
claimed that Hanvy II7s Charter of 1155, and Henry
II1°s Frovisions of Oxford (12295 — the first stats
Joc-uments issued in English .since the earlyv davs of

the Conquest) show clear marks of this tradition
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(Strang-. 1970, p 14&3).

When Engl ish began to re-emergsa as a
significant litevrary language from about the
beginning of the fourteenth ceantury (in  the

intervening period texts are rare. but not entirely
absent) a cCommon standard had besn lost. Texts
written in all the major ragional dialects are knomn
(e.g. Chaucer in Kentishs FPiers PFlowman in West
Midland)> and only from the fifteenth century,. and
helped by the initroduction of printing ftowards the
end of that period, are ther2 the beginnings of a new

common standard (south of the border) .

The conduest introduced another distinct
lanquage into this situation — Norman French. The
origins of Normandy as a dukedom itsalf went back

only a century or so before the Cnnﬁuest, when it mas
ceded as a fief by the kings of France to Northmen
mho mere ethnically and linguistically similar to the
contemporary settlers in the English Danelaw. Dver
the course of -that century ov so there had.been a
fairly rapid linguistic assimilation of the Marmans
who spokes what had become a dialecial version of
French by the time of the cConquest.

With the displacement of English magnates in
the aftermath of the Conquest: French: and Latin with
its longer rooting, bacame the dominant literary
languages. There seems to be debate among historians

of the English language about when English once again
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displaced Anglo—Norman: mith some <laiming that
English -~ had become a vernacular of significant
numbers of the dominant =<lasses as early as the
twelfth century, while others claim that the main
displacement did not come until the second half of
the fourteenth century.

A major prablem with these debates is that
they seek to deduce vernaculars, and often the
vernaculars of the majority no less, from purely
textual evidence. Yet French continued as a language
used in administration (e.g. in the Courts) long
after it had ceased to be a true wvernacular. (7}
lLLatin was displasced by the vernacular as a medium fTor
scientific - publication at the beginning of tha
aighteenth century and as a medium of instruction in
the ancient universities only in the nineteanth. A
further problem -omes  in the nead to make
distinctions between different levels of familiarity
of langmage: as far as texts arz2 cConcerned, this has
recéﬁtly been don2 by M.B.Farkes,. who distinguishes
three levals of literacy:

that of +the professional resader (the

scholar or professional man of

letters), that of the cultivated

reader reading for r2oreation, and

that of the pragmatic re2ader who ne2ed

to raad or myite for business

purposes. He confines his discussion

to the sesond or third catsgoriess and

argues for a steady esxpansion of lay

literacy under these headings vrom the

twelfth century. (Coss. 1984, p 49)

A regoluntion of the vernacular guestion. as far as



the surviving textual evidence permits, neads a
similar sat of distinctions between functional
understandings full bilingual ism: or other
intermediate forms of linguistic assimilation.

The continusing influxes of Francophonsas from
the French domains delayed the procass of
Anglicisation of the ruling classes (though protests
against this are one form of early evidence of the
process, as me shall see). Another delaying factar
was that most major landholders had holdings on both
sides of the channel:

After the Norman Conquest a large

number of men held lands in both

countries. A kind of interlocking

aristocracy existed, so that it might

be more difficult for some of the

English nobility +to say whether thay

belonged more to England or the

continent. Some steps tomard a

separation of their interestis had been

taken from time to time. (Baugh and

Zable. 19732, p 127)

The most commonly cited of suczh steps which were
izlaimed to be decisive were the loss of Mormandy in
1204 (Baugh and Cable, 1978, p 1193 Hoyt, 1957, o
444) and the decisions of Louwis VIII and Henry III,
early in the fourteenth cCentury. Jorcing all
landlorids to opt for holdings only on one side of the
channel .

Even earlier than this theare ara some
indications of assimilation. The jurist Zaccarios

writing at the end of the twelfth century, is quotad

as saying:



Now that the English and ths MNMormans

have been dmelling togather,. marvying

and giving in marviage- the two

nations have become sSo mixed that it

is scarcely possible today. speaking

of free men, to tell who is English:s

who of the Norman race. {Dialogues of

Saccario- 2d and trans ©LC.Johnson-

London, 1950, * guoted in Baugh and

Cable, 1975, p 119}
By the middle of the next century, the reliance of
the francophile Henry III on his French domains as a
source for court and ecclesiastical appointments
provoked protestis: =

Such are the persons 1o whom the King

of England intrusts the cave and

guardianship of many thousands of

souls: rejecting such a vast number of

learned, prudent, and proper men as

England has given birth {o- who know

the - language of the natives, and howm

to instruct the ignovrant. (From

Matthew Faris, Engl/ish History, quoted

in Hassall, 1957, o 1213
The final source of evidenzce of the linguistic
practices in medieval England comes from those texts
mhich, at least from our maodern perspective, are
regarded as literary. From the middle of the twalfth
to about the anding of the thirteenth centuries thersa
mas an efflorescence of wyiting ia  Anglo—lNNovrman:
having strong connections with tha romance movement -
a 1literary form designated by a 1linguistic  tag-
indicating that the key work mas in dialects of
French — and seemingly for consumption by courtly and
noble =Zircles on both sides o7 the <channel.

A few English texis survive from this period

(e.g. the Brufé of Layamon. which will be discussed

4
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move thoroughly in the next section), but about the
beginning of the fourteenth century there was a
fairly vapid shift, with the majority of vernacular
texts being in the regional dialects of English.
Many of these contain polemical justifications of the
choice of language (which had also been
characteristic of the Anglo-Norman texts):
ﬁis ilk bok es translate
Into Inglis tong to rede
For the love of Inglis lede
lede=people
For the commun at understand,
at=to
Frankis rimes here I redd

Communlik in ilka steds;
sted=place

Mast es it wrought for Frankis man
mast=most

Quat is for him na Frankis can?
quat=what

In Ingland the nacion
Es Inglis man par in commun;
fe speche pat man wit mast may spede;
Mast arwit to speke war nede.
Selden was for ani chance
Praised Inglis tong in Frances
Give we ilkan pare langages
ilkan=each one

Me think we do pan non outrage.
To laud and Inglis man I spell,

laud=ignorant/lay
Pat understandes pat I tell
Cursor Mundi, 11 232 - 250 quoted in
Baugh and Cable. 1978, pp 137 - 138
(10) ’

It has been claimed that when such works say that a
substantial part of their audience know only Englishs
this does not mean the lower classes, but some
significant proportion of the nobility (Mehl, 1942, p
210, p 247). Indeed this shift has been seen not

only as a sign of linguistic changes, but as an
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indication of growing nationalist sentiment:

It has become increasingly popular to
stress not only a spectacular growth

in the audience for vernac-ular
literature during the course of the
fourteenth century but wmith it a
literature, increasingly in the

national language, of commonly shared
concerns. (Coss, 1924, p 36)

This is something which a subszgquent section of the
chapter will try to demonstrate movre fully. This
section will conclude by discussing the latest
theories as to who constituted the audience for the
literary texts which will be the subject of the next
section, as this also has some bearing on linguistic
matters.

The traditional and increasingly discredited
model was one where medieval literature was seen as
the bpoducf of upward tulturai diffusion with a three
stage process. The subject matter which eventually
achieves 1literary elaboration begins as folk tales
among the lowear classes, is then plﬁndered for
material by minstrels, then is finally wosked up into
full scale romances. Recent studies of work sﬁch as
the Middle English romances have veerad to assertions
of how literary they are. and thus to a guestioning
of any role played by oral transmission. At the same
time there has been a reconsideration of the
audiencas of such works. in which increasing stress
is put on - the impovtance of sections of the nobility
and the gentry with strong roots in particular

localities, and of their consumption of this
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literature in their oprivate ratheyr than public
functions (in the chamber rather than the hall). (11)

The next significant developmant seems to have
been that French was ceasing to be a tfue varnacular
in England towards the end of the fourteenth century:

However, by 1400 it had been
taught as a foreign language in the
business schools at Oxford for a

~generation. rurther down the
eduwzational ladder. English was esven
being used as a medium of instruction
by 1335 when the Oxford magister, John
Trevista, thundered that children in
the grammar schools knew ‘no more
French than their left heal?”.
(Hindley, 197%,. p 13)

This process seams to have rveached a «climax in the
decade following Agincourt:

By the 1420s the great English nobles.
among them royal dukes, were commonly
writing in the language of the
country. Ferhaps this had something
to do with the fever against France,
but whatever the reason the habit was
catching. In 1422 the London Brewer®s

Guild decided +to keep its recorids
henceforth in English because the king
usad ‘our mother tonguwe for his
letters missive™. (Hindley, 1979, p
14)

Literaturs

The identification of ethnic in—groups is justified
in many societies théough the 2labovation of mvths of
descent (Smith, 192&b). A key difference between the

mythology of modern nationalism and tha mythologies

Lnf older forms of of ethnic identitys in thisg
respect, is one in which the myths are move firmly
loczated in homogenouns historical time. and sometimes

oy
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even more firmly rooted in historical evidence. In
pre—modern ethnis groups. the fypical form such a
myth takes is of descent from the main tribal god,
mith the founder of the royal house claimed to be a
few generations on in direct line of descent, and the
rest of the people in cognate 1ines:

In the year of Christ’s nativity

494, Cedric and Cynric his son landad

at Cerdicesora with five ships. That

Cedric was the son of Elesa. the son

of Elsa, the son of Gewis, the son of

Wig the son of Fraewine, the son of

Frithugar. the son of Brand, th2 son

of  Baeldaeg. the son of Woden.

- (harmonsway. 1972. p 2} (12)

The main argument of this section @mill be that in
medieval England the Arthurian ocycle formed a -
transitional type of such a ayth, and sarved as one
vehicle for the 2laboration of an zngl ish
nationalism. (13)

The discussion of the medieval Matter of
Britain will not be concerned with the literary merit
of the texts covered: nor with the messages in the
text other than those which directly concern the
present theme. There will thus be no further mention
of courtly 1love, or of whether the valigious
symbol isms are of Christian or pre—Christian origin.
Finally, the guestion of the historicity of Arthur
mill be discussed only briefly.

Similarly. becauss of lack of space- the use

of themes dramn from the Matter of Britain as sources

for English nationalist myths beyond their initial



elabovration in the twelfth and thirteenth Zenturies
will get lititle coverage. The Matter of Britain has
subsequently been repeatedly drawn upon as the source
for new versions of English nationalism appropriate
to changing conditions. Two periods when such motifs
were central to nem elaborations ov Engl ish
nationalism werea in the reigns of the Tudor dynasty
and in the nineteenth century.

The Arthur myth was used as prnpagaﬁda for the
legitimacy of the, notionally. Welsh— descended
Tudors. Al though this was the period when the new
c;itical historical technigues of the renaissance.led
to a widening of systematic doubts about the
historicity of Arthur and the other characters of the
Matter of Britain, such doubts wevre <confined 1o a
minovity of Tudor historians (MoKisazk. 1971).
Al though none of the plays of Shakespeara concerns
Arthur or his ratinue, tmo are abonut other kings
drawn from the Matter of Britain: Cymbel in2 anisd
Lear. & Pecen} study of Lear (Dt ton- 1724613
criticises the dominant ‘pessimistic’ interpretation
af tha play. and avgués that th2 main motif is of
national decline and renewal — fovr the general
importaﬁce of myths of decline and. renewal in the
constitution of athnic groups. sse Emith (198&b-. esp
pp D0 — D53} .

Similarlys in the nineteenth cCentury more

strictly Arthurian themes formed the basis for the
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very different forms of English nationalism embodied
in the poem—cycles of Tennyson (Kiernan, 198%), Blake
or William Morvis. In the tmwentieth century Arthur
has aven Tormed the basis for the English
anti-nationalism of T.H.White.

In the preseént century there has been a minor
industry devoted +to the search for the raal-
historical Arthur. This se2arch has vranged from thes
reputable (the wmost accessible recent wmorks are
Alzosk, 1971, and the articles collected in Ashe at
al (1968)) to the downright crankish. Fraguently the
latter dwell on the AGlastonbury oonnection arnd the
cycle tied with Arthur since tha wmiddle ages, about
Joseph of Arimethea: sees for example the full pags
advertisment in the O0Observer of 19/1/28& foy the
"first edition, of one of the most controversial
books ever published: Ras Jesus of Enwglish Descant"
(Colour Section, p 32).

The evidence for any qf tha recent cClaims to
have firmly identified thea _hiaforical Arthur is.
charitably, shaky. Thus the arguments of :the saction
of Alcock (1771, chaps & = 3) which try to prova the
historicity of Arthur pile conjecture onto
possibilitys and maka a great contrast mith the later
sections of the book whers scrupulous use is made of
both the surviving textual evidence and archsological

sources to illuminate the sociology of Britain at the

time of the putativs Arthur.



The most prolific recent publicist of the
search for an historical Arthur meditates on his

significance as follows:

Here is a spelibinding indestructible
theme, national vet transcending
nationality. For better or mworse it
has affected the history of the
country- where it began. It has

survived eclipses and demolitions, and
Britain cannot be thought of without
ite Yet no cConceivable movemaent ovr
government cCould entrap it in a
program. That is a comment on the
limitations of movaments and
governments. The uandying King is a
strangely powerful reminder that thera
is Something Else. By nurturing that
amareness: amnid a guesting spirit: his

fame may have its effect on human
thinking. (Ashe, 19S5: pp 172 — 193)
(14)
The same author develsps still further in a
mystical-nationalist wvein when hHe Comes to the

subject of Glastonbury:

Within hiastonbury’s precinct

Engl ishmen (as Anglo—Saxons mere soon

in effect becoming? mingled mith Calts

who continuesd to join ths community,

including Irish. In their united mork

and studys. it may be claimed. the

United Kingdom had its symbolic birth

long before its political realization.

(Ashe, 1984, pp 328 — 39) (15)
The evidence for the existence of an historical
Arthurs even one so  far removed from the figure of
myth as Alconk’s dux bellorus or war—band leader, is
so slight and anreliable that it is impossibla to
construct  a convincing argument =2ither for  the
;ingtence or non— existence of a real aoriginal for

the later tales. What is more significant ara the

continuing efforts to prove his existence.,  The
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spilling of so much ink to wake a rcase from such
flimsy evidence is yet another sign of ths cenirality
of the Arthurian motif in the English/British
nationalist mythology.

Lest this is thought an overly strong
criticism of most recent popular books on Arthurian
thames, it should be said that I found such books,
with their normally clear rvacognition that the
Arthuorian literatura of the wmiddle ages had a
nationalist dimension, helpful in the formuiation of
the following argument.

One conventional division of the subjects oy
themes of medieval literature iz into thres
"Mat*ers“; of Britain, France, and Antiquity. The
main subjects of the Matter of France mere 1o do with
the exploits of Charlemagne and membars of his court,
and, for the Matter of Britain. Arthur and the
members of his court.

Both of these sets of themes wers dramn oan in
medieval literature on a European scale. It was not
a simple Zase of the matter of France being a subject
only for a Francophone and Francolorc-al audience, and
the matter of England only for an Anglophone or
Anglolocal one (this wider populariiy derives from
the other Christian and <chivalric themes in such
cycless which ware relevant throughout feudal
Europei; ‘élihough the English state, at the time

most of the texts were writtens was: a cross—ichannel
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oneg, and some of the French texts wevre thus produced
by subiects of the English king, a sSeries of
systamatic differences betwsen the treatmenis of the

c—ycles in the two languages has been noted. and

s

sometimes even ascribed to nationalism. Ons is the
rarity of works based on the matter of France in
Engl ish:

It has otten been noticed that only a

vary limited selection of tha stories

about Charlemagne were sver translated

into Engl ish. Many of the original

chansons de geste were stamped with a

very nationalistic tendency and mare

far this very reason perhaps lass

attractive to the English aidaptors who

often iried +to glorify their own

history. (i1ehl, 1945, p 152)
The contrast in the treatments of Arthurian motifs is
not so much guantitative as gualitative. Tha thresae
main and interlinked contrasts are that the French
tradition contains full developmentis aof all the
motifs of courtly 1love and chivalry, while tha
English tradition is, according to taste, inferior in
its crudity and lack of understanding of such motifs,
or superior in its more realistic earthiness.

Secondlys. in the French tradition Avthur is to
a greater or lesser degree a ro/ Ffaineant, an iidle
king who recedes into the background and whose rolse
is to provide the court which is the setting for the
gallant deeds of members of his retinues in thae
English tradition Arthur is vary much a conguering

king. Finaily_in the French t{radition Lancelot is

the 1leading member of the retinuez in the English
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tradition this place belongs to Gawain (Kay takes
this place in the Welsh traditon). (14}

The matter of Britain made a suidden appearance
as literature with the produaction of the History of
the Rings of Britarn (Historia Regua Brittannias)s
written by Geoffrey of Monmouth, and finished in the
1130s (Thovrpe., 174&: p 93 . (177 Al though this book
now gets such readers as it does mainly for its
Arthurian section, its subject, as its name impliess
is actually considerably longer term.

The book opens with a description of "Britains
the best of islands" (heoffrey of Monmouth, 17&£4; p
53), culminating in a listing of its inhabitants who
inzlude "five races of pesople, the Norman—French, the
Britons, the Saxons, the FPicts, and the Scots." (op.
“it.. p 54), and then the plot begins. This starts
with the tribulations of the Troians exiled aftev
their defeat by the Greeks, who are finally reuwnitad
by a great—grandson of Asnsas. Brutusa-who: at the
enid of a successiul war againsf the hGreek opprassorss
leads them to sasarch for a new land to sattle.

. After landing at Various intermediate
destinations, including Frances. whevre they defeat the
indigenous Picts and thus establish the first British
c—laim +to French tervitory prior to the presumed time
of the French national wayth of Trojan origin, (13)
they finally arvrrive at Albion. Here the aboriginals

are not humans but giants, including Gogmagog. These
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are all exterminated by the Trojans: who then settle
the land, renaming it after their leader. Cornmall
is similariy renamed atter his most valiant follower,
Coreneus, and a capital ity of Troia Naova
establ ished on the Thames (later to be renamed London
in honaour of the king, Lud, who defendad it against
the assaults of Julius Caesar).

The next section is one of saveral which is
iittle more than a listing of who begat whom, and
reigned next, where the main interest must be in the
pseudo—derivations of place names (including that of
Leicester from Leir, or Laar;’ which continuge
throughout. The next significant episode is the
Roman conquest, or rather a series Roman conquestsf
the first of which is a British cConguest of Rome., 1ad
by the brothers Belinus and Brennius. Only then cCome
the Julian and Claudian conquestis of Britain. Even
dJuring the periogd of Roman rule & British army
suciceeds  in a sacond cConguest of Rome itself. under
king Constantine, who becomes Emperor. aided by many
Roman wnobles who have fled from the ‘dictator?
Maxentius.

Finally the Reomans withdrams {from Britains

whose inhabitants (or at least the Archbishaop of

London) have to call on their. Breton scousins to
supply them with a king. A second Constantine is
offered and accepted. After a vreign of ten years,

during which he has three sons, he is assassinated.
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Th2 three sons are still young, and the eldest-
Constans. is also a moenk.: so there is a struggle for
the succession.

One of the =contanders for the throne;
Vortigern, wuses a strategem o get the innocant
Constans crosmed. and promptly becomes regent. He
then instigates the murder of the king by the Ficiss
whom he promptly betirays. taking ths throne himsalf{s
displacing the younger brothers Aurelius ﬁmbrcsfus
and WUther Fendragon. who had fled to Brittany for
S;fety. Vortigern now begins to establish friendly
relations with Saxons under Hangist and Horsa. who
are sailing the Channel in their longboais. in the
hope that they will protect his flanks against the
disgruntlied Ficts, and Aurelius and Lther.

Cutting a very 1long stafy (inzluding  the
obscure prophescies of Meriin which merit a longer
treatment} short. the Saxons use the position of
strength they have been put in to take wcontrol of the
realm. Both Aurelius and Uther in their turn become
kings of Britain and wage campaigns ta expel the
Saxons. and both are poisoned before they zan
complete this task.

Finally we veach the climactic veign of Arthur
himself. This opens with a -series of battles in
which he defeats t{the Saxons and expels them. Thens
allying himself with the king of EBrittany. h=

proceeds to conguer Scotland. He paunses for a whiles



and gets married duaring this interliuie, then takass up
the sword again to conguer Irveland and Iceland: and
accept the submission of Gntland and the Orkneys who
have no wish to ba given similar trzatment.

A second interlude follows. dAuring which the
chivalry of Arthur® s knights becomes world famous.
but this is endeﬁ when he decides that nothing less
than an empire including the whole of Europe is
enough. Another campaign follows, in -mhi:h his
armies successively conguer Norway. France. Aquitaine
and Bascony. The final defeat of th2 Roman arvmy has
just been achievad to the west of tha Alps. which
Arthur is about fto cross in triumph; mhen he hears of
Movrdred’s | treachery in marrying Buinevare and
assuming the British throne. Hz returns toc Britains
is mortally wounded in the resulting battle, and is
carried off to Avalon.

The empiré presumably instantly falls apart.
and the Saxons rveturn to Britain in an glliante utith
the sons of Mordred. In the final sectiaon of the
book the last few British kings fight a r=arguard
action against the ZSaxons. and their African allies
whose king Gormund has now congquerad Ireland, until
an Angelic Voize tells the last of the British kings,
Cadwalleder, that the fight is now lost. The British
continua their opposition to the Saxons, but this is
now a sign of theivr degeneracy. They become the

Walsh: "this word deriving 2ither [from one of itwo
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aythical 1leadersl. ov else from their being so
barbarous" (Geoffrey of Monmouths 12448, p 224) . It
is now the Saxons who behave wisely, and ars the
rightful inhabitants and ruliers of England.

The History wmas a basiseller in madisaval
terms. A listing in 1929 noted the existence of 124
Latin manuscriptss including 45 complete texts and
two fragments dating from the tiwelfth century. Since
then a number of other manuscripts have come o 1light
(Thorpes 1964, p 2Z8B). This should be centrasted with
the situation for many other medieval texts, which
are only knomn through the existencze of a small

number of cCopizs. (1i7)

In addition to being Qirectly cooied, it also
served as the inspiration for tramslations -— pavhaps
adaptations wmwould ©bs more accurate — in a whole

series of vernaculars. Welsh versions known as the
Brut v Brenninedd (Byrut of the Kings) go back to the
thirteenth century. (203 Even =earli2r. by the
middie of the twelfth century there had been two
renderings of the work in Norman French.

The first of these, thae Lsfofire des Brefuns of
Groffrey Hbaimavr is now lost (apparently fragmentits of
his saquel, the £sforire des &éngels survive, but 1
have not managed to find any translation of tham).
The second, the Brufd of Wace {(mho was the first to
meniion the Round Table) then formed the ba;is'for

the first adaptation into English, in the Brufé of



Layamon, arvound th2 end of the twe2lfth centurvy.
These are works conv2ntionally regarded as literary.
but material dramm  {from Geoffrey also began to bse
incorpaorated into a long series of chronicless from
that written by “Alfred of Eaverley, mriting .
1150, down to John Stow at the end of the sixteenth
century" (Thorpe, 1944. p Z%).

Wace™s  mid—twelfth century Fraach varsion
already showed traces of the particular treatment
mentioned earlier as the French tradition — the
courtly elements are lost again in Layamon. The main
development of the French tfradition same in the
mritings of Maries de France and Chretien de Troyess
also towards the and of the twalfth cCentury.

Thera mas soma2 dissent aven in the middle ages
"to Geoffrey’s claims 1o have written a trus history:

-=-- at the end of the tmelfth century

William of Mewburghs with
extraordinary perspicacity. auccuased
Gaoffraey of disguising under the

honourable name of history the {ables
about Arthur which ne {fook from the
ancient fictions of the Britons and
augmented out of his own head, and of
wmriting to please the Bretons, of whom
the majority were said to be so
brutishly stupid that they look still
for Avithur as if he would veturn.: and
will not listen to anyone who says h=2
is dead. (Loomis, 1963, p Z28)

Homever, no—one befora the Tudor historians made a
thorough critigue %u‘ “hailenge nis genaral
aciceptance. As bas already been notad, sven to the
present day there are widespread beliais that thare

is a real historical figure hiding there behind aii



the wmythss an attifude not far vemoved from that
which prompted Milton to include the Brutiana in his
History of Britain:

As Milton wrote at the beginning ‘of
the History of Dritarn wmhich he
published in 1470, *The beginnings af
nations, those excepted of whom sascrad
books have spokens is to this day
unknown. Mor only the beginning- but
the deeds also of many succeeding
ages, yea. periods of ages, either
whoilly smnknowns or ~ obscuread anid
blemishad with fables.’ ncartain
what to do about Bruitus the Trojan and
his numevrous progany-. Milton finaliy
decided to inclade them on the ground
that ‘*Relations herestofore accounted
fabulous, have after been foursd to
contain in  them many footsteps and
relics of somathing true. as wmhat we
read in the poets of the Fiood, and
giants 1little believaed, till undoubted

witness taught us all was not
feigned’ . {(Hampson, 198Z, pp 3& - 33)
(21)

Such then is the sutline of the Arthur cyrcle as it
was elaborated in texts mritten in the English state
in the tmwmelith and thirteenth centuries. The naxt
gquestion is whether it constitutes a nationalist
myth.

The cycle is <learly different from the 2thnic
myths of simple COMmon descant which are
charvacteristic of tribal ethnicity. It is not. as

Tatlock described Layamon "the nearest thing 1o a

traditional racial epiz" (gquoted in Jones, 19642, p

r

xi). Although there are minor variations batween the
stories as recounted by Seoffrey, Wace and Layamon
(and still more in later medieval, mainly anonymous:

English versions) the basic outline of the story is
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tha same in all three. For example. one of the
peculiarities of Geoffrey’s version is the stress on
the onnections with Brittany. This has been used i9
argue that he mwas possibly of Era2ton dascent: ov
that, at the wvery 1leasi, his 1links with Monmoutn
indicate .{hat he was almost sevtainly of Eritish
(i.e. Celtic) descent. (e.g. Thorpe, 1944, p 13}

All of this is purely gpecuiative. Even of
his connection mith Mowmouth all that is known is
that he signed himsalf Gadfridus donesutensis — at
bagt thers is a presumption he was born thare. But
Monmoutth was in  the esthnically mixed bordeyr landss
not in unambiguously Welsh Wales,. and as a town is
likely to have had its population recruited from
Anglo—MNorman vather than Welsh ethnic groups (this
does add suppdvt to the Breion hypothesis — such wmave
inzluded among the congueving vetinuel. Thus the
status of Geoffrey’s Breton descent: and of his
presumed Breton sources, are as plausible infer2nces
from the content of his tale.

heoffrey’s ethnicity is in doubt. Ha  could
have been singing the praises of the DBritish as
someona whose own descent was SBritish. This doas not
fit either Wace or Layamon. who siere Norman—Fvyamsh
and Engl ish respectively not only in theivr choice of
language, but sthnically. Layamon is _ihe descendant
of the very Eaxngs who were Avthur®s prime anemy,. and

Wacze, the Jerseyman who rose to high position in tha
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abbey at Bayeux by writing his Bruf, mas ethnically

of a still later mave of cConguerers and usuvrpers of

ithe British. If we must use the ‘race” terminology

of a previous gensaration, an effective response +{o
Tatlock comes from C.S.Lewis:

This brings us to an instructive
paradox. In the2 opaning 1lines the
Brut [of Layamonl promises to tell the
story of the Zngel (13): actually it
tells that of the Britons mhen they

had been conqueared, killed, and
dispossessed. Evan if the wovrd Engel
is mevra2ly a careless slip: it is no

bad gymbol of what is to follow. This
poem, while Anglo—ESaxon in style and
temper, is wholly British in its
CONsSCious sympathies. For those
Germanic invadars who were Lajamnn’s
raal ancestors, and whose language he
wrote, the Bruf¢ has hardly a good word
i10 SaY¥. ... - We may suspect that the
Brut’s view of the English invaderg
against whom Arthur fought has been
much  <Zolouvred by memories of a far
more vecent invasion. At 1. 711é,
significantly, it speaks of the
Normans coming to Ewngland a&/7d heore
nid crafte [translaiad in a footnote
as With thair evil sirength (or
cunningll. But no such axplanation of
British partiaiities is rzally needed.
Ceanturies later when we no longevy had
cause to hate the Normans me still

somehow accepted - the Britons (as
represented by Geoffyrey) for our
ancestors and del ighted in this
supposed link mith Arthur,
Cassibelaune, Brennas, and the
Trojans. The «consciousness of races
or (if you prefer) the illusion of

race, seems hardly 1o have existed.
(1944, pp 23 — 24)

Even f fGQeoffrey was of British descent, he was
wmriting in justification of the English state, as was
wWwace., Their justification of +this gstate had to be

one which sould survive tha rupturing of ethnic

)
o
W



continuity which was the result of the Congquest.

All three of our authors, like most who ara
knomn from the twelfith century, mers clerics.
Geoffrey seams ta have been based for most of his
adult 1ife at Oxford, wmhere his signature appears on
tha 1list of witnesses of six surviving chartérgs
dated between 1129 and 1151 all of religious
foundations in the Oxford area. in two of these he
signs himself weag/sfer (Duby. 1920. <hap 19). He
~laims that Walter, Archideacon of Oxford gave him the
ancient book in the British langnage which he usad as
the source of the ‘t*History?: and that it wmas
Alexander, Bishop of Lincoln who asked that he should
write it (Thorpe, 1%&&, pp 11 — 120 .

Dedizations in the manuscripis vary, with the
maiurity dedicated solely to Robs=rt. Earl of
Gloucester (a *natural® son of Henry I). Seven also
add a dedication to #Haleran. Count of #Mellent. anid
one surviving manuscript has as its first dedices
Stephane, rex Anglie and gecond one Robert (Thorpe-:
19244; p 40). Geoffrey was made Bishop Elast of St
Asaph»s Flintshivre, in 1151, and ordainzsd the
following year. Ha was gprobably an absenteae (the
area was in the throes of Owain Lwynedd’s reveclil at
the time). In 1153 he was one of the bishops who
mitnessed the Treaty of Westminster betmeen ZSiaphen
and Henry Fitzempress — the treaty which assured

Henry IIi's accession to the English throne.
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Wace describes his own origins in the Roman de

A
v}
i~

I¥ any ona should ask who said
thiss, wha pul his nistory into tha
Romanice tongue- I say and will say to
him that I am Wace of the island of
Jersey. which 1lies wmestmard in the
sea, and is part of the fi=sf of
Normandy. In the island of Jersey was
I born, and to Caen I was taken whan 1
was & little lad, where I wmas put to
the study of 1letters. Thereafter 1
studied long in Lthe Ile dald Frances
and after I returned from France I
lived a long time in ©Caen. I busied
myself: many of them I wrote-. and many
of them I made. (Jones. 1942, p vii}

Ware later describes himselt as a clerc I7isant
(reading clerk), and as a aarstrse. Duby (198G, p

72) suggests that at some stage he was in these

]

capacities part of the ducal housshold of Henry and
Eieanor. In 1155 his Erut was dedicated o clesnov
(evidently gaining her attention enough to snsura2 the
commission of & further, and unfinished. work
detailing tha history of the [Dukes of MNormandy. her
ancestors, and his office in the abbey of Bayeux).

About Layamon less is kEnown: in fact only what
he himself says in the introductory lines of his poem
(seea Text 1 in Appendiz Threa). He mas of lass
g#aulted status than Geoffrey and MWace. being a
parish priast at Arelay Regis, Worcestaershire
{Leathevbarrom. 19E35).

There are thus indications of the cCourtly
connections of two of the three originai alabovators

of the Avthurian rcyrcle. Ditby’s recent discussion of
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the Arthur cycle claims it played a key part in the
construction of the ideological cement for the new
soizial alliance of princes and knights as the
dominant group within feudalism, with the chivalric
reintarpretation of the imagery of fthe three orders’
{1980, «chaps 20 and 2i), and in which Henry and
Eleanor®s rrench court is portrayed as the key
location of this achievement (which is further rooted
in the purely French dynastic contests betwesn
Capetian and Plantageﬁet).

Geoffrey’s {(and Wace®s) History is propaganidas
and it was not, originally, nationalist prﬁﬁaganda.
Rather, the politics they espouse is dynastic. The
claims they undaevmrite are those of the Anglo—Norman
dynasty and its succes%or, tha Flantagenets, and
these are :laims for expansion both wmithin the
British Isles (Duby is wrong abouni the puraly French
rationale here) and in continental France.

Howawvar, the basis on which this Claim is made
dJoes have a logic which is proto—mnationalist, 1§ not
fully nationalist. For its message is that the
original inhabitants of Britain have a spacial
charismas epgtomised but not reducible to that of
their successive monarchs. With the Saxon conguest
this charisma is transterred to the new peoples, and
to their kings. That most British have 1lost this
ssharisma is due to th2ir degenaracy, that is by their

continuing refusal to accept the Saxon monarchy — my



reading is that those who mere prepared to drop their
finveterate habit of <ivil disscord” wmere still among
the generate.

All this has parallel implications for the
movre relevant and more recent conquest, mhich Can b=
taken as a sign that the Saxons in their turn have
become degenerate, with wisdom passing to Norman and
Angevin. But the charisma of the Normans and
Angevins derives {from their rule over & particular
land, and the people within it. Their Jdescent from
Arthur is not a direct one of bLiology- but  a
spiritual on2 mediated by the territory which forms
the common cora of thair respective realms. and cna
moreover in which any (free. mala2) inhabitant of this
covre territory can cZan claim some sSmallar part of
this <harisma on the sole comdition of allegiance to
the currently legitimate dynasty.

This special emphasis on the land and its
popuiation as the source of special charisma is one
of the marks of the myths of wmocdern nationalism in
contrast to those of earlier forms of ethnicitv. (22)
Even i7 Henry’ﬁ preaoci-upations were primarily Frenchs

the way nis pvobagandists want about sstablishing ih

n

lagitimacy ot these Freanch Zlaims involved
concassions that nis english subjects (i.2. in the
English tervitory. regardless of athnicity) had
special vights to the protection of ‘good laws®.

The English language Bruf of "Layamon may have



yet more interesting impliscations. It is permeated
by a pattern of sub-political sentiment similar io
that of Beoffrey and Wace. Unlike thems it saems
unlikely that the priest of an obscure Midlands
parish mwould have had contacts mith'éuuptly civrcles.
The interpretation —an only rast on Sl
circumstantial reasoning, butt the systematis
confusion between f*British®™ and ‘English’™> to which
Lemis drew attention, may indicafe ~the presence of
English myths of ethnic identity, 1linked to ihe pomav
and prestige of the (Anglo— Norman) English state. at
a considevably lower level of the social nierarchy
than could be included within the aristocracy.

In fact, the preoccupations of Hénry (and his
SIIASS0VS) mara not quite so exclusively wmith
rrance. For Henry Wales mas also a significant
problem. In 11%1, acting on what some argue mwas ithe
divect advice of Henry th2 monks of Glastonbury Abbey
disinterred the purported bodies of Avthur and
hbitinevere:

Thus it was proved that Arthur was

really dead tcon{rary to the claims of

the Welsh that he wouid return againls
and that his heritage belonged to the

Flantagenets. in whosa kingdom
Blastonbury lay. (Ashe i al. 1948. p
23 (23

Thase myths had far—reaching implications. In
a land where a prolonged cultural integration betmeen
a series of ethnic groups, united ander what, Ffor

many centuries, was to be in the main a stable single
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state., the legitimacy of +the state {(and of its
recurring adventures ealsaphers) is drawn Trom tha
charisma not of desceni, but of territory.

The main possessor of this charisma is tne
king and in the second place his retinue. the Round
Table {(a feature introduced into the cyzle by Wace,
and implying that the king is merely first among
aquals of those who fight) which may include knights
dvawn from outside England. But some may behind. and
in a mannar which is far from éleav: it also l=saves
open some small part for other inhabitanis of the
realm. But it is also clear (and this is ons2 of the
points wheve the French tradition, mhera the figurs
of Arthur himself fecedes into the backgrnund3
divergas) that the charisma of the king is dependent
on him playing his legitimate part: in upholding good
lawms.

Tihe “ycle elaborates and underp ins a
compromise between the king and nobility. whose need
for the wnity such a Compromise marks i1s rootad in
the derivation of their legitimacy in the mystic ties
with a particular land. In these mystiz ties are tha
gl immevrings of one strand in modern national ism.

The looseness of specification of the aciual
compromise means that the myth san be raevived:
repeatedly, to assert other mystic unities of later
classes ruling the same tervitory, whether this is

ithe Tudor monarchs making their peace wmith a gentry



very different from the twelfth century nobility. a
Tennyson whose proposed alliance was the Victorian
aristocracy and bourgeoisie, or a (not yet communist)

William Morris at last dbringing the common p=opls in.

Nation
Une major strand of some arguments for the modernity
of nationalism has been through datings of the
origins of the concepts pertinent to such doctrines.
In barticular there is the argument, 2xpressed most
forcefully by Kedourie, that groups designated by
nat/io in the middle ages mware of radically different
types from thoss designated in the modevrn morld as
nations.

it is asserted by many modernists that in thea
middle ages natio denoted a terrvitory sharing common
culture (with all the allusiveness this component of
the definition entails) which is necessarily greater
than that ruled by a single stats. The previous
discussion of these arguments went through some of

these *‘broad’ uses of nation. What will be avrgued

now is that the t2vm was also wusaed, even in the
middle ages, in something closs to its modern sensa.
This claim actually has three main Components. mhiéh
will be treated separately. These are that there mas
a medieval‘ belief that the ethnic divisions of
mankind are natural: that thase divisions should and

dJo covrrelate with the divisions betmeen states: and
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that the ancestral forms of *‘nation’® were applied in
this context.

The linguistic division of humanity as a
natural result of the tower of Babel (Genesis 11, 1
- %) was a commonplasce of the mediewval {(and ‘early
modern’} wovld, with tha Babel episode thus presented
as & key one in history. The Mappa Mund/ of Heveford
Cathedral (= 1300} has Babsl as iis five key points
of the earth on the central vertizal line (aiong with
the Garden of Eden, Jerusalem-. Rome. and the Fillars
of Hercules). (Moir, 197%)

A further, and early realised. possibility
within such a set of assumptions is that some of the
groups so differentiated are marked wnot iust by
different languages. but by particular merits. So a
iatter of Fope fGregory IX in 1239 can say:

«--- the son of Bod ... according to

tha division of tongues and of rarces

=«= has constituted diverse kingdoms.

among mhichs, as the teribe of Juwiah mas

granted the gift of a spacial

benediction among the sons of tha

patriarch: so the kingdom of France is
distinguished from ali other peoples

of the earth by privilege of honour

and grace. (Gmoted in Mundy, 1973, p

54£4)

Relating the assumptions of this passage to Smith’s
definition of +the cCore nationalist docirine, we can
say that the first and seczond oritevria ((natural
division into nations, peculiar character of sach

nation) seem to b2 met, as are at least some of the

presumptions of the fifth (nations can only be
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fulfilled in their own states).

Turning to the use of the word itself in
English. which seems to have been rare befora the
Tudor period, the only uses I have found apply it to
England. The earliest recorded wuse is in lines
already quoted from the poem Cursor Mund/ of about
1360 (wshich is cited by the Complete Dxford
Dictionary as the first 2xample of the modern usal.
The argument of the poem seems to me to be the
following. There is a straightforward equation of
realm and nation (1 232). Within this realm/nation
the majority are purely AaAnglophone, s  that the
Francophone minovity who -an get tha benetfii of thea
original French Versions of tha poems being
translated into English can also bensfit frem the
Engl ish version, for th=2ir position as a linguistic
minovrity means it is almost ceriain (*most therewith
to speak have nsed” — 1 Z35) that they would ha.\..re to
be functionally vilingual in English.

Thus hevre the common oulture mhizh is
designatad by nation here is a decidedly weak one.
It is a linguistic bond, but one wmhich unites a
majovity fovr whom the languags of <conzern is theirv
sole one> and others for whom it is a pragmatically
accepted second tongue. Another pré—Tudor usa in
English was in a passage which is guoted in Appendix
Thrae as Text 4, which discusses the languages in use

in the British islas in the middle fouritaanth
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century., In this text th2 survival of Welsh and
Scottish languages is said to be aused by the
failure of their speakers to mix with other nations
(adding that the Scots were for some time allied with
and living amcng the Ficts, and so ‘take after soma

of their speech”). Nation hare seems {0 b2 used to

designate straight linguistic groups.

The second use of ‘nation™ comes in the next
paragraph, in the mwmiddle of the (overstated) izase
about the Engiish (which seems to maan the

inhabitants of the realm not the descendants of the
Saxons) teaching their children to be monol ingual in
a foreign language, Franshs fagainst the asages anid
manner o7 all other nations’. it is unclear here
whether ‘nation’ refers to an ethnic categovry or to a
political one: whether the contrast is dvawn wmith tha
practices of the French peoples or th2 Franch kingdom.

Slightly later, when the discussion has turned
to the diversity of dialects within English and the
extent of their mutual comprehensibility. this is
made more specific. The bracketed, section which is
an intevpolation by the medieval iranslaior.: John.of
Trevista, which asserts that the dialectal variations
in France are as great as in England, the wunit of
comparison is mads  axplisit. It is tha ra2alm-
identified with a cCore ethnic group.

Finally. this saction will turn briefly to an

important Fapal Council at wmihich the meaning of



nation was idebated, to give some further indications
of the ambiguities it carvied. As- was shown in the
previous chapter, many of the institutions of the
FPapacy were ovrganised by natios that is into
tfactions? garch of which included the subjects of
sevaral polities. In particular the Fapal Counscils
in the middle ages wovked on this system. 3Such a
system mas eétablishgd some time before 13200. and in
the early fourteenth century the clergy at such
Councils were Jdivided into six nations, of France,
Spain, Italy. Gevrmany, Britain, and Sscandinavia
(Dacia) (Mundy, 1973, p 347: guotes this division as
opevative at the Council of Vienne in 1311-12).
Shortly afterwards the number of nations wmas reduced
from six to four by the incovpovation of Britain and
Dacia into GQermany {(in the Papal latter Vas
elactionis of 1335, loc. cit.).

In 1415 the Fapal Council CONvanss at

]

Constance ta  heal the Great Schism. Tha ESpanish

1

delegation were late at arviving at the Comnmzil, and
those initially present weve divided on procedural
matters, with Germans and English favouring the
elabovration of a plan for reform of the church prior
to the election of a new pope, and the numerically
much lavger French and 'Italiaps favouring the
businaess being taken the other wmay round. The
Anglo—Gevrman delegations first successfully proposed

voting should e by nafio, not by simple head count



which mould ensure the defeat of their proposals. out
as this left them <till outvoted two fc one. nom
zlaimed that the British should be sepavated from the
Germans, and replace the missing Spanish to make the
fourth natio. There mas then a debate in which the
Engl ish made the case that Britain was a naffo; and
tha French that it was not.

The first pamphlet of the English lists:
"Some salient facts of England’s 1long and noble

history ..." (Hindley., 1979 p 12} and its glorious

geography:
Aided by the uncertainties of
contemporary geogvaphy, thair omn
ignorance of the outlying parts of
their oI country, and  the fxiv
assumption that the foreign
delegations knew aven less, they
zlaimed that Britain was bigger than
France. In addition. they assertad
that it had wmore subject kingdoms,
more dukadoms and othev ftemporal
lorids, more cathedrals- mare
monasteries,. more cCollegiate churches
and move ecclesiastizal provinces.

Hindley. 1977, p 12
Their Tinal claim was the on2 mosi foreign fo modern
national ism: that Britain was shown to bs a rpafio

because of the Jdiversity o7 languagess spoken therve.

Five are listed: tngl ish. Welshs Irish. Vasconish
{(bascon or possibly Basqgue? and Lormnish — Freach is
not mentioned {(-ompare this list of the five

languages to Geoffrey of Monmouth’s list of the five
races of Britain cited above).
The French reply mas based on NUMerouns

detailed arguments. The Welsh. supposed subiects of
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the English king, do not obey him (3lyn Dur’s ravolt
had been put down la2ss than a dacade sarlier’. wmhile
the Scots, with a king of theiv own,. were aiss not
membears of +the English nation (i.2. both of these
objections are premissed on thsa identification of
nation with realm,; the territory of a specific
polity).

In the final English rasponsa heavy weather
pas made of the faczt that the original incorporation
of Britain into the »nafio of fBermany had been the
movrk of a French Fope. If flatly denied ths lack of
allegiance of the Qelsh to the Enéliﬁh king, ignoring

the rebellion and inste2ad noting the number of Welsh

Cotss. it

{
u

Frelates on the English delegation. ©OF the :
argued that they shared & common languags wmitn tha
Engl ish>, and that political obedience doas wat
constitute proof or disproof of nationhood -~ itha Duke
of Burgundy notoriously ignored the king of France's
authority (this was the year of Agincourt. when tha
Burgundians wmwere allied with the &English against the
French), yet the Burgundians undoubtedly belonged to
tha French natio.

The resolution of this debate involved the
developmenit of a more spacific cuncepiualisatinni

While the French were preparad  fo

concede  England the status of a naéio

particularis, b=2ing a =small stats

governed divectly by only ouns ruler,
they denied the appliction of the term

natio principalis mhich shouldd
properly be reserved for large bodies
politic mith several poiitical

P
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obediences within theinr frontiers.
(Hindley, 197%. p 31)

In the course of this debate boith sides are draming
on. three definitions of a mnation — as a purely

linguistically wunified entity. a purely politically

united entity, and as the coincidence of thesese — mhan
it suits their purposes. Given their propagandist
purposes, each side draws in differvent wavys on  ail

these logicaliy incompatible siranids.

It is not clesar whether the final conceptual
distinztion resolves these inconsistancias, that is
the extent to which wnatios either pavticular or
principal ara ethnizally homogenous (if the former
are, wa are approaching the modern cConZept of a
nation?. Given the propagandist purposas of both
sides in the debate, and the athnic fragmentation of
the states they wer=2 considering. it shouid not be

surprising that in laying hoid to any arguments to

instify themselves they adoptad an  incohzvrani
conception of wnation. Host modern states are alss
considerably more ethnically diverse than the
prescriptions of wnationalists suggests and aven

contempovary nationalists have been knomn (o make the
occasional lapse into inconsistency in arguing that
all subjects of a particular state are therefore
fellow nationals.

Even in the later middle ages tha concept of
nation did not have.the specificity of its wmodern

descendant . But nei ther i iad it have fthe radicaily



incommensurable meaning wmhich is asservtad by some
proponentis of the modernism thaesis. It has
applications for denoting grounps differentiated by
vernacular (in applicatioﬁ to Catholic Eurcpes
religion was not a marvker of distinct culture — and I
have not found examples of its- application outsiide
this area, which may parhaps its2lf be significant).,
or as the subiects of different realms. Thus the
term zarried several shifting meanings. one of which
was tTar closer 1o our contemporary one  than the

modernists claiin.

Reformation

In what is probably the dominant intevpretation of
English hisitory, +the establishment of the English
nation was a result of Henry VIII®s declaration of
independence from tha Fope:
The patrictic aspecis of the
Refaormation must hava struck
contamporaries Yar movre torcibly than
any docirinal change. Tha king becama
in theory as well as in practice head
of church and state: the concept of
national soveraignty arnsa as an
incident of foveign policy. {Hills
1947, p 21)
This is not to minimise the effacis of the Hanrizian
Refarmation. DOn the cContrarvry its vrasuli was io move
England <loser to the modern concaption of a nation
state. But this was not the creation as 7n/tio of a

nation. It wmas anly because England was alresady a

(less sxact}) approximation to a national state that
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this was the result of Henry™s action. it is common
in historical accounts to contrast dynastic with
nationalist motivations for actions. Henvry®s break
with the Fapacy f{falls into the first of these
alternatives. but Succeeded in pari bacausa i wmas
compatible also with the second.

The breach with fthe rapacy was not over
doctrinal matters. It was not, or 4did not begin as,
a protestant reformation. 1Its origins lay in thsa
need for a legitimate heir: a need which mnited the
whole *politiczal nation’, for in the absence of such-:
a vaturn to the instability of the Wars of the Roses
in the previous generation was likely whan Henry
died. BY tha late 15Z0s the need for a (male) heir
required that Henry remarry. and thus that hs first
divorce Catharine of Aragon. The subordination of
the Fapacy to the Emperor Charles V. Catherine’s
nepﬁem, m2ant that the Fope did nol acizepi the (wmeak)
legal case Henry did present for the annuiment! of his
marviaga.

Even in this context the breach with the
Fapacys and the turn 1o a pura2ly national church as
legitimator for the divorce mas taksn fhrough a
series of tentative steps. Al though the fFirst
Reformation Parliament met in 152 and bagawn the
process of raising Henry +to the head of the English
Chursch  in thz2ory in addition to his {(and his

pradecessors’™) already subsiantial. influence in fact,



this process was not carried to its logical
conclusion for several years. Full subjugation of
the English Church was achieved by legislation passed
of 1530 and 1532, which mwas passed through Parl iament
by drawing on anti-clerical and protestant feelings.
But until the Act in Restraint of Appeals to Rome of
1533, appeals beyond the king to the Pope (who thus
remained, in some sense more restricted than befores
the ultimate head of the church of England,
particularly in matters of heresy) were still
allowed.

In the early 1530s Henry’s agents continued a
propaganda campaign in continental Europe-. aimed in
particular at the wuniversities, trying to persuade
the Pope to decide in his favour. It was only when
it became <clear that this was unlikely. and Anne
Bolyn’s pregnancy made urgent need for someone to
authovritatively legitimise the divorce. that the
final and irrevocable breach was made. It has been
argued, and 1 find this plausible, that Henry’s
initial motive in making moves against the Fapacy was
to pressure them. and that only when this ploy failed
was the more radical step taken.

The relation of this reformation to
protestantism was also complex. The initial breach
with Rome was actually accompanied by a wave of
persecution of heretics, i.e. protestants. But as we

have already seen Henry was also willing to make use
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of the anti—clerical sentiments which were the
precursor of protestantism ¥ not its full
axprassion, mhen this posintad fc a2nds (the imposition
of his full authority on the church) which he shared.

The elabnraténﬁ of this programms through
successive parliamentary Statutes, and the acceptance
cf Farliament as the fount of legitimacy in place of
the Fapacy which this implied, is a sign that the
Retormation entaiied the 2laboration of a new sorxial
compact, a hegemonic Compromisse between the classes
(the king himself and the increasingly bourgeoisitied
gentry who T{ormed the ‘political nation” whose
representatives made up the mambarship of parliament)
though still excluding ‘tha masses. The doctrinal
components of this compromise wers not securely laid
during the rest of Henry’s raign (indasd, mere in
some mways <ontested until the more lasting —ompromisse
signified by *'the BGlorious Revoluticon™) .

Henry mwas thus not a profestant raformer. Buat
given his necessary breach wmith Rome for reasons
which did not, at bast. coincide with those which led
protestants to re2ject the Fapasy, and given tha
extent of the spread of protestantism, in parficular
among the very ‘*political nation’™ whose support mas
vital for the regime, some kind of alliance with ths
protestants was always likely. Once this had  been
achieved it could then be used by t#e protegtants, in

directing the newly—enlarged power of statz over



church to impose their conceptions of praciice and
doctrine onto the church: and thus to broaden the
base of protestantism.

A paraliel argument can be constructed about
the mnationalism of the veformation. Qenry did not

begin by having some simple national indepandence

i

declared. The hesitant steps between 1537 and 153
still left some limited and much  rediszed. bt not
thereby absolutely nonexistent, soversigniy wmith the
Fope. That even such steps weve Zontemplated is a
sign that the political nation wmwas willing to have
the concentration of ovarwhelming power within the
national boundaries both de facto and de jure (it is
the latter which is the true novelty) o an extant
which would have besn imnzonceivabie a faw genarations
earlier. The failure of this last—ditch attempt as a
blackmail ploy led to the taking of the final step:
the assevtion of total de jure indepanidence. 1{f one
moment is wanted when &ngland formally bobecomes a
separate national state, this Tits better than awy
other.

But the ease with which each step leading up
to this was taken suggests another model. For in
taking even the fJirst step Fariiament had accepted
that the monarch’s proposals, conditional only on
their consent: was wmhat counted, and not the
countervailing will of the Fapazy. The fivst 1limited

breach already implied that ultimate. iT not parhaps
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snle. gsovevaignty lay mith the pation and wnof The
international order spanning Christianity. Moi witih
the naticn in its modern sense, but with a minority
who formed the political nation: tha king himself
and the geniry and nobility {who includad of course
the lords spiritual: most of whom went alcng with
these moves).

Dnce  againe: this mwas ot merely a zase  in
which the suczess of the Henrician reformation
required as a presupposition that ther=2 mas alveady 3
substantial body of nationalist sentiment waiting to
be tapped +to gain allies, but also that the
implications of the breach with Rome mers such as io
promote both the clarification and tﬁe midar
diffusion of such sentiment. This procass involwvad
both changes which promoted the homogen=iity of the
raalm of the English monarcns. and elaborations of an
ideology of the uanity and unigueness of the tnglish.

The 2xtent to which the reorganisation of the
structures of Tador adminisiration mas a nacassary
consequence of the reformation is debatable. The
architect of these raforms. Thomas Lromme2ll. mas toe
leading member of the radical profestant faction of
the political nation, and rosa ito the high offices he
neld, which gave him the power to push through the
reforms: because of the stradfastness of his support
for the ©breach mith Rome. Nevertheless many of the

reforms diffaered in their radiscalism rathey than in
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thair basic assumplions from similar attempts which
went back at ileast to the Yorkists.

The aim of the Crommallian reforms mas to
create a uanitary reaims to imposa a Tommon
administrative and legal structure over the whols of
the tervitory «<laimed Dy tha English king (i.e.
including Wales, Ireland, and the last continswntal
toehold of Calais). This succeedad in simplifying
and making more obvious the common ru;e fotused in
the person of the monarch, and it is in this sense
that what Hill says cCan be accepted mhen he says:

a natural concomi tant of the

suppression of local liberties is an

ideslogy of nationalism. (1947, p Z&)
This ‘natural’ concomi tant mas not achiaved
spontaneously and inevitably, as tha va2ign of Fary
shows .

The significance of Mary™s raign is  ithat it
shows that an alternative to the comocination of
reformation and national indepgpendence may hava besen
viables but that by this stage -reformation and
national independence had to stand or fall together.
Mary’s determination to end tha schism and restora
the partial sovareignty of the rfope mwas now fully
contested by a significant section of the political
nation from protestant principla. and hevr policy of
alliance nii th Catholic Zpain (and marriags to
Fhillip) wmas partiy a prudent means of covering any

weakness this might antail.



NMevertheless, the majority of the politinzal
class did go along wmwith most of har anti—-protastant
and anti-nationalist programme (though the marriage
treaty to Fhillip stipulated that no forsigners
should be appointed to English oificess and the
persecittion of heretics from 1555 was only accepted
after the dissolution of the monasteries had been
ratified). It Joes not seem unreasonabla to suggest
that the failure of this programme was due to the
lack of a further Catholic heir, and Mary’s own 2arly
death. if both of these actual avantualitiss had
been reversed, the qguestion of whether thers was the
possibility of a successful countar—Raformation in
England bscomes an opaen one, and even th2 outcome of
tha state achieving a stable full sovereigniy mwould
at 1l=zast have bs=en delayed. It is Aiffiz-nlt to
speculqie: but there seems to be some possibility
that there wcould have beew stability mith tne cption
of neithay protestantism novr full nationalism.

What is easier to establish is the impact of
Mary’s programme on the fraction of the politicail
nation who were irreaconcilable protestants. I7 thara
is a single decisive step .in the elaboration of an
English nationalist ideology. this step was the one
taken among the few hundved Marian exilss, who
survived the reign in a safay atmosphare abroad:

To one of these 2xile groups belongad

the credit for sriginating the
ideslogy of England as . the Elexot
Nation- mhich was in Dlay e



fundamental part in the development of
the English polity during the next
halfy century. Evooding wupon the
mysiterious wmavs of the Lord. thay came
to the conziusion that th2 Marian.

persecution sas a fieryvy puvrgation
designed to ite2st the wvocation of
England to & special place in tha
divine order. Starting from this
assumption, amnd mixing in a littlas
sazular national ism mith their

eschatology- they were able to prove
to their owm satisfaction that this
was part of an historizcal svolution
beginning with the first 2stabl ishment

of Christianity in Britain, #ing
John’™s quarre2l with the Faparcy. the
Statuies of Fraemunire, ithe
condemnation of Wycliffe, and Henry
VIII®s astabl ishment of royal
SuUpTremancy. ol ail be seen as
ieading up  to  this supreme (251

(Loades. 1974, p 2473
In the full e=laboration of this ideologvy the tltarm
Elect ~ Mation i not denote marely spiritual
succession to  the Jewss, the biblical chosen psoples
buut involved an assertion of the diract physiszal
descent of the English from the ten lost tribes. (24)

Following th2 sucIesgion of Elizabeth this

myth became a central theme which was slabovatsd on-

most notably, in Foxe’s Book of Martvrs. Tentative
and implicit in the first adition of 1943, it was
madge explicit in  the second of 1376G. Shortly

afterwards that the Council orderes the ZSook nF
Martyr’s to be st up in every «church  and public
piace making it one of the two Engliisnh books (wiih
the bible) mandatory for every parish: "so that it
became almost a second piliar of the faith." {(Loades:

1974, p 22



Hobbes and Locke

This section mill argue that th2mes cCentral to
the modern nationalist doctrine wer2 implaicit in the
political theory of Hobbes and Locke. They have not
bean zhosen as the nearest seventeeninh century
precursors to such modern ideas. Among the radicals
who achieved publication in the 1440s and 14505 mava
some, most notably Berrard Winstanlay (1973), mho
used religious imagery to articulate & messiani:
Englisn nationalism with a democratic cComponent.
This combination was then to remain dormant until its
mider articulation in the course of the French
Revolutions since when it has ba2come <entral to
modern national ism.

Such writing pra2sentis presumptive eviidence
that nationalist sentiments in seventeenth cantury
Engiand had rasonance cConsidarabliy waidey than.amoné
the ‘politicai nation”™ {(a possibility mhicn wmill be
discussed further in Appendix  Oned. No detailed
analysis has been mad2 of the nationalist assumptions
.and imagary of such writings because of tha marginal
political effectivenass thay have had, both in their
omn tim2 anid subseqguently.

Chapter .Two arguad that the underp]nning of
Hobbes™ political theory rests on an assumption ithat
there are two stabls forms of human sociaty, tha

Ztate of Nature or wmar, in which the onlty pesace
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groups are small family ones constantly angaging
others in mwarfare, and the other the CDommonmealih in
which the peace group is considarably iarger.
Al though the first form of society is approximated by
some of the "savage people in many places of Aserica”
(Hobbes, 1942, p 127) it is more readily undérstood
through a process of rational raconsirvruction mwhich
begins from introspection fto wundevrstamd the passians
which would cCause men within cCommonwealths to Tall
back into such a state 17 their passions ara not
restrained by a sovereign power (Macpherson-. 15%EZ. po
17 - 29 (23) Commonweal ths wmare ra2presented,
imperfectly by contemporary states. The purposes of
his theory is to make a rvadical diagnosis of the
imperfecztions of present civil societies. and thus to
ansure that such problems <ould be avoided in tha
%uture.

A commonmweal th unites far more men than the
family wunit of the state of nature. Eur it is an
unquestioned assumption in Hobbes that theve will be
many commonm=2al ths, and  indeed that the ralation
betwean thesa will be a perpetual matter o7V mar or
preparation for war, but that this form of marfare is
not incommodious like the Sellua oa’anes contra oanss.
Thus in  the. chaptEf which deduces the state of war
from the natural eguality and wunoounded desires aof
men he coniceeds that this state has never been

global: "I believe it mwas never.generally so-. over
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all thes wovrld" (17432, p 187). then immediately goes
on to assevt that one of the aporoximations to it is
in international relations:

-.- w2t at all times, #ings. and
Fersons of Sovevaign=2 authovrity,
because of their Independancy. arse in
continuall jealousies: and in  the
state and posture of hLGladiators:
having their wsapons pointing. and
their asyes Tixed on one another: that
is. their Foris: Garrisons,. and Guns
upon the rrontiers of their Kingdomes:
and continuall - Spyes upon their
naighbours: which is a posture of War.
But becawse they uphold thereby. the
Industry of therir Subieciéss: there does
not follow froa it, that arsery. which
accompanies the Liberty of partéicular
aen. (Hobbes, 174S, pp 187 - 135, my
amphasis)

In fact Hobbes uses war in thres Jdiffersent senses.
As tha State of War it is a <ondition where 2ach man
is potentially {Tighting every sothayr. Within a civil
society of commonmwe2alihs two  forms of war are
possible: <ivil wmar betméen factions mwithin  the
ﬁommonwealth {(in which as we shall see some faciions
are likely“tn recaive aid and ideological inspivation
from foreign commonwealths) and foraign WAPS .
Al though deééat in the latter can l2ad to dissolution
of the power of thé savera2ign, and nhence to the State
of War. Hobbes has little to say abcﬁt the regulation
of this form of war. His «central concern is #ith
Zivil mar Fi.e. with what was called the Aristotel ian
probla=am of& ovder in Chapter Two} mnich laads move

directly toc the State of War.

How and why are commonmealths differentiated
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within this schema” This mattar i35 notl discussed
explicitly by Hobbes, but the reading which makes
best sense of his work is one which starts from an
assumption that commonwmealths ara2 nations. Nhiie
thare is no explicit development of +this assumption
in Leviathan. the arguments rest on postuiates which
are mentioned movre or lass in passing. amd which add
up to something which differs from modern national ist
doctrines as defined by Smith only in thalt the snia
source of sovereignty is leocated in the individaal
sovareign not the people as a whole.

Thersa is only one indication that Hobbes
implied that the division of mankind was natural in
the sense that it mas prasent in the state of natura,
and this is at best ambiguous. He assarits that the
three main causes of conflicts between man are
competition, diffidence. and glory. and examplifies
the use of vioience under the third head as folloms:

«+- the thivd, for iriflas, as a moris
a smiles a different nNpinion, and any

other sign of wunidervalue- 2ither
divect in their -Fersons, or by
reflexion in their {indred, their
Friends: their HMations theiy

Frofessions or their Name. {(Hobbas, -
19438, p 183)

This is probably too ambiguous to impute +to Hobbes
the view fthat the siate of nature was one in  which
there mwas division into nations. Similarly, there is

a brief rafevence to the tower of Babel episode as

4

the origin of the M"diversity of Tonguas", whose

speakers were forced to “disperse themseives into



severall parts of the world" (1743, p 101}, but no
links are made here mith the division into a
plurality of commonmealths. It is ahan his
descriptions are based on  cContsmpaorvary commonseal ths
that the eguation of thaese with nations becomes
clear.

The most basic form that this takes is that
fnation’ is usad as a simple synonym fov
‘commonwealth® throughout. Thus a random example
. Msing Counivy also in the same sanse:

For Bold and Silver. being {(as it
happens? almost in all Countries of
the world highly valued, IS 3
commod ious measur=2 of the wvalue of all
things betwaen MNMationss and PMony (of
what matter soever cCoyned by the
Sovvaign of a Common—mealth,) is a
sufficient measure of tha valus of all
things else, baimaen the ZSabsects of,
that Common—wealth. (Hobbes, 1943. p
300}

But this does not get us very far -still in
astablishing that mankind is naturally divided into
nations. Ferhaps it would be batter ;u swmitch to
anothar of the components of nationalist docirine.
The chapter of Lleviathan which d2als with the Causes
of the imperfections of conit2mporary  cCommoius2al ths
incluwdes the section headad by the marginal-notéh

Ias tation of Heighbour Nations:

As a false doctrine,. sao  also
often—times the Example of different
Bovernment in a naighbouring MNation,
disposeth men to - alteration of the
forme already setled. [Examples from
biblical Jewish .and classical Greek
history discussadl Anvd I doubtl nots
but many men have been contentad to

[l
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see the late troubles in England. out
of an imitation of the Low Couniriess
supposing thare needed no more to grow
rich, than to <hange. as they had
done, the forme of their Government.

(Hobbes, 1943, p 343)
There are still ambiguities saven here, for

immediately aftter the passage qguotad.Hobbes savs this
desire to imitate other naticons is rooted in men’s
psy:chologys in thair desire for change. In the next
section, which discusses imitation specifically of
classiczal cCivilizations: he further develops the idea
that this imitation c-omes when men sSee the relative
advantages of other political forms wmithont
considering their corresponding defects:
- raceiving a strong. and
delightfull impression, of the great
gxploits of mwarvre, atchniaved by the
Conductors of theair Armias, vaoe2ive
mwithall a pleasing Idea, of all they
have done besides: and imagine their
great Frosperity, not to nava
proceeded f{from the asmulation of
particular men. bdbut from the vertue of
their popular forme of government: MNot
sonsidering the freguent Seditions.
and ©Civill warres. oproduced by the
imperfection of thair polincy.
(Hobbes> 12&8. p 34%)
Despite this gualification: the aonly way ta makse
sanse of the Dutch/Engl ish exampls which is his sole
contemporary one for this process is that changes

which wera beneficial in the Low Countriss ware not

in England. Although he is alucidating uaniversal

principles appl iczabie in any commonmealth the
implication is that beyond thesa thers ave mora
specific principles Cwhich i1l VATY oetmaen
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commonweal ths.

Naxt, it iz lear that the sort of size
criterion outlined in Chapteyr ©One is necessary for a
commonweal thi

Nor is it tha joyning tegether o7
a small number of mens that gives them
this securitys because in small
numbars, small additions on the one
side or the other, maks advantage of
strangth so great, as is sufficieant to
zarry the Victory: and thearveforas gives
encouragam=2nt fo an Invasion. The
Multitude sufficient to confide in for
our Security, is not determinesd by any
certain numbev. but by comparison mith
the Enemy wme fears: and that is then
sufficient, whan thae sdds of the Enemy
is not of so visible and conspicuous
movement, to Jdetevrmine tha avent of
warve, as ito move him fTo attempt.
(Hobbess 1%45. p 224}

This is enlarged on in the enumeration of the causses
which tend to the stabiiity of a commonmweal th:

And therefore no great Fopular
Common—mweal th was aver kept ups: but oy
the forraign En2my that united thems
sr by the reputation of sSome on=2
eminent Man amongst thems or by the
sacret ©Counsall of a famz or by tha
muutuall faare of eguall factions: and
not by the open Consuitations of the

. Assembly. And as for wvery 1iitl=
Common—waalths, be they Fopuiar, oav
Monarchicalls thera is w0 humana
misdom Can uphold  them: longer then

the Jealousy lastath of theivr potant
Neighbours. ({(Hobbas, 197468, p 311)

Finally. Hobbes argues that sovereigns by conguest
have the same vights to b2 nbeyesed as these decidad by
companct . In particulars when one cﬂmmonwéhlih
succeeds  in conguering anothar the wvicter ~ can
incorporate the vanguishad. But for this to succeed

the the victors must denizenise some2 oy ail of the

I
(H
£



vangquisheds

Baut if it be lIawmiull for a
Monavich to dispose of the Zuccassion
by movrids of Contract, or Tastamant,
man may parhaps objiact a great
inconventience: for he may sell, ow
give his Right of .governing to &
strangers: mhich. d2canss sirangers

{(that 73> @en not used to 1ive wunder
the same vovernameni, Rror speaking the
same lanvuage) do commonly undarvalue

one another, may turn to tha
oppression of his Zubjects: which is a
great inmzonvanience: butt it

proceedetnh not necessarily from the
subjection to a strangers government.
but from the unskilfulness of tha
hovernours, ignorant of the true rules
nf Faolitigques. And  thavefovre the
Romans wmhen they haad subdued many
Nations, to make theiy GHGovernment
digestible, wer2 wont to take away
that grievance, as wmuch as  thay
thought nescessary, by giving sometimas
to whole Nations, and sometimes fo
Frincipall men of every Mation they
conquerad, not onely tha Frivilages.
bt also the Name of Ramans: and fook
many of them into the Zanate. and
Offices of c—harge. even in the Romawn
city. (Hobbes, 1945, pp Z50 — Z51. my
emphasis)

In Locke’s Two Treatises the natural division
of humanity is». as in his polemical target. Filmer. a
result of thes t{tower of Babel spisodas:

The Scripture says not a word of

their fAulers ov Fovrms of Lovernments

bui only gives an account, how Mankind

came to ba divided into  distinct

Languages and Nations «ers (Locke,

1740, p 2843 (24&)
It would seem that after this ewvant avan thosse who
continue to live in the state of nature ara divided
into nations — such at least is the charvactarisation

of the native Americans, as “the saveral nations of

tha Asericans" (Locke. 1940, p 338). That nations

b
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also differ in their ‘tempers’ is indicated by tha
opening salvo of the introduction:
Slavery is so vile and miserable

an Estate of Man, (27) and so divectly
opposed to tha genavous Tempar and

Courage of our Nations that 7tis
nardly to o  Conceived- that an

énglishaan, auch 1less a Gentleaan:

should piead for t. (Locke, 1940, o

17353 italics ovriginal amphasis,

underlining my 2mphasis)

In Locke the soverzaignty of the nation residas not in
the monarch as in Hobbes, but in tha people {(this is
of course the crux of Hobbes® rejection, and Loucke’s
enihusiésm, for the ‘crown in parliament’ as the
ideal sovereign body). Deaspite its closer apparent
resemblance to modern nationalisms. this people is
still not the wholie population (Macpherson, 1742,
Fart V, Section 3.

The final point I will note in Locke is his
discussion of denizenation, mﬁich com2s  in ina
section where he is asserting that all indiviguals
anier into the commonwealth only through thair omn
(taczit) consent. This discussion  begins in the
couvrse2 of the argument that sons are noit bound:. once
they coma of .ihe aga of resason: oy Compacts enterad
into by their fathars, through an example which is an
anomaly for parfisans of the assumption that
nationality is natural — a child born to expatriates:

If a Subiect of £ngland have a Child

by an Zngl/ish Woman in Franpcs, wmhosa

Subject is  he? Not the HKing of

tngiand’s: for he must have leave to

be admitted to the Priviledges of it.
Nor the ¥King of France®s: For how then
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has his father a libevrty to bring him

amway .. He is under his Fathers
Tuition and Direction, till he Come to
Age of Discretion: and he is a

res-mans at libevrty what Government

he will puat himsel? wunder: and wmhat

Body Folitick he will unite himself

to. (Loczke, 1940, pp 371 — 392)
This in turn leads on to a consideration of the
situation of adult forsigners iiving as 2xpatriates.
Thair enjoyment of the protections broughi by the
government they are living under means theyv, lika the
other nationals they live among-. are bound to submit
to tha government, but in their ﬁése = uwnlike that of
the nationals —~ +this submission does not amouni to

tacit consent:

And thus we see, that Ffore/gners, by
living all their lives under another

Bovernmant., and anjovying the
Privileges and Frotection of it
though they are bound, even in
Conscience, io submi t to its

Administraticon, as far forth as any
Denison: yet do not thevreby come to be
Subiects or Meabers of that
Comamonwealth. Nothing =can maka any
man sc, but his actually entering into
it by positive Engagemani, and 2z1prass
Fromise and Compact. (Locka, 194G, p
394}

It is not clear whather this is in be read as saving
that such an ‘express Fromise and Compaci”™ is op=2n io
individual foreigners, oV as E ma2chanical
application of nationalist docivrine wmould szem to
entail (but not the actual practices of evan madern

nation states- with their iaws alloming

‘naturaliisation™). that 2ven this option is closed.

’

r'!‘
0y
l:lb.



Footnotes to Chapter Four

il This is not to deny tha importance of the
creation of A Common trans—European Christian
identity, partly constructed by contvast with tha

Isiamic *other? (Armstrong, 1992: Metzlintzki. 1977

Said, 1978). On the conitrary a fuller explovation of
the imagery developed wmith regard to this European
Chvistian identity is important both for
undarstanding the evolution o©f modern national isms
and also the evolution of modern racism.

The equation of whiteness and purity m}ih
Christianity, and of blackness with evil and paganism
mas clearly alaborated by the time of the late Roman
Empive. Homaver, in this pevriod thes "blacknasg®
which mas tha sign o©f the devil mas not identified
with tha "biackness" of the comparatively
darkar—skinnad paoples of Africa (Snowmden. 1723} . At
some stage in the followming saniuriss (the Reconguast
of Spain? the Crusades? — all that can be said for
cartain.  for the momant, is ihat this change
anticipatad the voyages of discovery of tha Tifteenth
cantury by centurias) swuch an ddentification: black
eaguals evil s2quals ‘moors’. ba2zame  cCommon (Jordan,
1974z Waivin:, 1973) .

This is a topic which r=2auives a far wore
axtended ireatment than can bs given h=2ve. but a

notemorthy exampie somes in a motif mhich recars  in

mediaval Europ=san poeiry,. of marriage bpatwmesn a



Christian princess and a Muslim king. In a Middle
English veévsion, The HKing of Tars (Tarsusl the
prinzess evantually converts her husband to the true
faith: wheresupon, as proof of the sincerity -of the
conversian-. n2 turns white overnight. {Mehl- 174685

pp 122 — 123: Metlitzki. 1977. pp 137 — 13)

2} Even this case is 1less than cCl2av cui. Lowis’
suCCess  came becaunse there was no clear suoiessor 0
John, so many »Ff the barons accecied Lowis as a
candidate for the throne. This support disappzarad
when John died in 1217, to be succeeded by the minov

Henvy III.

3) The kind of sustained insubordination mhich.mas
mani fested mwhen the faudal dependents of the Kings of
France as the Dukes of Burgundy (ov sven the Kings of
tngland in their cCapacities as Dukes of dMNormandy and
other ‘*‘French’ tervitorias? ailisd  themsalvas far
generétions at a time with tha2ivr national supeviovr’s
anemies navayr oCouryed in post—Conguast England.
Such  rebeilions as  did ooouy invoived move limited
insubordination.

4) There were other tamporarvy 23xpansioans o€ Engl ish
controlled territory in France. mainly arsund Hascony |
or in  the ryegions nearvast the channei, in  the

the Hundred Years War. mostly

ady
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regained by the #French within the space of a
generation. After 1453 only ©Calais mwas laft of the.
continental territories,. again dependent because of

the economic links of the mwool trasde.

5} This finally :came with the Acits of Union of 1534

and 1543.

4) Wales and Welsh are derived from Germanic morids
meaning foreign/stranger/barbarian - tha same
root—uord gives *hé origin of the namas other peoples
speaking non—Germanic languages w=2ar ths linguistic
frontier: Walloons., Waliachians. Foliakov says the
originai root—word comes from the name of one iribe
just across the linguistic frontier in the area wmhich
is now modern Belgium. If this is so it brings this
somawhat <Closer 1o other similar terms: Sassananch
and its weigh‘equivalent from Saxon, oy in & mide
snatha of ilanguages from Arabisc to Chinese where the

word for BEuropean is derived from Frank.

7) ©Dna of thase, Novthumbrian, was aif that time tha
varnacular both in what is now wnovrth—sast England andg
south—east chtlanq, and formed (he main basis Tor
the distinctive form of English spoken and used as a

literary medium in lowlands Scotland.

S) There are apparently also =claims that Engl ish was

o
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at some time aiso displaced as a significant
vernascuular: in view gf its later cComeback this is

highly implausible.

9 In the one part of the MNorman fief not lost by
John in 1204, the Channel Islands - 1les Ilies
Anglo—Normandes — the French language smhich 3 still
one of the two languages of ithe araa derives from

MNMorman—-Fren:zh .

10) This is a valigious history of the world written
in the Northumberland dialect about 1360 A.D.. and
includes, half way down the lines qguoted, the Tirst
surviving use of the word ‘nation” in ?nglish. Other
examplies justifying the choicea of tha English

language ave included in Appendix Three.

11 And casting doubts on earlier argumsnts that a
sozially aspiring middle class or bourgesisia formed
a signifizcant market (summarised in mor=2 depth in

Coss, 1984, pp 37 — 54).

12) Common descent for modern nationalists is a lot
move difficult to prove with the historical evidence
of great wmigratory movamants, and thas formation of
the common descent bacomes a w@uch more mystical
procass. whethey the mystigue is of race, soil, or

institutions (it has of cCouvse bi2en " the latier whiich

240



has been favoured now among racent  Eanglish
nationalistss with an unbrokan  ‘Fariiamentary’
tradition &as the favoured institution traced back at
least tp the French 1lord Simen de Montfort — see

Chuvrchill (1954) or Fomell and Maude (1970%%3 .

1353 It was nwnot till the twelfth <Tentury,
howmaver, mhich sam a remarkable
flomwering of +the baginmings oif true
national CONSIT i DUSNESS in & whole
series of European cCountries: that
this viaw bacame infiuential. In
Franice, the Capetian kings mars

suyddenly hailed in & nov=2l way as
nationai heroes fighting tha E&nglish
and German invaidaers: the rrench
victory at Bouvines in 1214 jeit loons=
a flood of national exultation mhich
would have beasn unthinkable only 150
vears earliar. In Italy and Sicily
national feeling avrossa. again in tha
tpwalfth cCentury. as a veaciion to

Garman Aaggression. Th2 Chanson de
Roland and Beoffrey of HMonmouih’s
History of the Kings of Britain. tha
most influential ‘fnationalist

hisioriography o7 the Middle Ages”®.
fixed in writing tha burgecning of
national CONSCioUENess. {Kamenka-
i973bs, op & = 73

Thara is a comprahensive survey of BEuropzan ayths of
i

national origin in this period in Foliakov (i%74:.

4
143 This book, produced Sin association mith
Debrett’s Feerage’, claims to have finally identified

Arthur with someone known from Jdocumentary recordss

ped

to whit, a British twribal king last seen ieading his

mav bang towarids Avallon in France. and concludas

Pd

mith an appendix (pp 195 — 1993 which shows the

current roval family are JGivaect desscendents ot this

3]



particular war—lord.

15) "The Engiish vuling ciass had Jang traced iis

real ancestry to the classical werid. and aspeciall

"

Romes as distinct from its actual physical
ancestors." (Williams, andated, p 181 The mythical
wovld of an Arthurian Romano— British. twighlight s a

ready—made bridge to this ideal ised ancestirvy.

14) All of these contrasts apply_ to English texts
before #alovry’s Horte D 'Arthur of the fifteanth
century. As the first version to b2 printad (heavily
edited by Caxton) this zame to be ith=2 ona2a formative
for modern ones. but Malory reliad more heavily on
pravious French than &nglish Sources.

The names of members of Arthur’s re2finue ara

given in their modern English forms.-

17) -=« when did those inhabitants »of ths
island of Britain who wevre naither
Celtic—speaking nor subjects of tha
northarn line of kings daveliop a
common  amaran=2ss of “"England" as  an
identity inzluding them all and of a
national epos which mas part of iis
definition? i have a fairiy strong
sens2 that I do wnot  knowm, and that
those who ougint to know and perhaps do
are madievalists. (Pozock, 1975, »
%93

At lz2ast sinc2 the Norman invasions i7T
not 2arliers myths ware circuiated and
symbols promuigates by chroniclers and
clevgy which echoa2d and explainzd an
amevrgent Angl o—Norman ov Engl ish
identity, in contradistinction to
Welsh, Scottish, and: later. Irish
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identities. aeofirey of Monmouth:, in

particular. put forward an influential

mythology about Brutus and his sons

iamwding in Albion wmwhich bezama 2

potent frameworik for political claims

by the English monarchy <.. (S&withs

1984b, p 20D
The following secticon is in effect an slabovation of
the compressed Commz2nts of Smith, but mwas oviginally
Jeveloped independently.

The discussion of the "Matter of Britain" will
begin with Gaoffrey of Monmouth. The speculation
about Geoffrey’s sources. with tantalising hints of
Arvrthurian motifs in Welsh:. EBreion or English ethnic

mythology in a signiticantliy esarlieyr peviod must be

iaid aside for lack of solid evidanca.

12) Whiczh racaived its literary elaboration in tha
Franciade of Fiarre ide Ronsard (1572). although it
mas known muazh earlier. Compare also Virgil. whose
Aeneid constitutes a second ancestral foundation ayth
for Romes additional to the legenids of RKRomulus aved
Remus. The main Spanisn myth of national ovigin also
ftraced the descent to Trojan Eefugees.

Troy formad a dominant subject in the third of
the maediaval Matters: of Antiguity. {1 vetained this
populérityy 50 that one of +the wmost cCommon forms Jf
2arly printed wovks mas the 'Troy book’”. {Fevivre and
Martin, 1974, pp =54 — 2S59)

12 Some English Arthurian taxis as examples:
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Layamon’s Bruf sxtant in & manuscripts (Lewis, 1944,

p 122), the Alliterative #Horte Arthure - one of
Malory’s fews English 1language sSources - one

manuscript (Finlayson, 19&7. p 32Z0). the Auntvrs of
Arthure four (Hanna, 1974, p 52), and the most highly
acclaimed of the Middle English texis, Sir Gawain and
the Green Knighi, again-one (Toikien, 17647, o xil}.
The Chanson de Roland, pyrobably the n=2arest
egquivalent of a French fpatriotic”™ text of simiiar
peviod, surives in seven manuscrvipis dGating between
the twslith and fifteenth centuries. {(Feox, 1974, op

LG - &1)

EO} Whera, perhaps not surprisingly. there was an
anti—tnglish thrust to the, whole story. GH.MWilliams
(19255) argues that that the Welsh Bruf formed the
ideological matvyix for the {irst authentically
nationalist Welsh revoltl against English incursions.

the rebellion lead by Glyn Dmry at the begivming of the

fitteenth century: "{alyn Durd was a man mho wrote
Merlin’s prophecies into his diplomat i
correspondanca and his peace Ireaties. But tha

ancignt British-Welsh traditian = &Srué as the Welsh

called it — was 1o proviide a recognizable identiiy to

someth{ng novel; the Welsh ware to berome one of the

-

clv

nafiones." (p =2)

213 - Miltoen's earlisst plan for ‘an gpisc wmas a



national one cantered on tha figure of Avthue — these
plans were shelved in favour of Faradise Leosd becausa
of his disillusion first with the monarvschy., then mith

the &nglish nation (Hill. 1977}

22  Even within modern Euwrope there is a contrast
between the names of those countiries which Combine
athnicity ani tevvritory (Deutschland. England,
Scotland, Irveland, Yugoslaviar mith much of the rest
of Europe where the name is solely etinic {(France,
Italia, Espagna, Eirel. This conirast corvelates

only imperfectly with that of the diiferent tvpas of

imagery in nationalist mythology of Smith s
territorial and ethnic nations (19724b. pp 134 — 135).

This lack of precisa Tit is due to
difficulties in classifying wmhat is mevely the

dominant theme of complex mythologies. Territorial
nations —an take this form because tha2 ethnic unity
of their Zore pﬂpﬁlations can be taken for granted.
Ethnic naticons develop a symbolism atf their natural

territory as a subsidiary theme of their myths,

The contrast between MYatimiz nations"  and
"political naiiuﬁs" (Krvejci and Vel imsky. 1921} also
Covers similar ground.

23) Geofirey’s account of Arthur’s cConguest of

Albany mas the basis for Edward 1I7s claim, accepted

by the Pope in 1301, of suzerainity over Scotland.
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24) "The beliet in ths carnal descZant from the Jeaws
was sufficiently rootad in Greaat Britain for an
enlightened writer such as th deist, John Toliands
to use it as a prime argument in his Reasons for

Naturalizing the Jews in Greaf Sritarin and &orthern

Ireland (1714) ." (Foliakov, 1974, pp 44 — 435)

25) In corrvecily stressing that the state of nature
is a logiczal construct abstracting from cartain
features of men in seventesenth century ‘possessive
individual ist”’ socziaty., and thus historically
condi tioned, MacPherson uanderplays the fact that for
Hobbes both the statza of nature and civilization are
possibla berzause of tha natural (binlogically
determined along lines permitied by his mechanistic

philosophy) constitution of men.

Z2&) The King James translation speaks only of the

division of languages. and by implication of peoples.

273 Lorcka invaestad heavily in tha slave trada.



Chapter Five

Conclusians

The three central chapters have considersd the two
main types of theories which are commonly usad as
explanations of the nationalist phenomesnon. Chapter
Two looked at sociobiology, as the most recent and
most plausible theory claiming that nationalism (and
racism) dervived from the biologizal constitution of
humankind. It follows from this that nationalism is
an inevitable feature of all human saciaties.

Chapter Three thazn considered the altarnative

position developed by theoristis who <laim that

nationalism is a feature only of a small sub—sat of

known societies, specifically those mhich hava
achieved or are wundsvrgoing the transition of
modernisation and industrialisation. This in its

turn implies that nationalism cannot be expiained by
any universal biologiszal inheritance, but through
factors specific to the social structure, culturse, or
other features restricted to the historically limited
range of socisties where it oocurs.

The third chaptar raisad cevrtain
,metﬁodological problems mitﬁ'the moderniﬁt theories
of nationalism. This was followed in_CSap*ev Four by
a case study of the development of a nationalist
ideology in England, in which it was argued that ike
}nitial formulation of such nationalist doctrines and

myths began in an earlier epoch than is compatibla

M
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with the assumptions of the modernist theory.

The thrust of the three chapters has thus been
a critigue of these itmo maior curvrent theavries of the
roots of nationalism. In order t{o draw out the more
positive zlaims mhich have been made in the cCourse of
the analysis I begin by recapitulating the major

zonclusions of  these critiques.

Sociobiology

The sociobiological claim to have explained
nationalism rests on the assertion that it is a
modified form of an innate tendency to favour close
blood relations. It mas argued in Chapter Two that
the plausibility of this thesis rests on a systematic
ambiguity as to whether the kinship which is asserted
to unite the large anonymous group is real or
fictitious. Van den Berghes; who wmas ftaken as the
most sociologically sophisticated representative of
this group writing about nationalism and racisms
frequently states that the large groups who form
nations or races Zan oe sonsidered kin only in a
Fickwickian .sense. Neverthelass the argument from
biological roots derives its power from an
implication that there is soma re=al sense in which
all the membevrs of an =e2thnic group are more closely
interre}éted mith each other than with outsiders.

“ Chap;er Two claimed that this implication is

A

false. Ontside of close kin the chancas that an
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individual has a «closer biologiczal velationship to
someone in their own ethnic group than to someong in
another s:ach group are neqgligible. Ethnic solidavity
is not nepotism, and it is not ne2cessarily optimal in
a Darmil;aian sense either. -

The fozus of the critique of sociobiology was

not on the assertions of the wuniversality of the

athnic phenomanon, but on the explanations of the

causes thereof. The ubiguity of ethnicity is further
discussed in Appenidix One, which follows Smith
(1984b3) in an assertion that ethnic group formation

has been a constant but not universal feature of
human societies across at least the time—span of

recorded history.

This implies that ethnicity is wnaither
inevitable» nor a product of our biologizal
constitutions. The rvhetorisz of kinship frequently

elaborated in ethnic mythology must tharefore be
dfrectly addressed. ‘

When van den Berghe discusses the relationship
of ethnic groups to the 'processes of social =lass
formation, he seems to assume that the latter are not
problematic in the way that the processes of
formation of ethnic in—-groups are. More specifically
he <laims that the intensity of class conflict and
the degree of cantin;}fgr of <classes as <corporate

groups will be “greater to the extent that class

boundaries are also ethnic poundaries. With this



qualification there is the implication that the
rationality of the constitution of zlassas as
in—groups is more transparent. and does not need to
be dissected in the same manner as his investigation
of the rationality of the formation of sthnic groups.

Classes <an be 2xplained sociologically, but
ethnic groups. he argues, whether they take a
national or a racial form, must be explained
biologically. Ethnicity is thevefore & deeper form
of collectivity, both in raquiving scientific
explanations diverging mora from cCommon S&ns2,. and in
that it is normally more stable and enduring.

Van den Berghe’s nepotistic  theorys that
ethnic groups share larger intervrelationships
internally than externally, draws its plausibiliity
partly from oldey and now discradited anthropoiogizal
and biologizal theories, and pérfly from the rhetforic
of ethnic solidarity. MWithin this rhetoric images of
close kinship are certainly frequent. (1) But this
type of rhetoric is by no means specific to ethnic
groups. On the contrary this rhetoric of kin%hip is
employad within many in4group5. Trades unionists are
brothers, feminists 'aréklsiaters- matinsi a family.
Indeed in some in;gruups thera are implications that
the forms of kinship they offer ares superior to those
of mere bloosd Pelatidﬁship=

There came then his brethren and
his mothers and, standing without.

sent unto him, <alling him. And the
multitude sat about him: and they said
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unto him, Behold, thy mother and thy

brethren without seek for thee. And

he answered them, saying. Who is my

motheyr, or my brethren? And he looked

round about on  tham which sat about

him, anid said, Behol:d my mother and ay

brethren! (Mark 3, 31 — 34)
The rhetoriz of kinship is therefore invoked by manys
though not all, large scale in—groups. Conceivably
it <could be argued that this is so becausa all human
relationships other than the most immadiataly
instrumental are possible only through a redirection
of instinctive affections for =2lose kin. In the
absence of any evidence for such instincis, and in
view of the frequency wmith which interrelations
between cioses kin are anything but arfectionate, such
suggestions are implausible.

In almost all sorcieties the initial porocesses
of =hild rearing, that is of the f{forming of a
biologically human being iInto a socialised human

individual, takes place within some Tamily fovrm mhich

is normally centrad on a cove of closaly related kin.

Within such family units the re2iationships ara2
anything but puraly instrumthalj_ OJn the contvarys
the bonds a =hild forms have a multi—layerad
emotional significante (tnhough to vepéat, the

2motions can be hostile as well as friendly). (2)
In-groups which use this rhetoric of kinship
are acting so as to mobilise the affzctive as well as

instrumental depths ot such relationships. In so0 far

as they are able to do this effectively thay can
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create bonds between theivr wmembers wmhich axta2nd
beyond the mera2ly instrumental satisfactions they zan
help achieve, and therefore tend to promote a mors
stable and enduring collectivity. (3)

The other indication that the rhetoric of
kinship is socially construacted and operative at the
level of meaning is in the enormous variation in the
size and scope of the in—groups constituted through
such language. Such groups =<an vary between a few
hundreds and many millions. The initial premiss of
sociobiology is that ethnic solidarity derives from a
redirection of the instinctive solidarity mith the
primeval hovrde. Even if this premiss weve to be
accepted it would not take us very far.

The most which can be deduwzed from such an
assumption is that interethnic sconflict may be a
ubiguitous feature of human social life. Even if
this concilusion is in its turn accepted it is so
vagite and genaral ised as to be misleading.
Conflicting ethnic groups can vary in siza from
groups with a few hundred adults to those with many
millions. The intensity of ethnic conflicts can vary
from pacific economic competition. through various
forms of exploitation, up +to Tull szale wars of
axtermination. Lines of ethnic i<sleavage <“an run
either parallel or orthagonal to other lines of
intergroup cleavage and conflict. Some ethnic groups

have maintained a continuous (but changing) identity



tfor millenia, other ethniz boundaries have been
fragmented or redrawn in the space of a generation.

The ciaim of sociobinlogists to hava
discovered the basis for the ubiguity of the sthnic
phenomanon directs battentinn amay from these
systematic variations in its actual manifestations.
It also, I have suggested, tenids to legitimate ethnisz
conflict: ethnic conflict may be unfortunate, but it
is inevitable.

I am not.canvinced that the anfhrupﬂlogical
record and the historical record show that ethnic
conflict is inevitable. What th=y o show is that
the extent of such conflict is greatly variable in
both scope and intengity-— and that there are complax
relations between interathnic and intraethnic
conflicts, with no necessity that the former are the
more important.

The variations in the sthnic phenomenon ars at
least as important as its asserted ubiquity. I will
therefore now turn to one of the major attempts to
deal with such wvariations, in the various theories
which <Ziaim that nationalism is both radically
distinzt from the ethnic phenomencn per se and of

historically recent origin.
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Modernists

Chapter Three argued that assertions that the
nationalist phenomenan is still historically
something of a novelty rest on definitions which

equate the nation with the wholse adult population.

Given that nationalism s also excluded, by
~dJefinition:s from application to anything but
large—scale state societies and that in swuzh

societies until wvery recently the exclusion of the
vast majority of adults from full citizenahiﬁ has
been the norm, this equation esffortlessly produces
the conczlusion that nations and nationalism are
specifically modarn.

It would be possible to argue that there is an
intimate connection between nationalism .and this
restitution of some citizenshin rights to the masses
of adults. Given the still major cleavages in mwealth

and powear wmithin all societies which <laim to b=

democraciess a neceassary but no t sufficient
precondition - for aven the formal political
egalitarianisms in western ov soviat forms: would
include. at the wminimums that very few peoole

suffered absolute deprivation and that: within a
given polity., sufficient forms of communal
unification of anonymous communitias kapt the class
struggles, arising from such disparities of condition
as continue to 2xist, within tolevablie bounds. In

this sense there are undoubtedly features which are
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important and new in modern nationalism. BGiven the
substantive importance of these changes it is clearvly
relevant to develop a specific conception mhich cCan
articulate them.

The modevnists do this by confining the
concepts of nation and nationalism to these
circumstances. The formula they claim to b2 using to
do this is one in which a nation comes to exist when
an ethnic group is equivalent to the population of a
state. Yet the actual definitions employed have a
covert third cComponent, that there is formal eguality
between the members of the ethnic group. as citizens.

Implicit in Chapters Thrae and Four has been
the assumption that this third component is not a
dafining feafqre of ‘natinns and national ism as suchs
but only of a particular typ2 of nation and of
national ism. Thare may have been a correlation
between separate ethnic groups and separate polities
for small—-scale stateless societies. It is an ideals
from which all actual examples deviate to a greater
or lesser extent, for large i(ndustrialised societies.
Such cCorvelations were the excaption. vathey than
being entirely absent. from what Ballner terms
agrarian societies.

The strength of modernist theories derives
from their appreciation of this contrast between
agrarian and industirialised societies. That most

agrarian societies mwarea nolt national states. and may
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have had far less inter—ethnic conflict than there is
in the modern, nationalised world, is a sufficient
demonstration that ethnicity is not a universally
necessary basis for the organisation of politiszal
societies. While national agrarian societies are
indeed rare, a small number of cCases can be found
where states appear to fit this modal.

Such exceptions create significant anomalies
for modernist theories of nationalism — anomalises
which are signalled by major Jdisagreements among
modernists as to ;hefher such instances are genuine
examples of nationalism at all. These divergences
are commonly explained as rooted in problems of
definition and taxonomy. At one level this is of
course itrae, but apart from these Concepiual problems
the existence of these esxceptions paoses substantive
issues, for they include precis=21ly those states which
formed the initial exemplars in the process of the
global diffusion of nationalism.

Most modernists have stressed the factors
mhich Jdifferentiate these apparent precursors from
modern nationalism. The most common means for doiag
this has been building in some Jdemocratic component
as a necassary feature of natiﬂnalisﬁ. I am not
convinced that this step is justifiad.

This is not to deny that tha demncra%ic
alement which +{the modernisis also include as  a

definitional e2lement is important ‘in the rhetovric if
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not always the resality of modern nationalism. 1n fhe
contrary its very importance demands that it should
be made explicit. What 1 am further suggesting is
that there is a certain separability between these
two elements, |, that it is both 1logically and
empirically possible to have situations where state
and ethnic boundaries cCoincide, but with a political
nation which is a tiny fraction of the =thniz group.

To some extent this may be simply a matter of
semantics. Some modernists acknomledge that in the
Middle Ages there were what they term ‘nationalist
sentiments’ hera designated national ism. The
present argument also accepts modernist diagnoses of
the specificity of the post—medieval phenomenon, with
its democratic/ popul ist dimension and global
extension, while preferring some more specific term
such as modern nationalism or populist natinnaliém.
In so far as this is so» the ma%ter Zan b= resglwved

/
in a Humpty Dumpty manner. Each of us is using words
to mean what we want them to mean — there is s2ven the
added bonus of the possibility of a simple and direst
translation between the terminologies.

Homever:; even where the matter is initially a
semantic ones> there is a tendency for thigs to affect
more substantive matters. I have shown that many of
the theorists who start by talking about the
nationalist sentiment of the middle ages sontinue by

minimising the extent of such sentimenis in ways
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which cannot be justified by the historical evidence.
More substantively significant is the relationship
petmween premodern and mode;n forms of nationalism.
The previous chapter argued that, both in
ihtellectual assumptions and in mythology. the modaren
form draws on and modifies rather than radically
breaks from the medieval form of nationalism.

There is a model of the relationship between
libeval ism and national ism whizh is sometimes
presented by the modernists. which runs something as
follows. First nationalism is deduced (fallaciously
according to Kedouris) from the 1ibseral assuaption
that everyone has rights (Kadouvrie (195&: wmha2re the
liberalism is of J.S.Mill and Woodrow Wilson, and
A.0.Smith (1984) wheres the liberalism is Lozckeani.
Subsequently the effect of nationalist movements is
to increase interethnic tensionss so the state gets
more repressive to dampen these, resulting in a
diminution of individual liberties.

The conzluding section of the previous chapter
argued that the founders of 1liberal theory mere also
nationalists, whil2 presenting an argument that their
adoption of this position arose from reasons othey
than theiy (valid or invalid) deductions from their
individual ist assumptions. But this modernist madel
of the relationships between democracy, liberal ism
and nationalism must be questioned more fundamentally

that any doubts about a (pseudo—) deductive relation
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betwesen tham. First the simple equation between
iiberalism and democracy must be challenged.

Classical liberalism was not about the rights
af the individual. but about the rights of the
minority of individuals who happened to be propervty
owners (and who mere alsn.male heads of families).
Granting fu%l rights to the irrational mob
(irrational in their envy for the goods monopol ised
by the propertied) was held to be incompatible with
the continuing existence of the: individual vights of
the propertied.

From the initial eiaborations of libefalism in
the seventeenth cantury until at least the middle of
the nineteenth: liberals arguaed (almost cevtainly
correctly given the absolute disparitiess of wealth
then) that democracy woulid make impossible the

libarties they espoused (MacPhervson, 174

I\

Y. (&) The
only practical gquestion was whether the alternative
to the unacceptable demos should be oligarchy (as in
Locke) ovr autocracy (Hobbes).

Indeed, given that the dominant trend of
liberal democratic theory since the nineteenth
century has been about the need to achiesve a balance
between the need to permit scme form of participation
from the masses- and the need - to protect the
political system from the excesses resulting from the
ignovance and pronensss to greed of these sel fsam=

masses, (1t seems reasonable to doubt that this easy
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eguation of liberalism and the rights of all has ever
been applicable in the simplistic way suggested in
the modernist model.

The English state establighed after the 14&8S
settlement was a tolerable approximation +to the
liberal model (fov the propertied). The ideology of
the rule of law around which 1t was partily
articulated extended some limited individual rights
to those excluded from the settlement. (5)

The claim of the lower orders for admission
into formal citizenship was basad ocentrally on a
nationalist dimension. The acczeptability of this
admission to the elites: was also dependent on
nationalism. Indeed, the social cCompact mhich made
this entry viable to the elite was one in which the
nation itself was redefined so as to encompass more
than the minority political nation- while the
sel f—acceptance of membership of the wnation by the
lower orders served +to rendar certain forms of
intarnal political conflict illegitimate.

The models presented by Hellnar, Kedouria and
Smith are ones in which moves to liberalism/damocracy
in a context of ethniz diffarentition fuel ethnic
conflict, which in turn threatens fo undermina
liberty. It would not be difficult 1o document
situations where such processes have ocourred. Buat
the ovevr—guick i1dentification of 1liberalism mith

democrasy, 1like the building—in® of democracy or
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populism as a definitional component for the
vecognition of nationalism. obscures the full
complexity and ambiguity of the relations betwean
these ideologies and their social effects.

Tha methodological critique of the marxist and
Gellnerita varsions of the modernity thesis;
suggested that there was a deep ambiguity as to
whether these theories were proposing functionalist
or intentionalist explanations of the nationalist

phenomenon. In both the root explanation is that

nations are the naiessary forms of political
urgénigaiinn of industrialised (or capitalistically
industrialised) societies. Buat for baoth— there is
also a <clearly identifiable group — in the one case

the bourgeoisie, for the .other the inteilectuals -
who are the cConscious vectors of the nationalist
syndrome .

There is then the further difference that
mhile the marxistis tend +to assume, on the basis of
theory rather than evidence, that the motivation of
thesSe vectors derives from their perceptions of the
benefits which will acorue to thems Geilner,; after a
more detailed exposition of howm it is that the early
benefits of establishing a new nation state represent
gains only for the intellectuals, then goes on to
deny explicitly that their motivation had been
awarasness of thess benefits.

Chapter Three claimed that this denial leit
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Gellner without any explanation why a whole layer of
intellectuals should, within a short span of time-
suddenly take an overriding interest in gatharing
their national folklore and folksongs, dascribing the
philology of their national tongue. or forming more
directly politi;al movements for national
independance. It suggested that an examinaticn of
the statements of many modern nationalist isdenlogies
would show that they were aware of, and partly
motivated by these material aidvantages of
independence.

Aside from the many problems this still leaves
of the relationship between the instrumental and
other motivations of the carriers of nationalism,
this also poses yet another problems which Chapter
Three termed a problem of infinite regress. This
problem will now be approachad from the other siides
as the limiting case for modernist theories. If the
amareaness of the advantagss of national ism is
accepted as even a partial component in the
explanation of why people should favour such an
option, thers2 is then a need to explain whera they
got such an awareness from. For nationalist’
movements after tha dual revolution the source of
such knowledge is readily founid. The model they
could draw on mas that of the national states wherve
the breakthrough into modavnity had already happenad:

initially the twin arenas of the dual vevolutions
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England and France,. and then other Countries whizh
had emulated them.

This simple borrowing breaiks domn. howevers, in
the locus of tha initial breakthrough, mwhere wo prior
and existing model can be drawn upon. (&)

Modern computing textbooks devote a great deal
of emphasis to the testing of programs. and within
this on several strategies, one of which (s empirvical
testing with extreme data. In this method, a program
to be tested is run, first with the highest data
inputs it has besn designed to deal with, and then
with data increased so as to be the lowest it is not
designed to deal with. A success in the first case
and Tailure of some kind in the second is heid to
increase confidence in  the Corrvectness of the
program. This philosophys it seems {o me. alsc
proviides one useful way for testing theories.

In the context of the theories of nationalism:
the reievant extreme cases are the countries which
became the first exemplars of nations. Regarding
these there is confusion among modernisis as  io
whether they represent genuina casas of nationalism
or something which was only apparently similar. Ffor
those historians who are wmore concern2d to assart
that natiunalisé is a modern phenoma2non .ihan to
develop elaborate explanations mwhy this has been so-
these confusions are mainly a matter of the precisse

definitions of the nature of national ism.



The opposite pole to this is represented by
Bellner and MNairn: who manage to make both of thase
contradictory assevtions within the same text. The
theory of nationalism as the response of the
laiecomeré tn the modevnisation or industrialisation
process is unable to come to terms with the
firgtcomers, and seems to become schizophrenic when
faced with them.

I have proposed that this dil=2mma should be
resolved by 'recogniSing that national ism does have
olde% roots than the dual revolution: that in England
(and by implication that some or all of the handful
of other states whase curvent national form goes back
before the turn of the nineteenth century: wmost of
the rest of the Atlantic seaboard sfafes in Europe,
China, Japan ...} nationalism evcived earliav and in
response to other imperatives. The bulk of ths
previous chapter was devoted to trying to demonsirate
that aven in medieval England ideologies similar to
modern nationalism, but minus any pretentions of a

democratic component, were present and politically

2
significant.

That chapter tried tohdraw out some of the
differencas as well as the similarities between
medieval and modern nationalism. Given the dominance
of the modernist thesis among those historians and
soziologists who have concerned themselves with ths

origins of the nationalist phenomenon. my siress has



been on the similarities to-. and modern nationalism’®s
dependence on, ideas which were formulated in  a much
earlier peviod.

imlike later nationalists. the radinzals of
mid—seventaeenth century England, ov of late
eighteenth century France. did not need to worvry
aboust ‘*rekindling® the fires of national sentiment:
nor about guarantesing the integrity of the core
territory of the national state. The novel
programmes they evolved for the renewmal of national
glory could take these starting points for grantad.
The cContemporary ubiguity of nationalism is due to
the coincidence that the tewvvitovial locations of tha
dual revolution were in long—established ethnic
territorial states.

To what extent was this a coincidence? This
question can aniy be answered speculatively. and must
first be broken down into two parts: mhy mas there
such a scConsistent evolution towards a national form
in the English and French states throuagh the later
middle ages anid D*early modevrn’® period?: and what
contribution, if any, did the nationai fovrm of thecse
states make to the fact that i1t was there that the
dual revolution first happened?

Chapter Four and Appendix One allude to some

of the factors which seem to have been most
significant in promoting long—term consciousness of
ethnic ties in general. and - stable polities
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identified with gpecific ethnic groups in particular.
Such factors include the existence of & ‘natural
territory? (defined not simply by topography, btut by
topography  in conjunction mith  the social
urganésation and technology of wmarfare: in the age
of the ballistic wmissile there are no natural
froantiers). Thus the divide between the wmainly
lowland plain of *England® and the hillier zones of
tScotland’ and ‘WHales” formed tha approximate
frontiers of pnliticai rule,. and frequently also of
ethnic groups. for much of the prolonged period
between the Claudian invasion o¢f &ngland and the
Henrician administrative incorporation of Wales.
Tﬁe second factor has been the existenze of
major linguistic fractures, mith neighbouring peoples
speaking dialects deriving from different language
families (Celtic Breton and Romance Frenchs itselfd

abutting to Germanic tongues to the norths tha

non—Indo—-European Euskari surrounded by Roman:ze
languagess oy Celtic Welsh and the Gevmanic — with
subsequent substantial Romance influence — English).

In the areas which waera to become the modern Fran:ze
and Britain such linguistic gul fs freqguently
corresponded +to divides of religious belief and
practice, mhich tended to further reinforce awarensess
ﬁf ethnic distinctiveness.

The_final factor mentionad mwas the repetitions

across the course of several generations,. of warfare



between neighbouring states (Smith: 1924&b, pp 73 -
7£)Y. In the «course of such conflicts elaborate
mythologies about the characteristics of the ‘natural
enemy”® tend to form. (7) These also have the affect
of defining>. by =Zonirast, the shape of ‘ouf’ glovious
national character. It thus seems plausible to
suggest that the wmilitary ethos of western European
feudal ism may have helped to promoiz, at least in
those states @ifhin its orbit strong enough to resi;t
conguest and dismemberment, enduring forms of ethnic
amareness.

Certainly the entire period covered in Chapter

Four and beyonsd was punciuated by intermittent
Anglo-French wars,. as well as campaigns by both
states against other neighbouring territories. 2

mwmas often during the course of suach wars  that
national ist sentiments were most loudly articulated.
Mo attempt has been nadse to davelop an
analysis of the ralative imporitance of thess varisus
factors conducive to the formation and reoroduction
of ethnic CQHSEEOUSneSE. It %eems likely that their
relative importance is not fixed, but dependent on
specific historical contexts. In the Anglo—French
cases what is significant is that for long periods

throughout the middle ages and up to the beginning of

the nineteenth century ssveral or all of the {four
factors were acting in the same direction: to
produce trends tomards a heightening of the



consciousness of ethnicity.

Mo claim is made that the formation of the
French or English national states mas inevitable. A
single decisive military defeat of either cove state
(say of the English by a Spanish Armada wmith more
conducive ‘meather conditions) wmight have produced
political, and thus quite possibly ethnics
fragmenta;iun. Given that both states did manage to
avoid such decisive defeats, all thes conditions ware
present to promote tha prolonged process of
identification between these states and an ethnically
distinczctive, and increasinglys but always
imperfectly, ethnically unifiad population.

The contribution made by the nat/onal
character of the English or French states to the
initial ftransition to modarnity’ is still more
difficult to assess. Many of the functional benefits
of nationalism identified by modernists are not
relevant, being introduced into England ov France
only during the <coursa af the ‘dunal revolation?
(Gellner’s universal education systems or more
axactly wuniversal elementary education. came to
England and Francé only in the second nalf of th=s
nineteenth century,. mell after many neighbouring
countries, including Scotfland) .

The infrastructural conditions identified by
many marxists, and indeed other economists, as the

preconditions for the viability of an internal market
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mera asserted praviously to have no necessary
connections  to nations as such. In both France and
England many of the reforms needed to ensure these
infrastructural supports for the internal market ware
again wundertaken during the <ourss of the dual
revolution. Such initiatives required the support.
and often the direct intervention, of a strong and
stable state. (8)

There seems to have been no rvaguirement
arising from economic needs, narvowly considered,
t#at the states which accomplished such tasks should
have a national form. Tha long—establishad links
between ethnicity and the statz gave ths states
(though not always the regimes as shown by the
experienca of Revolutionary Francel) a heightened
legitimacy which may have <ontributed to the =ase

with which such changes could ba imposed.



Footnotes to Chapter Five

"

1) For example in the nation as mystical parent —

mother ov fatherland.

2) It may be that the possibility of such bonds
which go beyond the bounds of instrumentality at the
level of +the individuaal derive uitimately from soma
mechanism of genetic determinism. h% thés level the

verdict on some sorciobiological claims has to be "not
provéﬁ“. Even this needs to be further gualifisd by
assevrting that ther2 is nothing in the neuronal
pathways or whatever it is the genes control which
determines that it should be genatic kin who are the
initial recipients of this emotional charge.

The mapping of social to biolagical kinship in
diffarent societies varies ann?moﬁsly, and emotional
ties to kin. are to those socially dafined as suchs
not to those whose coefficient of relationshio in
biological terms is greater than some particalar
fraction.

3) Indeed, only if puraly sel f—centered
instrumentalism is overcome can the free rider and
prisoners dilemma problems be avoided. At this point
game theorists tend to start talking of the

“individuals T going beyond the individually rational

solution to the game because of distovtions due to
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-l ture.

An altfarnative approach mnﬁld ba that the gams=
theorists were talking about the wrong game. in that
the instrumental pay—offs they have diagnosed are not
the real pay—~offs of the actual plavers. wmhich Zan

>

only be assessed in terms of players®™ valuations.
The process of infusing relationships with

emotional depth is one which creates pay—-offs beyond

~

the immediate and instrumental, and can thus alter
the global structure of the game. This process is
not always conscious, though 1t can be.

Only groups which oreate multi—-layerad
emotional attatchments in addition to instrumental
ones achieve long—term stability. While the rhetovic
of kinship is th2 most commonly adopted, and perhaps
the most sucrcessful, means to this end. it is not the

only viable one.

4) Similarly in the tmwentieth century Schumpeterian
liberalism with its justifications of an apathet}c
democracy, not to mention recent theorisations of tha
acceptablity of authoritarianism: in contrast to the

unacceptability of totalitarianism.

S5) Thompson charactarises the situation fthus. Tha
common Englishman "with few afiirmative rights, but
protected by the law against the intrusion of

arbitrary power." (1965, p S7). ° The other major
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component of the ideology around which this state was
articulated, i.8. precisely nationalism, gave an
opening for demands from those balow for them also to
be recognised by an extension of the settlement = tha
Liberty Tree mas. raised for the rights of the
Fresborn Englisnman (note the continuing gendering)-
radical democracy thus encapsulating in its watchword
a simultaneous extension boith of 1libaralism and

national ism. (Thompson, 1243, =h &)

A} Although this byeakthrough in the narrow sense of
the capitalised Industrial Revolution happened in
Britain, or politically in the Revolution in FrancZe,
it reguired both the economic sxploitation, through
the developing colonial empires. of mush of ihe.resi
of the world, and also the synthesis of intellectual
dJevaelopmants having their origins m@uch farthey
afield, and by no means =zonfined only to elisawhers in

Europe .

7) Wars frequently generate patriotic enthusiasm,
but also war—wearviness, which may give ri?e to
guestioning of the regime as to ité justifications
for the conflict.

It should neveyr be assumed that a2ither
sentiments of patriotism . or war—weariness ars
diffused to a similar extent among all strata in the

population.



) For the elaboration of state power in wesiarn
Europe in the period of the dual revolution s=e most
of the essays collected in Tilly, 1i975a: an esarlier
stage of European state—formation is discussed by

Strayar, 19&3:; 1970.
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Appendix One

On Primovrdial ism and FParvennial ism

The definition of primordial ism developed in Chapter
One does not inzlude all contemparary sociologistis
commonly so de;ignated. Frimordialism is fraguenily
used in the the sociology of nationalism to denote
the work of Edward Shiis and Clifford hBeertz. They
assert that ties and loyalties of ethnicity ara, 1liks
other fovmé of fundamental social relationship such
as those of kinship and common réligian, primovrdial-
in the sensa that theay are characteristic of all
known, and.: at least by implization, all possible
forms of human society.

nlike the sociobiologists, Shils and Geertz
30 not rast their argument about tha orimovrdiail
nature of ethnic bonds on explicit theorisations of
bioleogical constraints on the human condition. it
seems -likely that, 1f the bonds of kinship and
ethnicity are as inescapable as Gaertz and ZShils
assert, the sociobiologists are right as to thé'most
plausible sSource of an 2xplanation for this
situation, if not fovr the specific form of biologiczal
reductionism they offer.

This variety of ‘primordial ism’” makes a clear
conceptual distinction between nationalisa and ethnic
bonding in general, which is not drawsn by the
sociobiologists. qu Shils and fGeertz, iike the

authors discussed in Chaptar  Three. what is



distinctive about nationalism is its historizal
location in the modern era. where it serves as an
ideology of legitimation for sovereign national
states:

The tendency towards the adoption of
ideological traditions which is
arousad by intensified conflict CTin
modern societies]l is hostile towmarids
substantive traditions: centered as
theay are around familiai and religious
authority and attachment to locality.
and other primordial things. When
national ity becomes theivr objact. it
is an ideological nationalism which is
no less sympathetic o substantive
traditions which include pnationality
Ci.e. ethnicity — D.A.] among their
cbjects. (Shils, 1781, p 3Z1i)

Shils® language of modern “idaological™ wnationalism
versus primovdial nationality is almost identical to
that wused by the modernist Carlton Hayes who is

discussed in Chapter Three. Like Hayes, Shils uses

the term nationality where most —ontemporary
socinlogists would use MTethnicity". While the
existenze »of this cantrast is clear in Zhils’

discussion of nationalism, its precise significance
is more cloudy. This is a point which Geertz expands
in a discussion of nationalist movemanis outside of
Europe, formed in reaaction to the European
colonisation of Asia and Africas

Tha first, fermative stage of
national ism consisted essentialliy of
confronting the dense assemblage of
zul tural s racials lozal, and
linguistis categories of
self—identification and social loyalty
that :centuries of uninstruciad history
had produced mwith a simple. abstract.
del iberately constructed, anid almost
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painfully self—conscious concept of

political athnicity — a proper
"nationality" in the modern mannar.
The granular images into mh ich

individuals®™ views of who they are and
who they aren”t are so intensely bound

in traditional sociaty, pere
challenged oy the more genevral-s
vaguers but no less charged

conceptions of <collective identity,

based on a diffuse sense of common

dJestinys that tend +to characterise

industrialized states. (Geertz, 1973,

p Z39)

The ‘primordialism®™ of Shils and fGeertz can therefore
be summarised as follows.

Bonds of kinship, iocality and ethnicity (and
possibly of Common rveligion and race) are primordial:
universally found in  human societies, and perhaps
deriving in some unspecified way from the wature of
humén nature. Modern., large—siale, soversigns
industrialised societies (or aspirant candidates for
this status) are highly specific and historically
novel social forms, emerging in mesterﬁ Europe in the
ninet2enth, and in Asia and Africa in the twentieths
century.

Corresponding in som2 way to the novelty of
the social forms these modavn socizatiess entail tha
development of novel furm% af social bonding. This
frequently if not invariably involves a mobilisation
of the loyalties previously focussed on primordial
bonds, and thus a rhetoric of wupholding the old
traditions. But the sheer necessary scale of modern
societies: and the heightened conflict wmithin thems

means this rhetoric must be a cover for a substantive
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assanl t Oons and major modifications ofs the old
traditions.

Despite a significantly Jdifferent emphasis
this argument is «close to the mainstream of the
modernist tradition. For Hayes as for Shils
ethnicity (both wuse nationality) is primovdials fov
“ohn and Bellner as well as hHQe=vtz lozalism i3
primovrdial. True, there is no implication i1n Haves:
{ohn oy hGellner of biologi=zal a2xplanations of ihe
primordiality of ethnicity or localism. ferhaps more
Eignificaﬁt is the differential fozus on the two
halves of the equation: for Hayes. Kohn and Gellner
the stress is on the distinztiveness D% modern
nationalism: and an attempt fto slucidate the pracise
form it takess: for f@eertz anid Shils the focus of
attention ‘is on the ties which predate modern
nationalism. .

- This difference of emphasis. then, is one
which serves fo mark the tradition represented by
Shils and #Beertz as a distinctive school within the
modernist interpretation of national ism. Their
stress on the primordiality of kinship and the rest
points to a distinct problematic, the relationship of
these primordial bonids to modarn wnationalisms which
is decidedly minimised in the writings of what could
be called the mainstream modernistis. Nonstheless.
some of these mainstream modernists dJdo acknowledge

the primordiality of some of the types of bonding



which are the intevest of =hils and Geeviz: mho
themselves do distinguish the distinctivenass of
modern national ism.

In terms then of +the contrast between
primordialists and modernists as defined in Chapter
One, Shils and Geertz are modernists. The stress by
Geertz and Shils on attempts by nationalists fto
mobilise loyalties basad on more enduring ethnic ties
has some apparent parvaliels with the arguments
developed in later chapters hefe. Bafore an attempt
is made to assess the validity of itheir claims about
the primordiality of ethnicity 1t is necessary (o
consider briefly yet another recent. or recently
idantified, school of analysiss the peremmial isis
(A.0.Smith, 1984: 1924b) .

Like fGeertz and Shilss the perennialists pay
attention to the manifestations of ethnic Df national
sentiment. The first of the peremmialists who mill
oe discussed here is John Armstrong. who claims that
‘nmnational’ sentiment (Armstrong does not dram a
—lear distinction b2tween nations and ethnic groups)
has b=an present in a significant propﬁrtion ot
societies, although not all sorcieties, since the
begiﬁning of recorded history.

Apart from Armstrong-. the other person whose
mork will be discussed is Anthony Smith, who places
himself in an intermediate position betwe=an the

perennialists and the modernists.: Unlike Armstrong:
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Smith makes a clear conceptual distinction between
eathnicity and modevrn nationalism, arguing it has been
the former which has formed a persistent faature of
known human societies. in an apprecach which is very
similar to the present oritiqgue of modearnist
theories.

Armstrong draws on the wmork of Fredrik Barth
(19&9) to argue that the formation of ethnic ov
national groups occurs when such groups develop
systematic contazts wmith other groups having a
diffevent way of life. The contrast with the way of
life of the ‘stranger” helps to define the central
features which constitute our mway of life, which must
be defended by ‘border guards®™ — symbolic limits on
the possibility of action.

Once the presence of other forms of ways of

life brings awareness of the distinctiveness of th

fyi}

practices of the proto—ethnic group, this leads not
merely to conscious efforts +{o maintain the old way
of life against the threat which is posed to it by
the practical demonstration oF7 al ternative
possibilitiess bt to the elaboration of
justifications wmwhy this way of life is necessary and
indeed superior to any alternative.

Such justifications take the form of a complex
series of myths and symbols which explain how and mhy
the group has come to have its distinctive form anid

way of iife. These myths and symbols cohere {o form

277



a w=ythosoteur,. an emotionally satisfying ideology
which defines the limits of membership of the ethnic
aroup and the appropiate forms of behaviour foyr them.

One ocharacteristic form of ayvithomoteur is
typical of agrarian societies populated by sattled
pastoral ists, particularly if their tervitory borders
that of others who continue to practice a pastoral
gConomy . Here the characteristic form of deftinition
of the boundaries of the group uses tha ‘genealogizal
principle’: the members of the group are the
desendents of a single founder (cCompare Chapter Four,
footnote 12). A central theme of the myths of the
athnic group is of nostalgia for the lost ‘golden
age® when the group maintained its pastoral way of
iife. Armsirong argues that myths of this form wers
important in constituting the ethnic identities of
the civilizations of the ancient Middie East and of
mediaval Islam.

Thus the first form of contras% in mways of
life which Armstrong discusses is  that between
pastoralists and sattled agrarian Sociéties. Th=
second contrast is between mediewval Isiam and
Christendom. A whole series of factors, from the
continuing social presance of pastoralist desert
Arabs for uroan tloslems, and the absence of
eguivalent . groups for urban Christians, to
diffarences in  the mythologies of the two religionss

and diffarences in the forms of legal codes, tended
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to wunderpin a continuing ‘genéalngical principle’
foundation for Islamic ethnic wyths, wmhile on  the
contrary facilitating the elaboration of myths on an
alternative ‘territorial principle’ in Christian
Europe.

ODne of the most fascinating factors discussesd

by Armstirong relates to different methods of "town

planning"” adoptad in Islamic and Christian cities.
The Islamic city was in effect a congeries of
separate setilements, divided into a series of

segments by internal walls. Each of these segmentis
formed the residential zone for a diffarent kinship
group. Euvopean cCities had little or no segmentation
of this form. and hence a physically far mider public
sphere where any citizen had a right to be presant.
The effect of the Yorm of Islamic cities mas
to reinforce consciousness of the distinctiveness of
kinship groups, while that of European cities fo
promote a much greater awareness of the2 Commonality
of all fge residents of the city. curopean "town
planning” therefore pgromoted a sense of Common
identity related not to bonids of kinship, out io ties

aof place: the ‘territorial principle’.

Anthony Smith s most recent boolk (1724&80)
develops Armstirong’s analysiss butl uasas & mora
.elaborate conceptualisation. In parallel with tha

modernists he talks of nations anid nationalism as

emerging in western Europe at about the beginning of



the nineteenth century. Before this time his subject
is ethnic groups (Smith uses the French term efhn/ie).
A  further distinction is drawm to  identify ethnic
groups which, before the emergence of the modern
national phenomenon, were closely identifiasad with a
particular state. Ethnicity in general is porivayed
as being as o0ld as reacorded history. While it g5
distinguised from the specific form of ethnicity
constituted by modern nationalism, one of the main
themes is the influence older forms o7 ethnic
Seﬁtiment and ethnic solidarity have exercised on the
development of the2 specifically modern form.

Ethnisz groups share lovyalties wnich deriva
from:

-+« the meanings shared by a number of

men and wmomen over sSome ga2nevations on

certain cultural,. spatial and temporal

proparties of their infa2raction and

sharad experiences. (Smith, 17384b. p

22
Ethnic groups have six identifying marks: a Commown
names a common myth of descent: shaved history: a
distinctive shared cultures links wmith a specific
tervitory: and, deriving from all of thes=2. a sense
of solidarity. The presence of a name used as a
sel f—designation indicates that the ethnic group is
regarded as distinctive not merely by others. but by
its own membars. (Smith, 1734b. pp 22 - 237 The
zommon  mytih of descent is “Lidn many ways the sine

gz#a non of ethnicity (ses also Chapter Four}). The:

generally spurious. cZlaims of common descent embodiad
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in these myths unite cognitive and affective images
of the nature of the sthnic community. Indeed. thesa
myths are central to the symbolic image of the ethnic
group> "an overall framework of meaning for the
ethnic community, a avthoaoteur which ‘makes sense’
of its e;periences and defines its ‘essence’ "

(Smith, 193&b, p 243

The common umnderstandings of a  sharad history

are in a sense the continuation of the wayiths of
shared origin and descent. They too have no
necessary similarity to the history which is the

product of dJdisinterested s:cholarship. Again it is
the "poetic, didactic and integrative purposes" {p

23}, the imagery created yrather thanm the accuracys

which s the significant feature of the shared
history. The element of shared culture has the
effect of giving the members of tha ethnic group

continuous reminders of the features they share mith
their fellows, which sarve {o mark them off from
outsiders. While language has been one significant
marker of cultural distinctiveness. wmost scholars
have made the mistake of considering this the sole
criterion.

The2 territory may. but need not, be the one in

which the ethnic group is resident. As with the

history. what is signifizant about the ethnixz
territory is 1less its actual climate. topography or
whatever, than the potent poetic -and symbolic wuse
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whiczh is made of these features. Finaily, all five
points so far mentioned serve only tc differentiate
potential ethnic groups. Until there (s a sense of
common lovalty anmimating at least the educatad upper
class of the ethnis group. the depth of which may
vary with, time> and which may coexist with other
forms of loyalty based on class. ra2gions, religion or
dynasticism. there is not a fully— formad ethnic
group .

SZmith then goes on to distinguish between
ethnic groups in general amd more specific varisties:?
ethnic groups which héd their own state prior to the
rise of moderna nationalism: and modarn nations.
These more specifiz forms of ethnicz group mili  ba
discussed below, after a brief examination of further
evidence to support Smith’s slaim of the antiguity of
the generalised form of ethnicity.

Ethnic differentiation is one of thea central
themes of the Hisfories of Herodoitus (written in the
second half of the fifth cCentury B.C.). Indead,
Herodotus’™s portrayal. of the - rigidity of ethnixz
conditioning mwould seem to align him mith the more
extreme of modern nationalists:

For iT anyone. no matter mho. ware

given the opportunity of choosing from

among all the mnations in ithe world the

set of beliefs which he thought best.
he mould inevitably. after careful

consideration of thair relative
merits, ~hoose that of his own
country. Everyone without exception

believes his osm native rcustoms, and
the vreligion he was brougnt up in- to
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be the best: and that being so, it is

unlikely that anyone but a madman

wonuld mock at such things. There is

abundant evidence that this is the

universal feeling about the ancient

customs of one’s country. (Herodotus.

1972, p 219}

While suizh statements are themselves powerful
avidence for the ancient existence of an eathnic
conscionsness: fthey do tend to suggest that Herodotaus
was something less than a disinterested mitness. His
omn presumptions about the ubiguity of feeling for
the ancignt cCustoms and religion of ona™s own cCountry
may have led him to identify some of the peoples he
discusses as ethnic groups ("nations" in the
transliation cited) when they werve, at most. potantial
ethnic groups in Smith’s terms.

While it is thus necessary to b2 aware of the
need not to take Herodotus™ evidence at face values
the depth and plausibility of some of his
dJescriptions of other peoples is such as is suggest
that they meet all of Smitn’s six markers fov tha
axistence of an ethnic group. ©One such peopla are

the Scythians described (B} Book Four of the

Histories.

-1

he Scythians Qere a pastoralist people, who
used wmagons for their homes. and who had an economy
based on cattlie and horses. Together with
confederate tribes sharing some but not all aspects
of their culture, who lived on the fringes of their

tarvitorys they livad on the great plains of eastern
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Europe and Asia Minor, between tha Danube and the Sea
of Azov.

The «confederate tribes are listed as the
Tauri. Agathyrsis dNeuri. Androphagi- Melanchlaenis
Geloni> Budini. and Saunromatae. Most or all of thesa
are given Greek—derived names which descyribe the
featuvres mwhich differentiate them from the Scythians.
Thus the Androphagi are the sole group of cannibals
in the ragion-: while the Melanchlaeni» more
prosaically. all wear black cloaks.

Some are distinguished {rom the Scythians by
language. The Geloni, whﬁ are the only group in the
region with an agrarian economy (other frez2ks are
criticised for confusing the GHeloni with the Sudini
who inhabit the same vegion, and calling both by the
same name, despite the fact that the latter are
pastaralists mith a taste fovr lice}) are thes
descendants of fGreek settlers. with a language half
Greek and half Scythian.

Religion is alse a distinguishing feature.
Neurians practice magic, and are rumouyad by
Scythians and fkAreeks resident in Scythian tevvitovy
to «change into wolves for a few days sach year. The
semi—hellenic Geloni morship Dionysus. while Soylass
a hellenised Scythian who was initiated into the
Dionysian vrite, so offended Scythian “"national™
sensibility that he was beheaded for his apostasy.

It is unclaar then wheather the confederate



tribes are tfully—formed ethnic groups or
proto—athnsre. While "Scythian" is- itgelf a Greek
designation. awi the people thus designated avse
further divided into a series of tribes for whom
Herodotus again gives resk names: the people as a
mwhole have a collective self—-designation:

They are known indiscriminately under

the general name of Scoloti, aftar one

of thair kings, and the fGreeks icall

them Scythians. (Herodotus, 1972, p

273)

They have a myth_of common descent  which  portrays
their founders as the three sons of the union of
Targitaus (himself the son of Fapaeus. whom Herodotus
equates with Zeus) and a daughtar of the river
Bérysthenes (Dhiepar). There is even. an alternative
varsion of their Joundaticn myth,. told by theivw
neighbours the fGreeks ofFf Fontus. which traces them
back to the three sons of a union beilween Hercoules
and a creature who was hal{ woman and haif viper.

No further details are given of th2 historical
myths of the Scythians. beyond mention of their claim
to be "the youngest of all nations". (Hevodotus-
1972, p 272) Some allusion nas already been made to
their territorialisation and their distinctive forms
of worship (as mwell as the listing of thair preferrvred
goidss Hervodoius also gives detailed descriptions of
their funerary practices, mhich are sconsistent wmith
the findings éf modern archaéolngy).

All the indications are that the Scythians of



the fifth wcentury B.C. formed a distinctive and
sal f—aware ethnic group — anid more specuiatively that
their inclusive ethnic identity as Sicloti might have
incorporated a sevries of more restricted ethnic
identities of the component tribes. Al though one of
the tribas, the putative descendants of the youngest
of the thvree founder—brothers, is identified as the
Royal Tribe, ithe precise nature of the political
arrangements among the Scythians is not clear from
the text of the Hisforries.

What does seem 1likely from tha avidence
provided by Herodotus, and is a probability
strengthened by analogy with modern =2thnographic
studies of pastoralist peoples (Fortes and
Evans—Fritchard, 17403 Mair, 1970): is that while
they may in soma sensa have had a territorial politys
it mas ona which cannot b= described as a
fully—flaidged state. (1)

The evidence of the Hisfories indicates,

thereforse, contrary to Armsirong®s initial location

of the ethnic phenomenon {(if this indeed is what his
designation of "nations bafore national ism" s
intended to describe).s that ethmicity = also

possible among pastoralists. Howeaver, the Scythians
lived in close proximity to seitled agrarian
sociaties with developed states, and it is possible
that concepts of ethnic distinctiveness passed to the

Scythians by a process of oultural diffusion from
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such settled and agrarian neighbours as the Greeks.

Ssefore we finaliy 1l=ave the Scythians one
final point should be noted. it seems likeiy that
among humanity’s current teeming millions thare arse
some who have some of Herodotus®™ Scythians among
their ancestors. Yet the Scythians have totally
disappeared as a distinctive ethnic group. Even
during the height of the age of nationalism in
Europe. when the writings of <lassical histovians
mwere combed for possible mythical fourdders of
erstwhile nations, no—one to my knowledge laid claim
to the Scythians. (2)

That a2thnic groups have besen in existence for
at least as long as the historical record extemis
does notl imply the indefiﬁite duration of existance
of specific 2thnic groups. The Scythians of the time
of the Histories pointed to their relatively recent
emergence as an ethnic groups they later ceased io be
dJistinguished as such.

Both the formation and dissolution of spacifis
ethnic groups ar=2 probably compatioble wnot only mith
parennial ism, bdbut also with the Shils/hesertz and van
den Berghe versions of primordial ism. This
discussion of - the Soythians has also argueds
following Smith- that theare is not. and cannoct héa
evidence of the ubiguity of ethnic groupss that the
nature of the historizal evidence s inevitably

contaminated by its source as a product of settled
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societies (where claims as to the freguency of some
form of ethnic consciousness among the 1literate are
morg 1ikely)s bui the most plausibie interpretation
of this ambiguous evidence is that fully—formed
ethnic- groups are not =& universal chavascieristic of
human society.

Far agrarians and thus class—divided,
societies Smith (198&b, pp 764 — 593 distinguishes tus
basic forms of eathnic groups. One form is
lateval—aristocratic, in mhich the awaren2ss of &
shared ethnicity is mainly =confinad to dJdominant
classes, nobles and <clerics. The durability of this
form of ethnicity derives from the <Concord between
ethnic identity and status situation. but the sitratum

basis for this form of ethnic identity often means

its tervitorial 1limits are illi-defined. incraasing
the chance of ethnic dissolution. The other type is
the vertical—-demotic a2thnic group. not —confin=d io

the aristocracy. This type forms and persisis by a
stress on the common bonds uniting the groups against
enemy sStrangers. and sarvives through a sharp
amphasis on DJdoundary mavkers: through a yvigorous
vrejection of “veligious syncretisms on cul tural
assimilation and sven on inter—marriage." (Zmith»
17384b> p £3)

Evan in agrarian societies neither of these
types of ethniz group has any necessary association

mith a particular state, most of - whose inhabitants
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are drasm from the ethnic group. amd wmhich is
identified with that efhnie.l ctthnic minorities arsa
ethnic groups not associated with such a state.

States associated with a “ore ethnic Community
are termed ethnic states. Such states have existed
for millenia. Among the exampies cited by Smith are
the Near gtastern states of the Elamites, Amorites,
{ushites. Canaanites, Egyptians and Sumerians, all of
the period Z3CO - 1700 B.C., and in Europe. despite
significant devi%jions from total ethwnic homogenaity
in all casess m;hieval France,; and SEngland, Swedsan.
Russia and Spain in the late middle ages or =zariv
modern period.

Once suwch athnic states come  into sxistence
they constitute a powerful form of reinforcement of
amwareness of a separate ethnic  identity. Among the
remindars aof =2thnicity are the myihs of dynastic
legiiimac? (freguently linked with cConceptions of a
‘sacred terrvitory™): a distintive state religion
whére_ this is different from that of neighbouring
peoples anid statess a distinctive l=2gal sysitem
{(though this will not normaliy treat ail members of
the ethnic group as formally sgqual citizens bafore
the epoch of modern nationalism. and may thus tend
tomwards an athnicity of ftha lateral— aristocratic
typel): and perhaps most significant of all. a
continuing axperience of wars wmith n2ighbouring

peoples and states.



These factors only act to reinforce ethnicity
so0 long as the sthnic state itsa21{f continues to
exist. Should it cease to do so it is  qguite
possible, particularly if the ethmizity wmas of the
lateral—aristocratic type, that the destruction of
the ethniz state will lead to the dissolution of tha
covrvesponding ethnic identity.

That the 1link betwmeen politiczal power and
ethnicity does have the significance ativibuted to if
by Smith can be seen by looking at the ethnic mosaic
in Gaul in the pariod after the <collapse of the
westarn Roman Empire (the following discussion drawus
heavily on Jones, 198%, ochap 1j. Caesar’s army
conguered A& [aunl divided into  {four parts by
significant differences of language:. cCustom and lawm.
Most of the inhabitanfs spoke Celtic dialects, théugh
it is possibie that in the south—west the language
was the one from which  modarn Basque (Euskaral
darives.

By the fourth century A.D. there mas extensive
Latinization of ths Gaulish ruling class. all of whom
ware Roman citizens. Th2 dialectis of Latin in Gaul
alvready showed signs of what was later 1o become tha
divide into the langue 47c71 (French) and the langue
Fd*oc {Occitan), with the {frontier betwmasn  these
dialects following rouahly the iines of a Roman
administrative boundary.

The ethnis and proto—ethnic mosaic of
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post—Roman Gaul was Jurther compliszated by the
incursions of fGermanic {(Suevi and Alamanni?l and

Asiatic. (Sarmatain and Taijal) nomads from the third

century onwards . Unlike the more substantial
Volkerwmandarung of the fifth cantury, these
inCursions were successiully contained by the

Imperial armies, and subseqguently it mwould appsar
that the Roman adminisiration adoptad a policy of
encouraging the setilement of thes invaders to form a
barrier .zone against repetiton of similar avants.
Thare is arichaeologizal evidencé of Frisian
settlament in late—Roman Britain (Alcock. 197Z) which
may have a similar explanation. The thivd—zentury
Taijal settlement retainad an ethnic distinctiveness
until at le2ast the sixth century. {(James. 192Z, p
14)

The f‘greatlt invasion’, and the collapse of the
western Empire, came in the fifth cCentury. By the
end of that century BGaul was divided into three major
kingdoms identified with different Germanic ethnis
groups: the Visigoths in the south—wests; the
Burgundians in the souith—east: and the Franks in the
north. In the following centuries the Franks were to
extend their sphere of influsnce, to varying extents
of incorporation aof the kingdoms of the Visigoths and
Burgundians, and thus begin the long process: which
has given their name to modern France.

The ‘kingdom™ which the Franks bsgan to sxtend
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throughout much of the ferrvitory of modern Francza andg
well beyond from the sixth century mas wnot on the
later medieval model of a single king at lzast
notionally supérordinate to an aristocracy who mera
rather more recalcitrant in reality. Like tha latar
and less stable system mirich develoéed in
pre-Conguest England, it was rather a matter whera
tha apex of the ruling—class pyramid was a single
.‘high King”> with the next tier of the pyramid
consisting of a series of sub—kings. The
sub—kingdoms were freguaently incovporated provinces
which had formerly been separate kingdoms idantified
with spacific ethnic aroupss and ratainad
considerable. bt varying. levels aof ‘regional
autonomy’ .

Furthermore, the limits of the Frankish
kingdom wmere by no means fixed. In the early middle
ages the Frankish practice at the time of succession
was to divide the Lkingdom beatween the sons of the
late king. The lines of divide in such opevations
somatimes followed existing e2thnic boundaries {ihus
tending to reinforze them) and somatimes ignored them
completely (sometimes tending, if this aew division
remained stable, to re—draw the map of =thnic
allegiance) . The tendency 1o fragmentation implicit
in this practice of division of the kingdom wmas
periodicaliy reversed by the successful sxpansions

under dynamic kings. Again, the limits of such
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expansions have less +to do with ethnic boundaries
than with the fortunes of war, and in so far as the
neu frontiers prove stable thare is again the
possibility they will tend to vedram the map of
athnic identification.

Most of Visigothis Baul came into the Frankish
sphere of influence in the early sixth Century. Many
of the Visigothic ruling class then took refuge in
the Visigothic kingdom of the Iberian paninsulas
though the coastal strip between the Rhone and the
Fyrenees (Septimania) continued under Visigoth rule
for another two centuries or more.

The Visigoth kingdom had covered the most
intensively Romanised area of @aul. rFoilloming the
desiruction of the Gothic kingdom of Toulousse in SC7
there was 1little Frankish gsettiement south of the

-_

Loire, the franks apparesnily being contant - 1o

na

"exploit Aquitaine {from a distance." (James. 1932,

§

D
1?) leaving the étill heav{ly Romanised local rul ing
—lass cConsiderable local autonomy.

The wupshot of this significant degree of
regional independencze sa2ems 1o have bzen, at least to
juwidge . by later Frankish designations of the
inhabitants of the rz2gion> to ailow for the formation
and maintainance of separate sthnis identities. At
the time of the Islamixc invasinnlof Spain thevs mas a
revarse flight of Gothic refugees novthwmavids across

the Fyrenaes, doubtless including the descendants of



the intermarriages of Visigoths and Hallo-Romans from
the period of the former™s kingdom. Yat these
putative des:endants of the Gallis Goths were
distinguisnad., as the Goti, ivom the Ibevrian Hispani
by the Franks.

Meanwhile> within the south—-western povtion of
thae Frankish realm a new eathnic identity, which drem
on myths of descent from tha pre—Roman population of
the area as well as from the most =clearly Romanised
legal system in haul, sesms to have been developing.
By the early eighth century the Franks designated the
people of this region as the *Romani’. By th2 end of
that century. following the confirmation by Fippin I
in 762 of the Breviavy of Alaric, a code of Roman law
compilad in the raign of the last Gothic king. mova
systematic relations between the Franks and the
Imperial City iiself had developed. The nama for the
south-mestern BGauls than undavment a  shift to
‘Agui tani’ .

From tha 1late savanth century thera are
indications of a desire among the Aguitaine ruling
lass for complete independence, and that this desirs
was only headed off by the Carolingians through both
concessions of substantial political autonomy and
symbol ic concessions to ethnic sensibilities. Ia the
period of fragmentation of the Frankish polity in the
tenth and aleventh centuries Aguitaine was one of the

firat regions to establish a de -facéec independent
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dukedom. This then had a rarely intarryupted
axistence until ihe.:period when it was used as the
springboard for the achievement of the English crowm.
and expansion through much of modern Franca, by the
Angevins in the thirteenth century.

Thus the autonomy of Aguitaine, while falling
short of being a fully independent ethnic state, was
still sufficient for the fostering of ethnic
distinctiveness. The closer integration of the
ax—-2urgundian south—east into the Frankish kingdom:
on the =contrary. gave conditions less sonducive to

such developments.

Like the Visigoths t{ths Burgundians mere’
Germanic  invaders who had bzen settled in Haul orior

tc the collapse of Imperial powavr. Their distinctive
law code, the Llex Gundobandia, was recordad sarly in
the sixth century. and mas again he2avily influenced
by HRoman principle. The name Burgundia for their
ar2a of sattiement was first wused in the same period.
However, even in the second half of the six{h century
athnic divisiﬁns in this aresa are indicated by the
distinctions being dAvawn betwaan Burgundians and
Izallo—Romans. It mas wot until the sighth Century
that clear evidence survives of all the inhabitants
of the region besing =zalled Burgundians.

Once  Burgundy was brought into the Frankish
spheve of influence it had cConsiderably less autonomy

than Aguitaine. Along with Neustria and Austrasia it
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formed one of the (fria regnas the three <ore
kingdoms: of the Frankish body politic. Furthermorsa,
and once  again  in  contrast _io Aguitaines it was
freguently partitioned wmwhen the realm was divided
between brothers on their Succession, and there are
few indications of attempts to mobilise Burgundian
ethnic sentiment in suppovt of the legitimacy of th=2
kings of these fragmenis of the original kingdom.

By the tenth century such Burgundian ethnic
sentiments as survived seem to have besn concentrated
in what had by then become the Dukedom of Burgundy -—
an area whizh had formed the extreme north-mestern
limit of the original Burgundian kingdoms> which had
had insignifizant settlement from thé original ethnic
Burgundians.

Finaily in looking at early wmedisval BHBaul a
brief discussion of two groups who have maintained
their ethnic distinctiveness oaver a millenium  and
mores to Torm the basis for nationalisi movements in
post-war Europa2 (Brass, 19535: Tiryakian and Rogowskis
19853): tha Basques and the Bretons.

That Euskari is a non—Indo—European language
is one indication of the' success of the Basgues in
Pesisfing Romanisation despite nominal incorpovation
into the Empire. The difficultias of subjecting a
recalcitrant people whose homeland was in the
milderness of tha Pyrenees must have been a Eaﬁic

factor in this outcome (the only other region of the
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mwestern Empire in which heavily Latinisaid versions of
the pre—-conguest vernacular survived wmas Britain -
did the hilly wilds of modern Scotiand and Waless
which for many centuries also markad the basic limits
of Engl ish influence, help the survival of
Brythonic?) .

By the sixth century the polities both north
and scuth of the Fyrenses warve subject to sarvious
raiding from VYasconia. Such  wmas the sucicess of the
raiders that by the seventh cCentury this name was
also used of the tervitory between the Baronn2 and
the Fyrenees (the later hascony) . it was the
Vasconianss and not  the Sarvacens blamaad  in The
chanson Jde geste (Sayerss 1957} who wara responsibie
for the defeat of Charismagne’s rearvrguard,. 1led by
Roland, at the battle of Roncevallies in 778,

Finaliy, Basqgue distinctivensss was reinforced
not oniy by the possession of an inhospitable
nomeland and a language uniika any 2T their
neighbours, but aiso by a religions divide. Despite
2arliay missionary activitys their naotional
inzorpovation into Christendom did not Come until at
ieast the tenth century.

Al though Celtic dialects may nave survived in
Amovrica Jduring the period of Roman ruaie, the Lkev
factor in th2 origins of the Braton language was the

migration from south—west Britain in the period just

bafare and after ths mithdramai of the Romans -—



Breton and Cornish mera to remain mutnally
intelligible for many centuries. It s=2ems likaly the
migrants wmere fleeing the disturbances caused by
Gevmanic and Irish (i.e. Soottil raiders. More
speculatively, they may have been invited to Amorica
by the local vruling =slass to help guell the revolts
which were tha product of the sosial ﬁrisis which
marked the breakdown of Roman vrule. Therz2 is no firm
evidencze of the scale oY the British migration.

This British migration not only brought or
reinfnvged the presence of a Celtic langusge, but
also the distinctive form of British Christianity.
Al though Brititany was notionally within the province
of the bishops of Tours,. EBretion bishops rarely
acknomledged thaiv authority.

From the sixzith to the ninth centuries the
Frankish kings seem to have mad2 num=arous attempts io
incorpovate Brittany into theiv realms but little is
known of the success or otherwise of these ventures.
The Frankish need to persist in this course for such
an extended period would ssem to .indica*e a
substantial ‘leval of politircal independence was
anjoyed by tha Breton ruling class.

With the fragmentation of Frankish powmar {rom
the later ninth century Brittany beczame the base of
an effectively independent polity, which at its
apogee extended southwards to tha Loire and sasimards

to Nantes, although the braviiy of Breton vule ovar
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the =zastern part of this ferritory makes it seem
unlikely that any conception of Breton ethnicity mas
ever significant there.

Brittany continued to be a semi— autonomous
dukedom, of potentially strategic significance, into
the early centuries of the sacond millenium. In this
period there are iIndications that tha Brutus/Arvthur
stories which formed the origin myth of those Britans
who had remained in Britain, and weve now besoming
the Welsh (G.Williams. 1785). and which were to sevve
a similar purpose for the English (Chapter Fourji.
were also widely diffused in Brittany.

Like the case of thes Scythianss, these examples
of ethnis processes in early medieval Baul reinforise
the contlusion that ethnicity may be perennial. bui
it is also fluid. Ethnic groups form. Thay merge
together, with the merged group fraquently taking the
name of onea of ‘its | pravious components. buat
develeoping a common cul ture and a sat of legitimating
myths which are an  inextricable mixturs of elaments
dramn from multiple sources. Ethnic groups
disappear- though nnly'rarely througihh the biologincal
gxtinction (or extermination) of their members. More
freguently *hey‘ tragment into sub—ethnic local
particularisms:- oy become incorporated into some
alternative ethnic group.

Later ethnic groups form in  the sames ov iust

a vagusaly similars, tervritovry. Al though any



connections of dascent ara coincidental anid
approximate,. and a shared cCommon history -an be only
mythicals the o0ld group is apovopriated as tha
foundars of the new. fhis process of resuscitation
of long—-disappearsad ethnic groups 1S possiblea
mhenever there is literacy and the keeping of rarcords
{medieval Aguitaine as an ethnic tevritory reviving
the name of the early—Roman province). Secularisad
history since the ranaissan:ce; and more
systematically from the ninatezenth century,. has
facilitated this search for ‘roots’.

Even where the same s2thnic group ras h»iad
continuous =2xistence for prolonged pericds: this
apparant stability has again been a mask for 3 daepay
fluidity. Ethnic groups of long duvratiosns like thea
Basques anid Bretons discussed aboves the delsh who
have ocoupied a parallel position in Britain, or ihe
Jemish diaspora- have maintained thair separate
identity despite demographic discontinuiti=as.,
Members hawve been lost through conguest or Conversion
outward: new recruaits have besn gained through the
same prozasses. The2 oollective identity of tha group
may be maintained by myths of Jdescent from Common
ancesiors. Fov- qroups of such long duration these
must indaed be mythical even where the rools ars
traced back merely io the ganuinely historical origin
of the ethnic group cConcerned.

Athough the existence of a conllective identity
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méy be continuous. the mytns through which this
common identity is constituted and expressed are not.
As the internal social struciture and external
Eonstrainis on the group change. common identity
zould only be maintained if the myths through which
it is expressed develop to fit these changing
conditions.

This Tfluigdity in both the deamographic and
mythni- bases of long—lived ethnic groups appliss not
only to those which for . long perinds hava survived
without the umbrella of an autonomous polity. The
territories, populations, and *national characters?
associated with long—established a2thnic <ore statas
have varied, if such comparisons are meaningful. yet
movre than those of the athnic  aroups  without
continuous states. (3)

Changes in constitutive sthnic myths do oot
happen spontaneously. =  The f- 2xistence af a
consciousness of common  identity does wot abolish
internal social differentiation or . intarnal social
conflict. ©Often, though not always explicitly, this
conflict is articulated through al ternative
conceptions of the nature of the ethnic identity:
altearnative dafinitions of the *national intarest’.

At times of cr3555'causeﬁ by changing Eﬁcial
conditions these struggles may carvy na2um claé%es arid
the2ir novel vewriting of 2thnic aythomofeurs. into a

position of dominan:ze. Existing dominant classes



maintain their position not only through making such
a -ombination of reprassion and mateviali Concessions
to the subaltern classes as ares necessary o head off
succass il rebpellion, but - also through the ~
elaboration of ideologies which —an convince a
gsufficient proportion of the subaltern classes that
thair ‘'*natural leaders®™ are the best represantatives
of their interest. Myths of 2thnic solidarity hava
proved to be ona of the most potent forms of sucn
idanioqy.

In Chapter Four this procass of "iavaniion of
tradition” (4) is traced through various paviods of
English history from the twelfth to the sixteenth
century. This process is thus central o a2thnic
continuity even before the ags of nationalism. Dut
in the modern epoch tha invention of traditions
becomes mora2 systematic, both in support of tha rulie
of the existingldominant groups. and of subaltern
zlass, vegional: ov othey forms of challange to this
rule (CCCS, 1982b, Part Threa: Hobsbawm and Rangsys
17833 Wright, 1935).

The presant arguments ;ra Ciosely  paraliesl
those developed by Anthony Smith in his most racant
book (1954&bD) . There are, however, some significant
diffaerences o7 emphasis (not {o mention a far mora
restricted historiczal and geographizal focous in the
present work) . Some of those differences seem to be

purely verbal. Tc describa  tha - gen2ral form of
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collectivity Tormed on tha basis of ethnicity Smith
uses the French wovrd afinfe {(van den Bevrghs and
others take this from the Graek, giving the
alternative spelling aéthnyi. Here the farm usad iS5
ethnic group.

All these terms are used to designate the same
phenomenan: all «collectivities whera the primary
basis for group formation is the sharing of a common
cul ture. All  three differ from the use of tethnic?
as a noun: which in sosiology c—an bs traced back at
least as far as Lioyd Warner®s Yankaz City studies,
in what Michael Banton (1722) calls the "minus ona"
conception of ethnicity.

This minus ona conception of ethnicity
raflects nationalist assumptions, in that "a2thnic” is
nsed to designate ethnic minorvitias, bl not the
athnic majority, in modern nation states. in
contemporary Britain there is an increasing use of
athnic in this manner as the latest euphemisms ov
form of sanitary coding. 1o refer to minorities
actually distinguished by *race’.

Farhaps more signiticant is tha terminology
used to describe states prior to the dual revolution
which were closaly idenf:fied mith a specific ethnic
group. Smith terms most such states ethnic states.
He drams on a far mider ranga of evidence than is
dizcus%ed in the present wmork to detaii a Convincing

-ase that some states have taken this form throughout
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recovded history. The term 2thnic state is coined so
as to emphasise the contrasts with the nations which
have existed since the dJual revolution.

In The Ethnic Origrins of MNations there is no
concise definition of the distinguishing features of
nations. Like his earlier (1971) definition of
nationalist doctvrina (cited in Chapter One) this
definition seems ta rest on  feaitures present
initially in mestern societies since the dual
revolution:

It would indeed not exaggarate the

matter to say that what distinguished

nations from athnie are, in some

sSenses ‘Hestarn? features and

gualities. Territoriality.

citizenship 1rights, 1legal <codes and

even political <ulture, are featurss

of society that the West has made its

aum. S0 is the r2alization of social

mobility in a wunified division of

labour. (Smith, 19845b, p 144)

Thus the term ethnic state is <chosen o avoid the
nationalist proclivity to anachronistically projzct
barck features which are specific 1o moda2vn
nationalism to an earliar age. This is inds=ed a
signifizant problem, and in so far as careful choice
of terminology <an he2lp overcome it th2 cCoinage of
tethnic state” is indeed helpful.

The thrust both of the pressnt work and of
Smith’s book is {0 argue that the forms in which
modern national ism emerged mere decisivaly influsnced

by older forms of ethnicity in genaval. and athnic

polities in particular. Smith locates tha transitfion



from efhnse to nation somewhere within ninetesntn
century curope. #mith the fusion of his lateral-
aristocratic and vertical—-demotic types of sihnicity
marked by the extension of <Citizenship righis to the
whole adult population. This process of transition
from ethnie to nation was prolonged and complex.,
Smith signals this process by terming the Atlantic
seaboard statas establ ished bafore the dual
ravolution national {(but not nation} states. Tha
prasent texi has used "national state” and "nation
state" interchangably to sdenote these politiss.

The «<casa for this usage could be argued
through a <onsideration of the history of such
terminology, parallesl to the argumenis criticisad in
Chapters Three and Four. From at iesast the sixteenth
century it was a commonplace fo describa the English
and Frenchs but also the indigenous inhabitants of
the Ameriscas, as nations. Instead it will be argued
that there wmas a valid kernel in the nineteenth
century conception of ‘historic nations’.

Thesa2 historiz nations were af thvrea tiypes.
One, roland, had been a sovere2ign sftalte uwntil i1 had
suffered partition within living mamory. In Germany
and italy tharve mas a high culture which mas mova ov
less the cCommon propertiy of at leaast the literats.
Hare the terrvitory defined by the common culture had
long been fragmentad into a multituwde of smalil

stateleis and provinces of multi—sthnic empires.



ctxamples of the type which is of intevresi hevre wers
already, and cContinued, wiith temporvary interrvuptions
in most cases due 1o cConquesi, to be sovareign states
identified mith a Zore ethnic group. These mare
France, England, Spains. Fortugal, the Netherlanﬁs and
Sweden. (3)

The poiitical form of all these states in the

e

period prior 0 the dnal ravolution NIAS
lateral—-aristocratic. Where Pepreéenjaiive
institutions (Estates. FPariliament) exisiad at alls
the franchise mas restricted to0 & minority of adult
males, who Tformed the *political nation®. Indead in
all thesa states ithe downmard sesxtension of the
franchise and other citizenship rights has beeﬁ a
prolonged process which has extandad wall intsc the
present cantury.

That the form of ethniz santiment gresent in
all these states mas aiso just a lataral—aristocratiss
type is more ditfficult to sustain. Smitih’s original
distinztion betwaen lateral—avistocratic and
vertical—demot i ethniz sent iments makas two
saparata, if raziatad, points. The Tirst is simpiy to
delimit thé mochal Steava  Within  GiieR &
consciousness of snharad efthniciiy 2zxisis: while the
second is an elaboration of differeant forms of myths
which articulate this shared identity. dapending on
whether thes Consciousness is restrictied to an a2lite.

oy whether it is genevralised. {Emith: 198&bL. pp 57 —
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The discussion of forms of myth is
illuminating. and establishes a strong priga facrie
case that in some grounps. espacially in what Chapter
Une termed communal polities, cConscigusness of common
ethnicity extended wmwall below the ruling elites
before the age of national ism. Yat theve are
problems in ftrying to deduce th2 social penetration
of =2thnic consciousness in this dirvect wmay from
different forms of mythology. That is. the presensce
of "communal—-political” and "communal-rveligious"
sentiments can indeed be taken as an indication of
ditfusion extending well beyond vruling alitas (though
still wnot necessarily to the entire populationd.
That the main evidence laft by the historical record
of a particular state in some specific peviod is of
the pfe5ence of myihs of a "dynastic" type is a less
secure  ground for the assumption of the absence of
2thnic sentiments among the majority.

Chapters Thr=e and Four -discuss tha
difficulties of moving from tin2 evidenza left by th=a
historical record to a dascription of the sentiments
even of the litevrate wminority,. and tha viriual
impossibility of establishing a firm description of
the sentimenits of the majovity of the illiterate
priov to the tramsition +to universal litevacy. It
was than argusd that ii is in genaral plausible.

again more on  perima  facie grounds than from any



direct evidenze. that the vast majovity of members of
domingted zlasses in agrarian -socis2ties, and  in
particular the rural producers. live th=2ir 2ntira
lives in such a restricted social and  gecgraphical
sphere that thair sentiments of solidarity are likely
to be cepfined to a local, regional, and in genaral
sub—ethnic, orbit.

The reacent and influential book by Eugene
Webeyr ({i979) avrgues that this situation of rural
isolation remaéned the condition of the majprity of

the population of the archetypal French nation uwiil

the last guarter of tha nineteenth <entury. The
wealth of examples he ocites is sufficient to
demonstirate that the change did cCome in this peritod

for large numbers of French peasants. Bui Weber and
others mwho have used his arguments sSometimes
general ise from this avidance io imply that
CONSI i 0oUsness of belonging to a state-wide national
entity mas not diffused to any membevrs of subordinate
social rtlasses before this late period.

A more Zaraful consideration is needed.
Al thouah Weber’s weal th of avidenza is naw,
assartions that the specific social rconditions of the
French peasantry wers anything pui conducive to the
formation of national conscicunsess can bhe  found in
earlier observars. Thus the much—guoted passage in
the Efghteeﬁfh Brumaire which asserts that ths French

peasaniry form a =class in ifself but not a2 ciass for
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itself relates this deficienzy to the absence of a
national awareness:

The small peasant propriators
form an immense mass. the members of
which live in the same situation but
d0 not entev into manifold
rejationships with each other. Their
mode ofF opevration isolates them
instead of byringing them into mutual
intercourse. e The smallnolding-
tha peasant, anid the family: next door
another smalinolding. another peasant,
anotheyr family. A bunch of  thase
makes wup a village. and a bunch of
viilages makes up a department. Thus
the great bulk of the Frenzh nation is
formed by the simple addition of
isomorphous magni tudes, mizh as
potatoses in a sack form a sack of
potatoes. ... In so far as these smail
peasant proprietors are marely
connectad on & local basiss, and the
identity of their interests faiis to

produce a feeling of cCommuniiys
national 1linkss ov 2 politizal
srganizations they do not form a

Class. {(Marx, 1973b. p 239)

Even before the qualifative leap in tha isvals of
geographical mobility and in =2ase of cCommuniscation of
thea nineteenth and twentieth cCenturies by no means
all members of all subaltern classes lived thair
lives circumscribed in guite such a narvowm sphare as
this.

The argument of Maciarlane (1972) is in a
sense the opposite of Weber™s. Macfarlana claims
that at 1l1least from the later middle ages,. and
probably earlier, the English rural population did
not correspond to the Zlassic conception of A
socially isolatad, localised peasantry — a concapticn

shared by Macaulay. Marx,. and pMax  Waber (as wmeil as
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Eugene Weber). This assertion is suppovitad by saying
that many left their viilage of birth whan se2tting uo
their omn household. but nothing is said of tha scope
of this relocation. ffovements merely from one
village to a neighbouring one are likely to do little
to create sentiments of loyalty to some entity beyonid
the purely lozal.

The typical career patterns of Jdifferent
sozial «classes at different times entail various
patterns of geographical mobility, of ‘pilarimages’
(&), which in their turn are conducive +to  tha
development of different tvypes of territorial
sentiments {(ethnic, religious, class). Th2 model of
a socially—isolated peasaniry, living out the whole
of their life-spans within a few hours waliking
distance of their place of bivth wunless they arve
unlucky =anough to be conscripted to  fovrm the foot
soldiers of someone’™s aray, is merely one polar
possibility within this spectrum.

Within any state sociaty thara are of
necessity "manifold relationsnips” wmithin tha ruiing
classes on an inter—iocal scala. The form of such
relationships varies greatly both at diffevent {timas.
and for different strata within the ruling ciass in
the same period. That royal Tamilies could choﬁSe
their marviage partners from sSimilar Tamilies across
much of Europe becawme established practice by the

later middle ages. The 1iomwest ranks of the ruling



zlass rarely marvied ounitsida their native region
(e.g. English counties) until abdbout the time of the
dual vevoluticon. (Stone and Stona, 1724)

The specific patterns of geographical mobilizty
of different strata of different ruling classes also
varied. But in genearal membership of the
taristocracy’ of a state society has sniailed some
iorm of geogvaphical mobility beyond the regional.
It is these pilgramages, beyond the mere amareness of
common status, which are conducive to the formation
of lateral—aristocratic ethnic sentiments.

As such the pracise patterns of mobility are
important. High—flying members of tha medieval
European clerisy, whose careesrs might involve rising
through a ©Chuvch  bureacraszy mbhich 2niailed wmoves
across polities and major linguistic gulfs, ovr thoss
with sufficient economic security to bLe aple fo
conteamplate pilgrimages. in the litsral sa2nsse. on a
similar scale (o Jerusalem rather than Canterburyl.,
can be expected to hava more rootaed santimenis of the

unity of Christendom than others whose mobility

iraces paths only within ihe cConfines of a single
polity.

Such movemants arve likely to be cConducive to
identifications with imagined cCommunitias widar an

territorial scope than the mer2ly local or regionail
(though probably <confined to =zlass or rveligious

segments of thea totai population of this broader
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araal . The tavrvritorial sizope of Commanal
tdentification may not, however, be identizal to the
precise range of the itineraries of travel. This
mill Jdepend on the reasons for jouvneys, and the
meaningful interpretation of such reasons by the
pilgrims themselves.

‘International’ travel nay promote
cosmopol i tanism, whether in the high functionari=ss of
medieval Christendoms or among the moidarn
international academic conference cirvcuit satirised
in David Lodge™s Saall Worid. (7} It may have the
contrary effect of reinforcing awareness of ethnic
distinzctiveness, on the oporinciple enunciated by
{ipling in The Envlish §Fflag. "And what should they
know of England who only England know?"

A wida—ranging geographical mobility in
particular, and a dispersed social aneimorkd mora
generaliy, para more clearly charvacteristic of rauling
eliteg than of dominated c-lasses in agrarian statse
societies. But not all wmembers of subaltern groups
were restricted to virtual itmmobility. The levee en
aasse became ecgnomically.viable only at th=2 time of
the dual revolution. But armies hava always ne=ded
foot soldiers.

The mays o7 life associated wiith some types of
toil entailed intay—regional mobilitly well before the
modern period: and created the <Conditions for  the

gromth of trans—ra2gional (not  invariabdbly ethnic)



forms of imagined cCommunity. Fourteenth cantury
~fyrenean transhumansce facilitated the spread of
Catharvism (Laduries 1972). Th2 movements of artisans
in particular trades in continental westarn Europe
across siate boundaries in search of work. mall
established by +the eighteenth century, played a
significant part in the creation of sentiments of
international mworking zlass solidarity by the
ninateenth (Breuwilly, 1785).

Different strata of the dominated classas will
have been sxposed to axternal influance both  from
thair own movements and from other sources to graatly
varying extents. The growth of capital citises in the
later medieval pariod, and the contemparary
buvrgeoning of ports as the termini f long—distance
trade creates the possibility that even the %taiic
plebian residents of such areas willi be aware of the
existenca2 of wider vistas, anid that such awarenass
might promote the gromth of broader ethnic
identifications than in their more lozally

Circumscrioed peers.
]

It is possible that the lower lavels of a
clerical hierarichy could act as a  channel for
carrying ijhe amarensss of bdroader ethnis ties.
generated in the itineraries of the aristocracy. to

sections o7 subaltern cClasseas:

Because of their organisation ansd

position in most efhinie, prissts,
scribes: bards and other spiritual
figures: mara able {o disseminate

]
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their religious culture bayond the
Court and the bdbureaucracy. Mot only
mare the mervichants and artisans in the
capital and main cities wmithin veach
of the temple and chuvrch organization-
the fregquent presenca of lomar -lergy

in tha smail towns and viliages
gnabled them {o act as a conduit to
and from thea perasantry, and fo
influence peasant culture and customs
through the religious ritual and
conceptions of the Gereat Tradition
which they reprasentad. Smiths

178&b, p 1i58)
Chapter Four makes tha tentative suggsstion that the
Brut of Layamon, a Midlands parish priest, may
indicate that myths of English ethnicity linked to
the - glory of tha (then Angevin—ruled} ©nglish state,
wera diffused to levels well below an aristocracy.

Gervard Winstanlay, @entioned but not fuliy
discussed in Chapter Four. developad a political
programme which at various {imes includa a damorcratis
suffrage (mith the Tranchise restricitsd to malies over
the age of forty and annual elections? and  the
communal cultivation of maste land. This Dragramna
was justified through a messianic and radical Snglisi

nationalism (elaborated throughout via a religibus
- f : i %

imagary (2)7 which asserted the membership of the
"Foor Ggpressed reople of England” (from a pamphlet
title, Winstanley. 1973, p 97) in itha nation:

<.« that the CAUSE of those They =zall
DIGGERE Is the iife and marrvom of that
Caus2 the Farliamant hath Declarad
for> and the Army Fought for: The
parfecting of which Work: will prove
tngland to be the first of Nations, or
the tenth part of the city Babyvlon
that falls off from the Beast first,
and that sets the Cromn upon Christ’s

o
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head, to govern the Wovrlid in

Rignteousness. (From tha subtities to
the pamphiet A WNes—Year’'s Girt for
the Parlrament and Arays 14£50:

Winstanlay. 1773, p 1592

Winstanley the Digger has been identified with
a Ggerrard Winstanley baptised in Wigan in 1609, 1If
this identification is correct he came from a family
mhich had an extended social network. including many
Fuvitan connections. Tha family wmas a substantial
one:r the fatﬁer was a mercer and became a burgess of
Wigan, and young Gerrvard mwas sent to London as a
clothing apprentice.

Even if the identification is mrong the
pampleteer did come from Lancashire, and had by the
early 1440s failed in his attempt to set himselt wo
as a cloth merchant in the south of England. By th=a

14405 he mwas 1living in the vwvicinity of Cobhams

/

S =
Surrey, anid making a ‘living by herding cows,

"apparently as a hived ilabourer." (Hill. 1973. pp 11
= Lad

Direct action by Diggers to initiate communal
cultivation of commons and wastes accureed ia @any
southarn and midland cnuntigs of Englanid in 1547,
The idegree of co—ovrdination, and of common i1deas,
uniting these iﬂiiiativgs is a mattar aore of
speculgfiun than of firm evidence. Winstanley was
marely the bast—knomn,. and perhaps the most

sophisticated, of tne Diggev ideologues. The ravised

definition of the nation pruposed. in his pamphlets

~J
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-may owe something to

+

mobility as wall as fo hi

It may also owe something

not only to rouse support

potential recruits for

legitimate their actions

of the Commonmwealth: Army,

London:

Sirs;
England is
both yours and
the
ought to have food
by our righteous
2arth, without
paving rent
The Housse
Winstanlay,

ouy

to anot
of
19735

The proto—communism  whi

cultivation of the lands

you know that the
the land of our nativity:

righteous law

working

his presumed Jdownward social

S gecgraphical movemenis.

to the aim of the pamphlets

among th2 dispossassad,. the

the Diggers. but also o

to the key political aciors

Farliament and the City of

land of

s and all of us by
of our creation
and raiment freely
labouring of the
for hira or
har. (An Appeal To

CToRRONS 1549,

p 113)

ch  shapad the collectiva

the Diggers workad extended

to the declared authorship of many of the pamphieis.
The rich experizsnces of the pravious 1ifa of
Winstanley may have contributed to the
stongly—-stressad cCombination of national ism and
internationalism, a «<lear anticipaticn of the
sentiments of the nasceﬁ% labour movements of the

ninateenth cCentury.

But it seems implausipble that such sentimants
meég an eccentricity”yof Winstanley alone. Thia
Diggers’ other main spokesman. William Evarvard.
célled himself a prophet “"of the race of tha .Joms"
(Hill, 1975, p 253) draming on a strand ot the
mythology of the £glect Nation not mentioned by

0!
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Winstanley. It seems more likely that it was those
activist sections of the ‘tdispossessad™ as a whola
uho wera using the absence cf <ensorship fo
articulate their demands for admission into full
membershio of tha nation.

Before the nineteenth Sentuwry it mas only in
such troubled times that there was more than the
briefest articulation of sentiments from groups
outside the ostabl ished ‘political nation’. It is
therefore difficult to decide whether the plebian
national ism which the Diggey pamphleis reveal was a
public expression of sentiments which were present in
an underground form in an earlier periods oy whather
these ideas had developed in tha course of the
previous decade of political conflinct.

Both the present text and Smith argue that
ethnic groups are imaginad communitias which have
formed many. though not all. known human societi=s,
and that the basis for the imagining are sentiments
formed from sub— political wmythologies: of cCommon
descent, suubsegquent COMMon history, of cCommon
tarritory, and of collective salidarity. symbol ised
DYy a Common  name (this 1list is given in systematic
form in  Smith, ivsSab.  pp 22X - 31; all these
componants ave bresent in the current Chapter Fouri.

Next both Zlaim that thesr2 ars2 examples long
pack into the historical record cof ethnic groups .

associated wmith their ‘town® polity. The form of



ethnic sentimant normally associated mith suzh
states, bz2fora the time of the dual revolution. was
normalliy of the lateral— aristooratic type. Such
states also differsd from modern nation states in
other signifizant ways, to be discussad shortlvy.

A previous section of this appendix  has
presented sxamples. other than those used by Saifhs,
to support the avgument ©both that =2thnic states
predate by many centuries the transition o
‘modernity’, and also to supportit the2 gen2ral argument
that suzh sitates cannot be equaited wmith mndern
national ones. Unlike Smith™s previous book (1i971:
s2e discussion  in Chapter One) bhis more recent
argument does not locate the main contrast betwmaen
2fhnies in general and nations in the specific form
of mnationalist docirine, but in struciural features
of the societies which Zan be termad nafiens:

«es the wunification of the economy-

tervitoriai cantralization, the

provision , of equal 1lagal righits for

more anwd more sirata. and the growth

of publisc, mass education systems.

(Smith, 19324b, p 133)

Thase features share with the earlier definition the
fact that they are restricted oniy to ninetaenth ana
twentieth century states. Cncea again the national
phenomenon is defined as modern through refarsanze to
features which are not spacifically national.

Like Smith the present texi argues for a form
of modifTiad modernism, which accepts  the main thvus?

of swch raceni modernist ftheories as thoss devaioped

]
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by Gellner, Nairn and Anderson, that there are
particular struciural conditions of modern sociatias
particularly _conducive to the outmard (global
diffusion) and domnmard (democvratic oy populist
rhetoric) extension of identifi%atians between sthnic
core groups and ‘their’ states. while differing from
siuch modernists in denying that modern national ism
forms a total rupture with all pravious stats forms
and ideologies. The naiidna;isms of tha ninateenth
and twentieth cCenturies are new. but they deﬁive
their effectiveness from cContinuities, or borvomingss

from longer established forms of ethnicity.

Again 1like Smith, the argument havre has
considered national ism not mera2ly as rational
doctrine, whether in tha generalised "right of

nations to self—-determination” or the spacific forms.
National (and athniz) sentimant —an  anly be

understood by paying attention 1o its particuiar

content, and especially to the affective dimension of

the poatic, mythic constitution of ethnic and
national imagined <ommuniti=s. Sich myths are the
basis of potentially power ful sub—political

idéologies:

Romanice, mystery, drama — this is
the stuff of any nationalist
salvation—drama. It is important,

because it helps io teach us *who wme
are’, to impart a sa2nse of being a
link in & chain which stretches back
over the gesna2vations to bind us to our
ancestors and our descendants. It is
also important. because 11 teaches us

-

ftwheve we are’ and *who mwe shnould ba?,



if wa are fo ‘recover ourselves’™. By
conveying th2 atmosph=2re and drama of

past 2pachs in the 1life of the
community, ma  fre—=1liva® the lives and
times of our forbears and malks

oursaives a part o7 a ‘sSommunity of
fate” . (Zmith, 192&b, p 120)

This political efficacy (Brauilly, 1922 (7)) of
nationalisms in the modern age derives not just from
conducive structural conditions. but also from  the
naw combination of ideas and sentiments which such
nationalisms rvepresent. This has involved the fusion
of the non—ratignal aythologies typical of older
forms of ethnicity with the rational ideas of tha
national ist docirine. Such a Janus—headed
combination aliows the id=2nlogues of modern
nationalism to adopt rvationalistic norms whare thess

are appropriate for pubiic peoelitical discourse {(in

particular mhen appealing for support {rom f{forocae:

]

outside their own nationd, while2 maintaining thes
resource of the affectively rasonant sub—-politiszal
mythology, & muwch more effective instrument for mass
agitation within the -<confinas of the particular

nation itse21f1.
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Fooitnotes to Appendix Gne

i} This distinction bestwean states and polities

assumes states are marked by a formaiisation of

politics and administration. in states dJdesignated
individuals carry out the offices of "decision
makers" naot merely in response to specific ocrises.

bt routinely.

o+

2) This is almost certainly a sign of h=2
limitation of my reading> rather than the limitations

of the inventiveness oF ninatesnth century

nationalists.

3) This povrtrayal of the fluidity of ethnicity is
izloser to the Heraclitan pole identified by Smith
(1924b> pp Z210 — 212} than he is. (Heraclitans
parcaive nothing but constanit change. Farmenicda2ans an
unichanging ethnic map.) Contrast for a2xampla:

So long as a community <an raproduce

its mambers sufficiently from

generation to genevation,. demograpnis

continuity will ensure ethnic survival

with only minor alterations _ of

cil taral Contenits  ovar time. (Smiths

19240, p 98&)
mith the assartion above that iha demagrapinis
continuity of any ethnic group of long duration must
be taken mith a pinch of salt, necassavily invoiving
both losses and gains of group mambars in yelation o

neighbouring groups. ami wnon— minos aittarations of

i
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the cultural definitions of group membavship.

This difference is a matier of differvent
stresses. Both the present argument and Smiith’s are
at intermediate points well removad from the opolar

Hevaclitan and Farmeniidean positions.

43  The term "invention of iradition" is taken from
Hobsbawm and Rangeyr (1723). wheve (135 context is

limited to ninefeenth century Britain.

53 All of these statas agart from foritugal
(culturally undifferentiated from the Galicians undar
Spanish rule) contained significant sthnic minorities
miich have navayr been Tully inCorporaisd ar

assimilated to the r-core nationalism.

&3 This conception of *pilgrimages’ is taken from

Anderson (1921, pp. 54 — 57), who argues that the
charactaristic patterns of geographical mobility

associated wmith the educational and oocupational
caveers of intellectuals in modern societies ara
dacisive in sgseiting the scop2 of the imaginsd
communities of nations.

Anderson’s arguments are persuasive for the
modevrn pevriod, but the following section 2xtends his
method in two ways. rirstly it is argueid ithat the
patterns of movament of different sections of the

rling ciasses of the middis ages’ mwersa movas varied

)
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than Anderson himsel{ asserts: with some being o7 a
Sizope conducive to athnic or proto—national
sentimant. Secondly it seeks to axtend the argument
through a discussion of the significance of  the
movaments of some groups within the subordinate

]l asses.

73 This navel also uses a modernisation of Arthuri:ian

motifs as a central plot device.

U
-t

This wuse of religiouns imagery {0 present a
messianic nationalism extended far bLeyond Winstanley
undeyr  the Commonwealth. prauiily (1922, p 5&)
counterposes re2ligions, as the main form through which
gpposition to ths Zifuyart state was articulated. 0o
national ism. For many LCommonmweal th supportars.
religion and nationalism appear to  have bhoan

inexivricably mixed, and mutualiy reinforcing.

73 Breuwilly restricts his interest in politically
effective nationalisa to wmovements which challenge
establ ished regimes. (1932, p 7 Nationalist
vrnetoric fo justify the legitimacy of regimes, or of
their spacific policiess is pervasive in the modern
world - {building. as argued in- Chaptey fFour> on
iong—established {raditions).

it may be easier to show the ontribution of

nationalism to the event of a chalienge to & vragime



than to the non—event of a 1lazk of challenge.
Sociologists and political sciantists too frequently
follow Weber in equating legitimacy with the absence
of overt opposition. But even when apathy ov
realistic ass2ssments of the means o7 coercion have
bpeen taken into aﬁcuunt as alternative faciors
conducive fo political guiescencas: in the modern
peviod wmany regimes, for muchi of the t1imes nava
rested on more than suth grwdging acceptance from
their subjects, and assartions of the ‘*‘national
interest?’ have been one of the major mays of

achieving and maintaining such legitimacy.
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fAppendix Two

National ism and Nation in Marx and Engels

It has been cCommon recently to suggest that the
politiczal theovry in the writing of Marx and Engels is
unsystematic and fragmentary:- being mainly
represented in what are 1little more than throwm away
lines in polemical or journalistic texts produced 1n
specific circumstances with immediate political enids
in view (e.g. Jessop. 198Z, p 1: Miliband, 1977, p
1). This is certainly true of theivr writings on
nétianalism and the nation state.

In modern marxist analyses of nationalism and
the nation state there has been much discussion about
whether or not Marx and Engels had a coherant
approach to these matters. Those mwho have argued
that +they had (e.g.. Davies: 1257: Nimnis 17S85a,
1925b: see also Connor. 1984 who argues both for tha
presen:ce of the capitalism/nationalism thesis and
incoherence(1l)} claim that this coherence rests on a
version of the capitalism/nationalism thesis which
was a component of the orthodox marxism of the Second
and Third Internationals, and which is Jdiscussed more
Tully in Chapteyr Three. Those who claim they did not
have a coherent approach to nationalism (a.g. Jenkins
and Minnerup, 1784: Lowy., 1977) frequently assert
this is because this rcapitalism/nwationalism thesis %5
contaminated Dy combination with the unaccaptablse

‘Hegel ian’ distinction  between -‘historizal’ and
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‘non—historizal® nations (this critigue of Marx and
Engels derives from Rosdolsky (1i944) and will be
discussed below).

It will be argued that those who assert that
the views of Marx and Engels on nationalism are less
than =coherent have a point, while those who assert
the consistent presence of the capitalism/national ism
thesis in Marx and Engels are straining the evidence
of the texts: indeeds that in so far aé any
underlying coherence <an be detected in Marx and
Engels’ understanding of the nationalist phenomenons
it arises because they were in the mainstresam of
Victorian theorisation of nationalism- in  which
national <communities wmere a ‘natural’ product of
linguistic divisions; though the paucity of texts
must make this a more tantative conclusion.

There ara three main types of téxt in which
Marx and Engels . diséuss nationalism and th2 nation
state, all of which are marksd in their different
mays by the Iimmediate political purposas for which
they weve produced. The first tvpe is agitational -

neyspapenr articles ov spesches mritten 10 i

neyspapers, which werea reactions to immediate
political events. Df these artizies which have

relevance to the subject under discussions the most
common are in support of the nationalist movements in
Foland and Ireland. but others which are relevant

support the movements for German and Italian

(1]
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unification and Magyar independence: support some
rights of the established nation states of France and
England (one ‘yright’ supported in the latter cassa
being that of conquest of ‘barbarian nations’® — India
and Chinal)s> reject the nationalist claims of the
Slavs, Danes and others, and support the Unionists in
the Americzan Civil War.

The second type of texts is programmatic — the
Manifesfto of the Communist League and the Rules and
major statements of the International Working Men’s
Association. References to nationalism and nation
Eﬁates in such programmatic statements tend to be
brief, and in so far as such statements had to be
acceptable to the diverse currents which made up the
organisations which issued them, there may be soms
problems in deciding their relationship to the resal
views of Marx and Engels.

This problem is greater in intevpreting the
sfatements mritten for the more heterogenous
International, whers it is a matter of record that
Marx mrote statements in such a way as to ensura
their acceptability +to politizal currents vary far
vemovesd from his own assumptions. Thus his
lﬁiplomaiic’ remriting of the nules of the
-Infernafinnal is discussed in a letter to Engels (of
Movember 4th 1244) wmhich concludes:

It mas wvery difficult to frame
the thing so -that our view should

appesar in a form acceptable from the
present standpoint of the wmorkers’

0
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movement. In a few wmweeks the sams
people will be holding meetings for
the franchise with Bright and Cobden.
It mill take time before the
reawakened movement allows the old
boldness of speech. It wmill be
necessary o be fortiter n re,
spaviter n aodo. (Marx and Engels:
17485, p 147)

Despite the difficultiz2s in interpretation of these

texts they tend +to be of a higher level of
generality that those in support of . partizular
nationalist movements. For this reason it tenids 1o

be such texts which take the main strain as evidence
for clafms that Marx and Engels began the =2labaration
of the capitalism/nationalism thesis. It will be
argued below that of these texts do not support this
zlaim.

The final set of texts is at a higher level of

-

generality vyet. Thesa are passages in ‘eaarly

F

taxts such as the Geraan Ideology. and in varisus
%

tmature’® writings of Engels which set out tg defend

the methods he and Marx had developad against critics

within the socialist movement through the applization

of these methods in semi—popular accounts of broad

o)

sweeps -of human history (i.a. the Origin of the
Family ..., Anti—=Duhiring, and its condensed versions
Socialisas WHtopian and Scientific) . (2)

These later Engels taxts ware all producad as
a resul; of the intellectual division of labour the
two friends established, and this source parnaps is

the reason for such texis being ignored by recent



marxist theorists of nationalism = the argument:
which goes back to the Lukacs of History and Class
Consciousnesss, blames Engels as the poisoned well
whos through his mechanizal methaoad, is thea
intellectual source of all the tdaviations®’ of
marxist theory. has bescome far more infiuential in
racent decades (Colletti, 1972: Draper. 1771).

These late taxts of Engels davel op a
linguistiz, and possibly racial. mosdel of the
formation of mnational cCommumities. and incliude a
fully explicit dating of the ovigin of the main
nations of wmestern Europe: not to thea periogd of ihe
birth of capitalism, but to the period of transition
betmween Classical civilisation and feudalism.

These texis show that Engels, and probably
Marx> assumed that nations came into being mell
before the capitali;f aporch. Al though the only
statements of Marx }n a similar spirit date from
befora 1245 (see footnotes 1), hes was aware of many of
the oocasions in which Engels made such arguments.
Given Marx’s proclivity for spotting tdeviations® in
his cCompanions, it is likely that if h2 had balieved
nations urigfghte only with capitalism this ervor of
Engels would not have gone uncorvected.

The order in which these differant types of
text of Mafx and Engels will be discussed is as
follows. First to be considered mwill be those most

frequentiy cited by those who claim Marx and Engels

o
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mere proponents of the capitalism/nationalism thesis.
Here it will be argued that these texts do not
provide a firm basis for this conclusion — Jdespite
the near—unanimity of later marxists of various {vpes
that this was so. Secondly tha wvarious writings in
response to cContemporary nationalist movements mwill
attempt to elucidate the justifications of the
"strategic" (Connor, 1784. chaptey 1) strand of their
attitude. Finally consideration will be given to
the late texts of Engels.

The capitalism/nationalism thesis rests on
three assumptions which entail the cConclusion that
nationalism and the nation state ara phenomana
exclusively limitaed +to capitalist societiass. The
first assumption is that a national form of state mas
neither functionally necessary novr actually prasent
in societies with pre—capitalist modes of production.
The seacond is that nation states are a functional
necessity for capitalist modes of production. and
therefore during the period of nascent capitalism the

bourgeoisie «created nationalist movements to achieve

e,

this end. Finally the result “of  ful ly developed

=
-,

capitalism is to oreate a un i fien global economy. so
that the operiod of {ransition from capitalism to
socialism will also be on2 in mhich the, now
aconomically irrational, {orm of the nation states
will.be transcended. There is no evidenca for any of

these three assumptions in the mature writings of



Marx or Engels.

All Marx and Engels® wyritings on national ism
are Eurocentric. The context of this scConcentration
of interest is their assumptions abount the necessary
conditions for successful socialist revolutions. The
consistent assumption of both was that the transition
to sorcialism was only viable, and would therefore
only o<cur. in Cooperative endeavour between saveral
of the most "civilized and economically developed"
countries, where capitalist industrial ism was already
fully establishad.

The countries which they almayvs regarided as
central in this respect were Gevmany. France, and
most decisively of all. in Marx’s lifatime at least,
ﬁEngland — Engels was more enthus%asfic about adding
the United States to this minimum list than Marx.
Engels? first draft of the Cosaunist {danitfesto

asserts that the imminant socialist revolution will

break out simul taneously in all thaese countries. the
more usual presentation by both men is nf}a scarcely
iess optimistic ‘Y‘domino theory® n which revolution
breaks out first in on=2 of thesa Counitriess, then
spreads vapidly io the others.

The socialist cooperation which is projacted
for the post—revolutionary peviod _be%ween sevaral
existing nations is ambiguous in its meaning. Does

it imply that the national particularisms whizh have

previously characterised them mill now disappear as
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ezonomizally irrational (the third assumption of the
capitalism/nationalism thesis)™? Or does it mean
that, even wmith socialist productive ralations,
national lovalties will remains, shorn of the specific
bourgeois form (whatever that is}) which crsates
conflictis of interest between nations?

The former interpretation is oruacial  For
arguments that Marx and Engels were pracursors of the
capitalism/nationalism thesis. The only statement of
either Marx or Engels which is an wunambiguous

instance of this argument comes from Engels? eavly

draft of the Mansrfesto:

The nationalities of the peoples
associating themselvas with the
principle of communi ty mill be

compelled to mingle with each other as
a result of this association, and
thaveby dissolve themselves .“on
(Engels, 1977, p 27 — note 3)

It may appear that this argument is reproducad n iﬁe
final version of the #an/fesfo, in the final stirring
zall "Working men of all countries, wunite" and the
blunt assertion that "“Ths working men have no
country"”, not to mention the confusing assertion that
"Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle
of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a
national struggle.” At the vanry least, the
anti-national assumptions are no longer axplicitly
articulated. But these seactions of the #an/irfesfo are
alsoc compatible with more confused and inconclusive

assumptions.



The «<laim that working men have no country
could refer to their deracinations: but less
dramatically it could be a rhetorical reference to
the exclusion of the proletariat from the ‘political
nation®. The distinction between the ‘nationgl form®
and ‘non—national substance® of the strugglas of the
proletariat is little further elucidated in the
following well—known passage:

Since the proletariat must first of

all acguire political supremacy,. must

rise to be the leading =class of the

nation, must constitute itself as the

nation, it is» so far, national,

though not in the bourgeois sense of

the word. (larx, 1973Za. p £4)

It is possible to interpret this sentanca as
assevrting that the proletariat will abolish nat{cnal
differences, but that this proszess can only begin
after they seize political power, and that this
seizure itself must involve separate strugglas within
earch existing national state. Howevar:. within this
interpratation the significance of the oproletariat
‘const}tuting itself as the nation’ is to say ths
least obscure. The assertion that the wnationalism of
the oproletariat should not be interprated in the
bourgeois sense of the word. is like the declaration
that the struggle of the prolatavriat is national not
in substance but only in form. Both are strong on
rhetoric and weak on content.

The next -lues comes in the assertions (pevhaos

plausible in the light of +the experviences of their
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contemporary history, but totally falsified since
their deaths for socialist as well as capitalist
societies) that the development of capitalism alrvaady
minimiseas the antagonisms between different
nationalities:

National differences and antagonisms
between peoples, are daily more and

more vanishing- owing to the
development of the bourgeoisie, to
freedom of cComma2yies to the world

market., to wuniformity in the mode of
production, and in the conditions of
life corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat
will caussa them to wvanish still
faster. United action, of the l=ading
civilized countries at least. is one
of the first conditions for the
emancipation of the proletaviat.

In proportion as the exploitation
of ane individual by another is pui an
end to, the exploitation of one nation
by another will aliso be put an and to.
In proportian as the antagonism
between classes within the nation
vanishes, the hostility of one nation
to another will come to an end.
(Marx, 1773a. p 59)

This passage claarly assevrts that national
antagonisms mill disappear (indeed alresady are
disappearing) . But it savs nothing aboutrt the

disappearance of national differences as suchs, and it
seems to  imply that nations will continue to axist
indefinitely — though cTeasing to =2xploit each other.
A less forced reading is  that nations (in anticipate
somewhat, nationalities or ethnic groups mhiéh -ére
viable in providing the social foundations fov
further economis progress) will continue to e;ist,

but that their interrelationships will tend to become
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increasingly purely cooperative and non—antagonistinc.
The loyalty of workers to their own nation will be
combined with fratarnal solidarity with the workers
of other countries. Such fraternity will not take
the form of the mere well—intentioned humanitarianism
which is the mark of bourgeois internationalism. but
will be expressad in (largely unspecified) deeds.

A rational reconstruction along such iin=2s Can
best explain'*he failure, apart from the solitary
statement of Engels already cited, of either man to
assart that nations mwould “"wither away"'" under
socialism. It also helps to a2xplain the strength of
their hostility to ideologues they characterised as
‘bouréenis nationalists®, where the veheamencZe of the
criticisms are otherwise inexplicable in a contaxt
whera the main practical differences separating them
from such currents was in the form of rhetoric on
which appeals against chauvinism wmeve based: mi{h
Marx and Engels calling for the *fraternity of

working men rathay than ‘the international
brothevrhood of man’.

If this reconstruction is correct — and in its
very nature it rests mainly on an absence of evi&énce
to the contrary rather than on anything mnre'pqsitive
— their support for the third of the assum#?ians of
the capitalism/nationalism thesis must bexques*inned.

What evidence is thare that Marx and Engels bel iaved

the other two assumptions of this thesis that
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nations and nationalism are tha oreations of the
capitalist social ovder and the bourgeoisie?

The statement most freguently cCited to support
such claims (e.g. Connor, 1984, p 20, Tootnote 1:
Nimni, 1925a, p £0) comes from the section of the
Comaunist Manifesto which praises the progressive
achievements of capitalism:

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more
doing away with the scattered state of

the population, of the means of
produaction, and of property. It has
agglomerated population. centralized
maans of production and - has
concentrated property in a few hands.
The necessary consequence of this was
political cantralization.
Independant, ov lposely connected
provinces, with separate interests.
lawms; governmants and systems of

taxation, became lumped together into

on2 nation, with on2 government, one

code of laws, one national «class

interest. one frontier and one customs

tariff. (Marx. 1973a> p 72)
This passage asserts both that ther2 is an obiective
trend towards political «centralisation with the
development of capitalist productivae ralations. and

that this trand is basically benificzent. Both of

these propositions appear more guestionable today

than they did in the middle of the wninateeanth
century. This interpratation i% bixilt on Marx’s
appreciation of +the achievements - of the French
Revolution (Nimnis 1985a, pp &0 — 41): eon his

involvement in the struggles for the unifization of
Germany. and perhaps also on his reading of English

history. It this passage is' vead with the
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assumptions of the capitalism/nationalism thesis it
certainly appears to support these assumptions. But
the full argument of this section of the Man/ifesto is
less clear cut. Shortly before the passage oited

above Marx also says:

In place of the old lozal and naéional

seclusion and self-sufficiency. we
have intercourse in every direction,
universal interdependence of nations.
As in matevial, 50 also in
intellectual production. The
intellectual oreations of individual
nations bei-ome Common proparty.
National ong-sidedness and
narrow—mindedness become more and more
impossible. and from the numerous

national and local literatures there
arises a world literature.
The bourgsoisi=2, by the yapid

improvement of all instruments of
production, by immensely facilitated
ma2ans of communication, draws alls

even the aost pardbarian nations info
civilizatron. The rtheap prices of its
commodities are the heavy artillery
mith which it batters down all Chinesa
Walls, with which it fories tha
barbarians’ abstinate hatred ot
foreigners to capitulate. If coapels
all pnations, on pain of extinction, to

adopt the bourveor s mode ofr
productions it compels them to
introduce what it calls Cand what he
has just called a couple of sentences
ago - DAl «civilization into their
midst, i.e. to berzome bourgesis
themselves. (Marx. 1773a. p 71: ay

emphasis)
This 2laborates somewhat on the mechanisms which were
supposedly 2liminating nationai antagonisms. But if
what it says <can bDbe interpretad literally; it does
naot say that capitalism has ocreated nations for the
first time, but that established rcapitalist nation

states (of which the only examples in 1342 were
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France and Britain} were ocreated by the fusion of
several smaller units, at least some of which meré
alveady national in form. The state wmas already
national prior to the onsat of the capitalist era,
but the centiralising tendenties created and reguired
by the capitalist economy imposed powerful pressures
to extend the boundaries of the national statz. and
to assimilate ethnic minorities and localised
communities which previously managed {0 preserva
their distinct identities.

The precapitalist societies designated by the
Victorian epithet tbarbarian’, which must adopt
capitalism or perish, also include at lesast some
su;ieties which are already nations (although the
opening of the possibilities that some may perishs
despite its anticipation of social Darwinism, shows
some distance from a freguent nationalist assumption
that specific nations are both primovaial and
2ternal). Capitalism has the effect of rearvanging
the specific division of the world intu_ particular
nations (with’ ' its centralising tendency veducing the
*otai numbar of nations) but 1t does not creatzs this
division as such.

This argument of an economic need fovr
centralization which will reduce the number of
previously existing nations is the basis of such
support as exists for Marx anid Engels? digfinction

between historical and non—-historical nations. This
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fHegelian® theory {(an unnamesd French historian is
actually cited by Engels as the originator of the
phrase) is used mainly to argue than Slav nationalist
movements, whether these are particular or democratic
pan—-Slav in form> should be opposed by European
working c—lass movementis. |

Iin the sourse of such arguments much is mads
of the etymology of the word ‘slave’. Indeed it must
be said that esven mithin Euroée, Marx and Engels’
attitudes to the national movementis they opposed -
particularly =Slavs and Scandinavians —  varged on
racism. and that in this as in racism in a more
strict sense Marx could be more orude than Engels.
(3}

Two main kinds of differences are assarted
between the nationalist movements Marx and Engels did
support (German, Italian, Folish, Irish. Hungarians
and American Unionist) and those thay did not
(primavily the Slavss Scandinavians and
Confederates). The first concerned the international
political alignments they asserted sumcth movements
en*éiled: the second waé concerned with asservtions
that only the movemenis they supportesd were capable
of forming states which were cCapable of ensuring
eZonomic progress. There might bz a pré;umption;_
given Marx and Engels’® usual teleologys 'thai they
also assumed some systematic conne2ction batween these

two sets of faciors. They say -very little which



would substantiate this.

Tha rationale for their varying support for
nationalist movements «comes out most clearly through
contrasts betwaen their justifications for support
for the siruggles of the Polish and Irish nationalist
movements and the Unionists in America, and their
opposition to Slav nationalisms. In the case of the
movements they supported. their first argument is
always that the main political movements of the
European working <lass, and in particular those who
apparently have most to lose, are already as a wholes
or> in the worst case. in their most advanced
representatives, supporting thes nationalist movement
in question.

That is. their claims for support for folish
national ism say that the Gevman morkers alreaﬁy give
this support. Support for the UUnion starts hy
asserting that this is already spreading through the
English working class

It onght never to be forgotten in the

United States that at least the

working classes of England, from tha

commencament to the termination of the

difficulty, have never forsakan them.

(Marx and Engals, 1971a, p 327»

original emphasis)

For 1Iveland the advanced representatives of the
Engl ish workers become the frades uwnion officials and
positivists who were Marx s fallowm members of +the
Committee of the International.

In an 1247 Speecﬁ in support of the Folish
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nationalist movements &ngels goes so far as to claim
that he is the representative of this advanced wing-
albeit of the demoxvatic rather than of the morking
-lass movement:

My friends, allow ma today to appear

for onzZe in my capacity as a German
eas « It must be the concern of all

us hermanss above all., us Sarman
democvratss to removsa this stain L[of
Frussian participation in tha

Fartition of Polandl from our nation.
(Marx, 1773a. p 100)

This is a further asserticn of their doctrine of the
poséfble non—antagonism of different national isms-
which is now extended to claims that Garman
nationality can only be realised fully providing it
recognises and supports the legitimate <laims of
another ‘historic? nation - Foland. Similar
connections are asserted about the relatiangh}ps
between the French and German nations. and tha
English and Irish nations. This attitude is in
strong contrast +to that that displayed towmards ths
political aspirations of Slav nationalists.

Marx and Engels’ aséertiun here is that the
only possible wmway in which a Slavic state or states
could possibly achieve politiszal independence mwould
be through military dependence on *‘the g=2ndarme of
Europe’, Russia. This was 1linked with Mar;;s
paranocic conspivitoral explanations of the political
events of his times as controlied by the péid agents -
of the Czar and his evil twin: Louis Napoleon (as

expoundad in, literally. incredible Jdetail in The
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Secret Diploaatic History of the Eighteenth Century
or Herr Vogi).

The second set of arguments rest on claims
that the Sﬁccess of the nationalist movemanis thay
supported would be cConducive to ecConomic progress.
At times thay seem to suggest that thé racial or
zul tural «<haracteristics of some national groups is
conducive to dynamic economic prograss, while the
eguivalent «characteristics of other national groups
produce only stagnation (Connor., 1924, pp 135 = 17).
But their most common justifications were move purely
economic or political.

Apart from the application of this to the
United States (with the obvious contrast between the
laissez~faire capitalism of the north and the slave
regime of the south) and to the wunification of
Germany and Italy (which like America fitted their
assumptions that bigger and more centralisad is
better) the *‘benefits”™ they actually mention are ones
which ara conducive to .the progress (usually
indirectly, through their presumed political results)
of the oppressor nations. not to the onas struggl ing

for independensce.

The crux of this argument was summarised G
|
the slogan used by Engels in  the speech already
cited, and often repeated by both men in subséquent

writings on Foland and Ireland in particular with

only marginal variations in the f{formula:s "A nation



canmot be free and at the same time continue to
oppress other naticns." Although this formula
strasses the politisz-ai  and social atiacts ot
cppressing other nations. part of the impovtance of
this is that thesa affects savrve to hinder economis

progress as well (though this 15 mainly by daferring

v}

socialist revolutions: by encouraging Chanvinist
currvents within the proletariat). This is expressad
most clearly in relation to theivr attitude to Irish
independence.

During the 1240s Marx and Engels assertad that
the reguirvemant of large centralisad states for
aconomic  developmant @meant that Irish inda2pendenca
mas retrogressive. For econaomic progre2ss Irvaland
n2edad to ba an  integral part of ths EBritish stata,.
The current form of incorporation mas oppressiva. sa
what was ne=eded was a move to a vadarvatisn in which
Ireland mas incovporated without being dominated. In
the 1340s, when the more aggrassive Fa2nians cama to
the fore within Irish nationalisms this conciusion
mas vevarsed. (Marx and &ngels. 1971b)

Tha switch to support for Ivish national ism
was not based on any ra2assessment of the viability of
aconomis progress  in an indepsnda2nt Ireiand. Rathey
it was based on claims of the effects that Irishn

independenicea mo1ld hava ot English’™” sconomic,

1£]

poiitical and social life. Thus they claimed that

the landlord class which dominated English politics,

345



survived ecgnomically only because of thaiv Irvish
holdings (a parallel and mora <oredible argument -owld
be developed aboutl Prussian Junkars and Folish land,
but such an argument mas first articulated by Weber
(Gevth and Mills, eds. 1948, rchap XV)).

Marx. and Engels then move on to assertions
{(which cast some doubt on  their claims of English
morking class support for Ivish independence) that
the political domination of Ireland by England. and
the mass migra%ians from Iveiand to the wmorking class
districts of England which this 2ntails, have the
effect oaf <reating deap divisions within tha
proletariat, in turn forming barviers to an evfactiva
struggle for socialism.

The explanations of the generation of such
chauvinist dJdivisions within the morking zlass
alternate between the structural and the, at least
possiblys intentiopalshwith a recognition that there
are r2al differances of interest betwsaen English anid
Irish workers, and the conspiritoral: in which such
divisions are the products of delusions wmhich have
been whipped wup by bourg=o0is newspapers to ~“on iths
English workers into an al ignment with Englisﬁ
capitalists.

The European nations which Marx and Engels
thought could coexist harmoniously weve in conflict
during the third guarter of the ?nineteenth century.

In their proposals foar the reconciliation of these
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antagonisms Marx and Engels. despite the fact that
any theory of nationalism they held mwas based on
notions of linguistic commun i Ty, rajeciad
irvedantism. that is in expansionist ciaims Tor tha
redrawing of state boundaries o incorporate all
territories where gsome of the population spoke the
relevant national language. Thus in th2 speech
already cited Engels states guite cleariy that a
viable independent Foland must include territory
currently occupiad by German speakers. and both in
the public statements and private letters of Marx at
the time of the Franco—Ffrussian wmar. the annaxation
of Alsace—lLorraine is dismissed on tha ground thait
while som2 of their populations may sSpeaik G2vmans
they are and wish to cContinue to be French nationals.

Similarly, they normally had little truck i ith
territorial expansions which are pased on claims for
a militarily adeguate ‘natural’ frontisr {(seg2 onue
again the tpppasition to the anna2xation of
Alsace—Lorraine, or Marx’s contempt for th2 Converse
Frénch ase that they needed a frontier on the Rhine-
in #Herr Vogf). Their contempt for this 1i1ypes of
justifizcation for =2xpansion mas based on thesr
assumption (probably the sirongest éfgument mith
which they backed the2ir slogan about nations mwmhich
oppressesd others ne2cessarily being unfreel) that tﬁé
repression this would reguira, to ansure cnntéql of

the wuwilling subjiects gained Through such 2ipansion:
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would promote militarism in the wnation <arrying out
such poaching. The logic of this argument would of
course also apply to the repression of the Slavs mwho
Marx and Engels proposerd should be incorporated into
the German, Folish, Hungarian, and Italian nations —
a similar fantasy was also promoted by Mazzini.
(Gellnev. 19835, p 124, footnote)

Finally thevre are the statemanis in the later
historical writings of Engels. The first of thesa is
from Ant/—Duhring:

(The Bermani: invasions during the

period of decline of the Roman Empiral

drem Western and Central Eurcpe into

the course of historizal developments

created, for the first time a -ompact

cultural area, and within this also

for the first time a system of

predominantly national states axerting

mittual influsnce on 2ach other and

amutually holding 2ach other in check.

Thereby it prepared the ground on

which alone the quastion of agual

status of men, tha rights af ®man-

could at a later stage obe raised.

{Engels, 1947, p 123)

The intellactual contaxt mithin wmhich &£ngels
assertion mas elaborated was on2 of a Jdebatz beimaewn
the advorcates of fGermanism® and ‘Romanism®, in whiach
different political strategies mers pressad throwuch

appeals to alternative ‘ancestral constitutions?

(Finley, 1975, «chap 2Z}. The form such debates took

in Englanid, from at least the seventeenth to
nineteenth centuries, wmas one in wmhich political
radicals appealed to the precedent of claimed

Anglo—Sazxon liberties in rejection of the MNorman Yoksa



imposed illegitimately by conguesi. (Hili, 19592, chap
3)

Similarly, politiccal debates in eight=22nth
century France. between the advorcates of tha absolute
rights of the monarch and those of the nobility:
revolved around Opposing claims that French
institutions derived from those of the Roman Empire
or the institutions of tha Germanic tvribes who had
conquared the Empire {(Aron. 1747, pp 58 — 597).

This intellectual tradition forms the
background not only for Engels’ ruaminations on the
formatinn of the majonr Eufbpean nations in the dark
ages. baut also the n2ar—contemporary mritings of
Gobin=sau and Chamberlain alabovating racial

justifications for the rights of an ‘arisiocracy’ of
supposed Gevmanic descent which wmas now assertad
against the —hallenges, not of soma arstmhile
absolute monarch. but the inferior plebian (and
Celtic or Jewish) hordes mho had supported the
revolutions of 1238,

Engels’ raferences to this theme arve toa few
and brieaf to provida fTirm evidanc2 of the prasanca of
any racial component to his argument,. mhich was that
the creative potential of mastarn Europaan
civilization derived from tha fusion of quaiitias
drawn from Roman and Germanio sSources. What is
explic-itly mentioned by him. as we shall see in a

moment. is the combination and  juxtaposition of



institutional forms drawn from both sourizes, but this
could still cover a rvacial theory of a type more
characteristic of ninateenith century England than the
continental mainland, in whoch the most dynamic  of
all human ‘stocks™ arse formed nol from pure vracass
but from the admixture of different ‘Sprogressive
races’ .

Whatever Engels? attituda tomarids Siuth
theories, nis main argument (s clear. Before the
sxpansion of the Roman Empivre western Europe (and
novrth Africa) had been dividad into nations which
were abolished by the centripedal power of Rome.
With the collapse of the Empire tge potentiality for

the reformation of new nations. divided along the

lines of natural boundaries, and revealad by the

inzreasing diversification of the vernacular diaiectis
deriving from Latin, mwmas reveaiad:

The 1levelling plane of Roman world
powey haid been passing fovr centurias
over all the Mediterranean cCouniries.
Where the fLOreek language offarsd no
resistance all national languages gave
way to a <covrupt Latin. There were no
longer any ~~ distinctions of
nationality, no more Bauls. Iberians:
Ligurians. MNovizcans: all had bacocome
Romans . "oman administration anid
Roman lam had everywhere dissolved the
old bodies of consanyuinegs and thus
crushed the last vemnants of lozal and
national sel f—axpression. Th=a
new—fanglad Romanism could not
compensate for this ioss: it did not
express any nationality. but only lazi
of nationality. The =2lements {for the ’
formation of naw nations existed
evarvwhere. The Latin dialecis of ths
different provinces diverged wmorve and
more: th2 natural boundariss that had
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omwce made Italy, hHaul. Spain. Africa
independent fevritories stili axisted
and still made themselves fe2l1t. {Marx
and Engels, 1945, p 3463)

However, the subject peoples of tha Roman Empir=, and
tha administrative and 1le2gai structures of that
Empire> had no capacity fo Fulfil this dynamic
historical role. Only an injection of dynamism from
outside, from the Germans who still possessad the
innovative capacity of peoples 1living n tvribal
societies, could carry western Europse acvoss  this
threshold.

A racial grounding for this dynamism 15
axplicitly repudiated -~ iastead it is claimed o
derive from their @conomic packmardness. and tha wmore
democratic political organisation (at least in
comparison mith the Empire) that this allowed.

Y2t nowhere was theres a force capabia

of combining these =2lemants into nam

nations: nowhere mas thare the laast

trace of any capacity for development

or any power of rasistance. much less

creative power. (Marx and Engelss

1942, p 5&32) '

LThe 1@armans’l personal o2fficiency and

bravery, their love of liberty: anid

their democvatic. instincis which

ragarded all public affairs as theiv

own affairs, in short, ail thosa

qualities which the Romans had lost

and which mwere alone cCapable of

forming new .states and raising naw

nationalities out of the muck of the
Roman wovlid - what were they but the

characteristinz Teatures of barbarians
in the upper stage, fruits of their
gentile constitntion? {(Marx and

Engels, 1748, p 575) (4)

As the tribes went beyond the immediate period of



military <conguest o a more parmanent sattlement,
this full gentile constitution proved an wnsuaitable
instrument for institutionalising their rula.  The
leaders of the Germans, whose leading rolzs had been
purely military, had to transform themselves into the
rul ing classes cof what were bacoming tervitovrial, and
national, states. Many cComponents of the Roman 1legal
and administrative systems, and their corresponding
class structure, formed the foundation for this
consol idation. This process also involved the
incorporation of sducatad Romanisad Baunls, who cCould
interpret the Roman constitution, who together with
herman wmilitary suab—commanders came to  form  the
retinue at court, and thus the nucleus of the feudsl
nobility.

The most excessively oppressive faatures o7
the Roman class structure and the Roman cConstitution
were now mitigated by survivals .of the Germanic
democyracy of the Mark: “in at least thr=2e of the
most important Countri=2s — Germany. Morthern France
and England" {(Marx and ©ngels., 1942, p 5375). Women
were given a higher status than the ancient wmorld had
aveyr knowns while the abolition of slavery. and its

replacement by a serfdom coexisting with a fres

e

peasantrys meant - that- instaad of the purely
individualistic road to emancipation through
manumissions thave was nom the possibility for

collective struggles of s2manscipation as a class.
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Still, the main emphasis on the progressive
achievement of the four centuries of the western
European dark ages is in the crzation of the *‘modern
nationalities®™; a whole historical epo:zh before the
amargance of capitalist societias:

NMevartheless, progress was made during
these four hundred years. Even if at
the end me Tind almost the same
slasses as at the beginning, stills
the people who cConstitutad these
classes had «<changed. The anciant
slavery had disappeared. gone also
were the beggared poor freemen. who
had despised work as slavish. Betwean
the Roman celonus and the new serf
there had baen the free Frankish
peasant. The ‘useless remeniscences
and wvain sirife’ of doomed Romanism
mware dead and burisd. The sorzial
classes of the nintn century had taken
shape not in the bog of a declining
civilization, but in the travail of a
new. The new race, masters as mell as
servants, was a race of men to D=2
compared to its Roman predecessors.
The velation of pomerful landlords and
serving p=asants: which for the iatter
had been the hopelass form of the
decl ine of the world of antiguity, mas
now fov the Tformer the starting—point

of a nans davelopmant. Homever,
unproductive as these years appear to
hava basen- they, navertheless, levt

one gre2at product behind thamz: the

modern nationalities, thz refashioning

and regrouping of Westi—European

humanity for impending history. (Marx

and Engels, 1943, p 57%)
Engels? view that the modern French, &nglish and
German nations oviginated from the fusion of Germanic
and Roman populations in th2 Dark Ages has little
more to recommend it than the ‘classical marxist’

view that these nations =an bz dated only from the

rise to political dominance of the bourgeoisie. This



view does however demonsirate that the founders of
marxism Jid not assorciate the political form of
nationalism solely with one mode of production.

The place of the national phenomenson in Marx
and Engels’ theory of history is at best implicit and
ambiguous. The programatic statements of historical
materialism refar to the role of class siruggles and
of the forces and relations of production in powering
social evoiution, without mentioning nations. But in
the cConcrete historical writings of both men nations
as well as class2s are collective historical actors -
and well before tha age of capital.

Their attituda towards national ism WBAaS
complex, contradictory, confused and confusing. Buat
it had little similarity to the capitalism/
nationalism thesis. Howaver, the confusions of their
exprassion of their responses to nationalism wers
such that it became possibie. first for those later
marxists at the turn of the century who did develop a
cépitalism/nafionaliam hesiss and later other
commentators, to project this approasch basck onto

them.



Footnotes to Appendix Two

1) Connor proviides the most thoroungh discussion of
the way in which subsequent states claiming
allegience to marxism have used the ambiguities in
Marx and Engels® writings on the national guastion to
justify the various twists and turns fhey have maide
in their policies towards wnational and ethnic
minorities. The claim that Marx and Engels supported
the capiialism/né%ionalism thesis {Connor:s 1554,
—hapter 1} are less cConvincing.

Connor diagnases threz strands in Marx and

Engels’ attitude to nationalisms th "zlassic",

ip

which prioritises vertical divisions of vciasss
regarding classes as th2 only true historical actorss
and nations as superstructural epiphenomena confined
to the rcapitalist =2vras fhel "strategicz", in which
tactical support for some nationalist movementis may
be necessary to hasten the communist vevolutions: and
the "national" (move prominent in Eng=2ls than Mavrz),
-in which natioﬁé becom=2 coilective historical actaors
in their own right, with little or no rafevenca io
zlasses. The last two strands. Connor argues, bacame
significant only aftar 1845, in responss ic the
strong nationalist component to the revolutions of
that year.
| The strategic strand s discussed balow.
Connor’s demonstration of ihe classical strand restis

heavily on the statament from the Comaunist

Cy
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Manires{o, again discussed in the main text. about

the historic achievements of the bourgeoisie.
Raferences, in the Man/festo and elsewherea. to
nations existing prior to capitalism are igrnorad.

although Connors actually cites a statement from 7The
Gersan Ideology where Marx dates the emergence of
nations much earlier (though he cites it only to
prove Marx distinguishes nations from statas):

The antagonism betwaen town and

couniry begins with the transition

from Darbarism to civilizations from

tribe to State, from locality fto

nation ... (Marx and Engels, 1774, p

&Fs cited in LConnovrs 1724, D 26,

footnote 7
Marx, writing in 1845—-5 thus 1loczates the ovigins of
nations in the period of fthe “urban revolution®
(Childes 1744: scCompare Armsirongs 1732 and Smith-
19586b), some two millenia or so before the rise to
dominance of the bourgescisie.

Many other scatteved refarences to nations anid
nationalities going back to the dawn of recorded
history an be found in the ‘early” writings of Marx.
The hegeiian terminology of most of thesa discussions
means they ara avan more confusing than tha latar
texts. As it is the lattey which are normally taken

\ . . s
as the charters of marxism. they @will farm the cantre

of attention subseguently.

Z) The bearing of thess texts on Marx and cngels?

theorisation of nationalism is raraly not2d by modern

s



commentators. Indeed- one of the few referances
which notes them (Bloch, 19283, p 4&2) does so only to
condemn the excessive influence of ninetzenth Century
romantic historians on the thought of Engels. Such

influences are undeniably present.

3) "It is now perfactly clear to me that: as
testifiad also by his (Lassalle’s] cranial formation
and hair growth. he is JdZscended from negroes .mho
joined Moses’s exodus from Egyot (unless his maternal
mother [sicl or grandmothar was orossed with a
negro) . Well. this rcombination of Jewish and
hermanic stock wmith a negroid basic substance is
bound to vyi=2ld a strange product. The fellow’s
importunity is also nigger—1like." (Letter of Marx to
Engels, 30th July 184Z, in Raddatz, trvrans and ad,
1780) Further examples of racist statements by Marx
and Engels have been :Zompiled by Nimnmi {(1985a, pp 44

= &3} .

4) At this point Engels is wmorking himself up te a
far—fatched analogy in which tha proistariat ars tn=
barbarians within of the ninFteenth centurys. whose
historical mission is to emulate. the Germanic tribes

in achieving a new and more rational society.
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ropendix Twmo

Further Textual Excevrpis, o 1200 — 1485
This appendix includes & sevies of excerpts from
early English texts which avre vrelevant 1o the

arguments of Chapter Four. For the sldest passages,
ﬁust removed from modern Engl ish-» a complete
translation follows each saction. For later texts
the +translation consists solely of marginal notes of

specific unfamiliar words.

i. Introduction to Lavameon’s Bruf

Incipit hysforfg brufonua

An preost was on leonden. Lagamon mwes ihoten. He was
Leouennades sone: lide him beso Drihten. He wonade at
Ernlejem at aedalen are chirchens Vppen
Seuarne—sta}e, sel }ar him wuhte, On—fest Radestone,
}er he bock radde, Hit -Zom him on modem and on his
moarn ponke, pat he wolde of Engle pa asd alaen
tellen: Wat hao ihoten weoren and wonen2 heo “omens
Pat Englene londe aerest ahtan., AEfter pan flode pa
from Drihtens coms Pe al her a—qguelde guis Paf_ ha
funde, Buten Noe and Sem:-Japhet avid Cham: And heova
four wiunes, be mid h©eom weren on archan. Laxamon gon
lidan wide 3ond }as leade, And bi-won pa asYala bhocs
Pa he bisne naom. He nom Pa Englisca boxs Fa makade

seint Beda. An n}er he nom on Latin: ka makede saint

m
9
o



Albin, An Fe feire Austin, Pe fulluht broute hider
in. Bok he nom (e ridde, laide Per amidden, ﬁa
makede a Frenchis =2levrc,. Wace wes ihotans Pe male
coube writen, And ha hoe Jef Pgre aedelen AEliesnoriel
Fe wes Henries guene, fes he es kinges. Lgsamun leidea
20s boso, and pa leaf mende: He hzom leofliche
bi—holden, IiPe him beo Drinten. FeFe?en he nom mid
fingeren, and fiede on boc—falla, And ba gaFere word
sette to—gadersa, And Pa fbe bo: trumde to ar=. Nz
bidde Léjamnn alene aefele mon, For Pene alminan
Godd, bei F&os boc redes and leornia ?eus runan, pet
he #ens so feste word segge to sumne, For his fader
saules ba hine ford brouhte, And for his moder saules
fa hine to monnes iber, And for his awene saule. bai
hire re salr2 Deo.
AMEN .

(Layamon’s Brut (Coffon Calugula A Texé) 1i 1 — 35,
from Dickens and Wilson, 1951, p Z0: poem mwritien at

dates quoted as between 1170 and 12072 ms = 1225)

éThere mas a priest in the land {i"among the people" -
Jonesi, Layamon was his name. He was lLeovenath™s son
— Lord be good to him. He lived at Arley. at a noble
church on tha Severn’s bank, wheve h2 thought it
pleasant. Near Redstona2, therve. ha read books “ovr his
Mass or Bibler. It came to. his mind, a spiendid
thought, that he would tell of the splendid deeds of

the English: wmhat they were called, and mhen thay
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came. that first possessad the English land:. [after
the flood that came from the Lord, which killed ali
that were found alive there, but- Noah and Shem-
Japheth and Ham, and thz2ir four wives who were wmith
them on the Ark.l Lajamon travelled widely throughout
this land <Jones translates this use of ‘leonde’ as
‘nation’?,; and found those excellent books, that he
took as examples. He got that Engl ish book, mada by
St Bede. Another he got in Latin, made by =t Albins
and the fair Auguétine, who brought baptism heve. The
third book he took, andl lay amidst them.: which a
French <leric made, whose name was Wace. a skillfal
writer, who gave it to Eleanor who mas queen to
Henry. the high king. These books Layamon lay before
him» and ~turned over the leaves: lovingly ©beheld
them. the Lord be good to him, held pen with fingers:
and mrote on vellum, set true words together, and
the three books pruned to one. (Mowm Layamon bids
every noble man, for the almighty God, who reads this
book, and learns this advice, to tell some of this
truea word, for his father’s soul, that it might go
forth, for his mother’s soui. that it wight 79777,
~and for his owum souls that it might be battler fop
it.13d Translatiﬁn based 1looseiyv on that included in
Jones (1942, p ix), which does not incloade the
sections in the sscond sets 0% sqguare brackets, but
sticking <closar to the (modern) punctuation of the

original for camparishn, and with other changes. all
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slight apart from the ones to2 which the «curved

brackets call attention.

Z. Death of Arthur from Layvamon’s Bruf

ﬁrﬂur wes for—wunded wundey ane Smigé, Per to hiim —om
a cnaue Pe wes of his Cunne, He mwes Zadores suns, ﬁe
eorles of Corlnlwaile, Constantin hehte re cnaue. he
wes ban kinge deor=. Atdur him lokade ons ‘Per he lai
an folden”; And as word seide ‘mid sorhfulle
heorte’: "Constaentin Pu art wilcumes Pu waore
Cadores sones: Ich Pe bitache hevre mine kinerliche,
And wite mine Bruttes a to Fines lifes, *And hald
heom alle bpa 1§3en Pa habbeoﬁ istonden a mine dgjen,
And alle Pa lijen god=a Fa bi Vderves dﬁjen stoda’ . And
ich wmulle uaren to Aualun *to uairest alre maidens’,
To Argants Pere quens, ‘aluen swide sceone’, And heo
scal mine wuniden makien alle isunde, Al hal me makian.
m i haleweije drenchen. And seode ich cumen wulle to
mine kineriche, ‘And wunien mid Brutten midmuchelere
mwunne?’ ." AEfne Pan wordens Per com of se wendens Fai
mes an sceort bat 1igen sceouen mid vdens And 1@&
Mimmen Per—inne munvderl iche tdiht2, And hoe nomen
Aréﬂr anans> anid ane ouste hine wu2areden, And softe
hine adugaleiden, and funJ-gunnen hiine it§Eﬁ.;}a wes
hit twur  den Pat Merlin seide whilan, Pai WaOr2
unimete wcare of Ardures fordfare. {Layamon’s Brut 11

25605 = 254620, from Dizkens and Wilson, 1951, p 27



CArthur was wounded wondrously much. Thara came to
him a lad, who was one of his kindred: he was Cador’s
son, the Earl of Cornwall: Constantine the lad hight,
he mas dear to the king. Avrthur iooked on him. wmhavrsa
he lay on the grnﬁnd, and said thesa wovrds, with
sorromful heart: "Constantine, thou avt welsomes:
thou wert Cador’s son. I give th=2e here my kingdon
and defend thouw my Britons ever in thy 1life, andg
maintain them all the 1laws that have stood 1w my
days> and all the good laws that in Uther’s gGay
stood. And I will fare to Avalun, to the fairest of
all maidens, to Argante the gueen, an 2l1f most fair:
and she shall make my wounds all sound: make me all
whole with healing draughts. And atterwmards I will
com; again to my kingdom, and dwell wmith the Britﬁns
with mickle joy."

Even mwith the mards there approached from the
sea that was a short boat. floating with the waves:
and two women therein, mwondrously formed: ard they
10ﬁk Arthuyr anon, and bare him guickly. and laid him
softly down, and forth they gan Jdepart.

Then 1t was aéccmplished that #Mevlin whilom
said. that ﬁ}tkle care should be of Arthur’s
departure. (Mason’s Translation of tha above béssage:

in Wace and Layamons 1712, p Z64) 1]
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S In Frenssche bookys dis rym is mroﬁjts
Lewede men ne knowe it noujyt — :
Lemede men cune Ffrensch nons
Among an hondryd vanepis on —:
Neuerpeles, mip glad chere,
Ffele off hem pat wolde here
Noble ienstes, j vnderstonde.
Off dou t kny tes of Yngelonde.
)erfore now j wole jow rede
Dff a kyng, dou3zty in dede:
{yng Rychard, Pe mwerryour beste
at men find in ony ieste.
Now all pat here ﬁis talkyng,
3od geue hem alle good endyng!
(Richard Cosur de Lion. 11 21 — 34, quoted in Mehl,

19658, pp 243 — 244)

4. Wyzliffe’s justification for an English
translation of the Bible
Ant heere be frervis [friarsl wit Fer fatours
Csupportersl sayn Pat it is heresya to write fus
hoddis lawe in English, and make it knomun to lamid
Clay, uneduczated, ignorantl men. And forty signes
Pat pey bringen for to shewe an heretik ben not worpy
to vreherse, for noujt groundi Ihem but nvgromansye
[negromancy = perhaps loosely impious nonsansel.

It semyp first i—:a* pe wit of Goddis lawe

shulde be ta%st in rat tunge }at is more kKnowun. for
ris wit is Boddis word. Whanne ©Lrist seip  in ?e
Gospel Pat bebe heuene and er}e shulden passae. bat
His wordis shulen not passe, He wvronderstondith bi
His wordis His wit. And }us Goddes w@mit  is  Hooly
Writs Pai may on mno maner be fals. Also je Hooly

Gost 3af to apostlis wit at Wit Sunday for to knowe

al maner langagis. fo teche Fe puple Goddis lawe
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Perby; and so Bod wolidsa bat Pe puple were taudt
Goddis lawe in Jdyuerse tungis. But what mans. on
fagddis half. shulde yreuerse Goddis ordenamnse and His

willea?

Also Pe mova ream2 (vrealiml of Fraunse.
notwifatundinée alle lettingis, hap translatid pe
Bible and Pe hospels., miP DFEPE treme sentensis of
doctours, out of Lateyn into Freynsch. Why shulden
not Englisschemen do soT As loris of Englond han Fe
Bible in Freynsch, so it were not a anus resoun Pai
&ey hadden ke same sentense in Engligsch; for Pus
faoddis lawe wolde be betave knowun, and more trowid
Eﬁelieved]: %nr onehed of wit Cuni ty of
undarstanding?l, and more acord bitwixta reumes.
(John Wizlif, De Officio Pastorair, chap xvs, 11 1 —
15, 25 — 33, from Sisam. 1937. pp 1i7.118 — ‘text

written late 14: MS 2135)

5. ©On the languages of Britain
As hyt ys yknowne hogg meny maner people bu%

_fn iﬁs viond, ?er buF also of so meny people longages
“and tonges. NO%EIES Walschmen and Scottes, Pat bup
nqjt ymaelled [mixedl mir sFer nacions: holde wel nyy
here furste longage and speche, bote sz_écuttes, bat
were som tyme confederat and woneda uﬁ% Fe FPictes.
drawe somwhat after here speche. EBote Fe flemmnynges

ﬁaf mone in Pe mwest syde of Waies habbe vyleft here



strange speche. and speke Saxonlych wvnow. Also
Englys:-hmen, Pezs‘ hy hadde fram pe bygynnyrig pre
maner speches Sou?erons Nurkevon, and fMyddel speche
in }e myddel of Pe lond, as hy come of Pre maney
people of fGermanias noPeles by commyxstion and
mellyng, furst miP Danes and aftermard mi% Normans,
in menye Pe contray loﬁgage vs apeyred [impaired]l,
and som vee stranga miaffying Cwaffling>7l,
chytteryng Cchatteringl, harvyng {snarliingl, and
garryng grisbyttyng [gratiné gnashing of testhl. }915
apeyring of Pe burpfunge vs byrcause of tmey Finges.
On ys for «chyldern in scoles ﬁjenes be vsage of al
ufev naciuns, bur compelled for to leune hare oun=
longage, and for to construe here lessons and here
wnges a Freynschs and habbep EuPthe Pe Normans come
furst into Engelond Also gentil men children buP
ytag;t for to speke Freynscg fram tyma Pat a buP
yrokked in here cradel, and conne spekes and playemip
a «childe hys brouche {tvrinkatl: and oplovndysach men
wol lynke hamsylf to gentil mewn: and fonde mip gret
bysynes [endeavours with great industryl for to spek=
Fraynsch: for to be more ytold of.

eas '« Hyt syme a gret wondur hnﬁj Englyschs
Fat ys Ye burP—{ange of Englysichmen, and here oune
longage and tonge. ys so sdyuerse of soon yn his’
londes anid Fe longage of Normandy ys comlyng

{strang=r, foreignl of anoker londe, and hak on maney

soon among al men Pat speke nyt-arzjt in Engelond.
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(NaPeless Fer ys as meny dyunars Frensch yn Fe rem
[realml of Fraunce as ys dyuers manere2 Englysch in Pe
rem of Engelond.)

Also of Pe forseyde Saxon tongs, pat ys deled
Cdividedl a Pre, and ys abyde scarslych mT: feam
vplondysch men, and ys gret wondur, for men of Pe est
wip men of [e west, as hyt were vnder ke same party
of heuene-, acordeF more in sounyng Lsounding-
pronunciationl] of speche Pan men of Pe nuﬁa qu men
of pe snuP. ]7erfore hyt ys Pat Mercii ([Mevcianss
i.e. midlandersl, Pat bur men of myddal Engelond. as
hyt ware parteners of #e anides, vnderstandeF betre Pe
syde longagess Narkeron and SouPeron, ran Nnrreron
and SouPeron vnderstondek eyPer oPer.

Al pe longage of #e Morphumbres: and
specialych at anrk, ys so sicharp, slyttyng. and
frotyng {sharp, harsh, and gratingl. and vashape, ?at
me Sou}ernn men may Pat lonnage vnderstonde. Y fr?me
Pat ys bycause pat a buk nzg to strange men and
alienss Pat speke strangelych, and also bycause Pat
ke kynges of Engelond monep aiwey fer fram Fat
contray: for a bur mora2 yturnd to FE saur “ontrays
and 3ef~a goP {gol to Pe noPP contray. a go wif grat
help and strengthe.

'Pe.Fauﬁe why a bur more in pe sauP coniray Fan
in pe noﬂ;Jmay be betre cornlond. more people, wmora
noble o<cytes, and more profytable hausnes Charboursl.

(From John of Trevisa’s translation of Higden’s
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Polvchronicon: chap 1lix "The Languages of Britain":
11 1 - 25, 42 — &7, in Sisam, 1737, pp 1435 - 1497, 1497

— 15632 Translation completed 1387, M5 c1400)

L. LCaxton on the historicity of Arthur

Aftey I had accomplished and finished divers
histories as wmwell of contemplation as of othar
historical and worldly acts of great conguera2rs and

princes, and also «certain books and examples of
doctrine, many ‘noble and divers gentlemen of this
realm of England cCame and demanded me many and
oftimes wherefore that I have not made and imprinted
the noble history of the Sankgreall and of the most
reknowned Christian king. first and chief of the
three best Christian: and worthy. King Arthur. mhich
ought most {o be remembered among us Engl ishmen
before all other Christian kings.

(Discusses and dJdismisses the <laims that
Arthur is mythical.d

Than, all these things considered. thare cCan
be no man reasonably gainsay that thare was a King of
this land named Arthur. For in all places, Christian
and heathen, he is reputed and taken for one of the
nine morthy, and the first of the three Ehrist}an
men. Also he is more spoken of beyond the sea, more
books made of his nobls acts, than there are in
England,. as well in Butch, Italians Spanish and

Greekish as in French. {(From LCaxton’®s Frefaces to
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Malory-. guoted in the edited version, Davies. 19747,

Pp 27, Z9)



2ibliggrapnv

Alcock. Lesiie 1971 Arthwur’s Sricainz Hisifory and
Archeolovyv, A 2&7 - &I+ Alian Lana2s
Harmondswoicth

Andarsoans Bensdict 1731 Iaaained {Comawuni tiss:
Reflections on the UTrivin and Sgrzad  of
Mationalisa Varso,. Landon

Andarson. rervy 1974a Faszagess fros Anfiguity  to
feudalrisa MNew L2ttt Books, London

Andavrsons Farry 17746 The Lineages of the
Ab;oi:( ¢ Sfate Mew Left Books. Londown

Aristotle 1742 The Politics Translatad and with an

Introduction by T.A. Sinzlairv, Fenguin. London

Arms trong, John ivs Nations beforas Halicnaiisn
nmiversity of Naorth Caralina Fras

H

(]

LH

Ashe, Geoffray 1924 Avalonian Guess? Foniana. London

Ashe, hdeoTffrey 1933 {The Discovery of ding Arthar
Oebreti’®s Faerag=s. London

Asha, BGBeotffray: Alcock, Lasli2: Radford. C.A.Ralegh
and Rantz. Fhillip 17462 The Jusst  fo
Arthur’s Britain Faladin. London

Bagley. Christopheyr 1773 7The Duifch Plural Sociefy:
A Coaparative Study in Race Relizticns Oxford
lniversity Fress. London

Banton, Minchasl 1977 The fdea of Race Tavistock,
London '
Bantons: Michael 1983 Raciai and Efhnic Toepaiéifion

Cambridge University Fress. Cambridca

Bantons Micinaal 192D Proaoting racial #Harvsony
Cambridge LUnivarsity Frass, Cambridoga

Banton, Micha=2l a&ang  Havwaood, J. 1975 The Race
Concepé¢ David and Charles, Namion Acbor

Bavbar. R. 1941 Arfhur of AZbion The Boyidsll Frass.

London

Bavber. R. 197Z The fFisurea of Arthur Longmans
Lordon

Barkar. Martin 1951 The dexn Racisa:z conservatives
and the Idevlogy of the Tribe Junction SookS,
London



Sarvy, Drian . 1970 Socivlowisits, Econcarsits and
Deaocracy Lollisv—Macmiiian, iondon

Barth- Fradeik (24d) 1757 Etihmic Sroups aind
Soundaries: The Zpcial Orvanisation of
Cultural Difference Beorg=2 All2n and bt
Lomdon

Bauwer, 2tto 1772 "The Loncept of  tha *dNatisa™ o
Bottomore and Goore, 197, ppn 10GE — 117

Baugin, Albert . and Cable, T. 19728 A Hisfory of the

Enalish Languyage; Third Eds tion {(Fivrse
Edition 1935} RKF. Lonidon

Ben—Tovim. Gideon and Gaopri=l, Jonn i
Approaches to Race ®Kelations"
to a conference on Theories of Ethnic and Race
Raelatinons at St Catharines Lolle

Slackoburn Robin {ad} 1977 Revolufion and <lass
Struggie:z A Reader in #Harxist Poirfics
Fontana/Coll ins: London

Bloch, Maurice 17583 Farxisa and Anfhropoiogy:? The
Aistory of a Relationzhrip Uxiovd navevsity
Frass, Oxtord

-

Block. Ned anmi Jwmorkin. G2ralad {=2ds} 1277 The {4
Controversys: Critical Readings Guartats
London

Boormans Scot g . and Levitti; 3l . 1920 The

Genatics of Alfruisa GHeocademic Fress.: fNew York

o
e,
v}
"
-«
B ¥
-
e
i
7
b
]
o
o
u

Bottomove, Tom 1779 Political 3ocoic
London

Bottomore, Tom amwd Eoode,. F. {(trans and 2d) 197=
Austro—iHarxisa LClarvendon Frass. Oxford

Sotfomovra, Tom and wMNisbat, Ronart \2ds) 1972 A
History o©of Scciviosical Anaiysis Haiaamann.
Lovsdon

Brawiasl, rarnand 1953 (Fyranch cdition 1977}
Capitalisa and civilization ISth — I8&A8
Century: Voluae III The Ferspeciive or {he

4

Rorid (Trans Sian Reynolds: Collinss, Laondon

Brass. raul {(ad) 17235 Eftanic Grouss  and the Stafe
Croom Helm. London

Bratms, cdolphn 1975 “Taxation, Sociocpoiitical
Structura, and State—puilding: Graat Britain
and Brandenburg—Frussia” in Tiily (2g9) 1975,

d
QO

{ W

ol
o
I3



pp 243 — 32

Breuniliy, Joom ivsz Mationalrsa and fhe Iifatls
Manchester University Fress, Manchastes

Breusiliy, J . 1785 "Artisan coonomys,  Artisan
Folitics Artisan ideology: The Artisan
Contribution toa the Mineteenth Century Labour
ovement" in Emsleyv and Walvin {(=sds) 1935, pp

127 — Z2E5

Castelis. Manuel 1975 "Immigrant morka2ys and  class
struggles in advancaid cami;ai sm: tne Wastarn
guropean  2:xperiance” in Polifics and Socialy.
vol 5 no 1, pp 33 — &4

Castles, Stephen and Kosack. B[Bodulas 1272 "
function of labour immigration in ma2stawm
Europ2an  capitalism" #Wew Lefé Review. numbary
73, pp 3 — 2%

Castles, Stephen and Kosack, Q. 1973 Iamigrant

Horkers and <Class Sfrugale in Restern cturepg
Oxiord niversitiy Fress, Grford

CLLS 1732a 7The Eapive Sérises Backf Race and Racrisa
in 705 Beritarn Hutchinson, Lonidon

CCLCS 17820 HFaking Histories:z studies in
history—=rifing and poiitics Hutohinsons
London

Childes V. Fordon t Edition 1542
1

}. A== ﬁi?} = t
Happened in History Fenguin. #HAarmorodss

)
orTHh

Chretien de Troyes 1914 Trans W.W. Zomfori. Intes by
D.C.R. Twan 1975 Arthurian Romances Evarvmans
London

Chuvrichs William 19753 "Franca" in  Ranums i975. op
43 — 4o

Churchill, ®Winston 3=S. 1754 A Hdistoery of ihe
Enslish—Speakins Peoplas: 1 — The EBirén 13
Britain Faparbacik Edition 1974, Cassell,
Lovndon

Ciaudin. rFerpnando 1975 (Spanisn =2ition 1970} The
Compuni st Foveaent: Froa Coafntern o
Cominfora Trans B. Fearce and F. MacDonagh

Fanguin. London
Cobban. Alfred 19487 (First Edition The Haltion
Fe

17 H
Sctafe and T Mational Egpif-Doterainztion
Loiiinss. London

=

i
|:|-.
]



.

Cothens, Fercy 17488 Hodeen Social Theory Az tnamantis
iondon

Colletti. L. 1972 Froa Roussean to Lenin Nam Laft
Books: London

Connor, Walker 19324 The dHational Ruasitson in
Marxist—Leninist Thaory andg Efrateoy

Prinzeton University Fress. FPrinceton

Coss,: F.R. 1983 "Aspecis of Culiural Diffusion  in
Medirval England: Tha Early Romancas. Loszal
Society and Robin Hood" Past and Presenid 1CGE.
pp 35-77

Coulson, Margaret and Riddelil. Carol 1970 Approaching
Sociology: A Ovritical Infreducéion Routledge
and Kegan Faul, London

Coulter, J. 1971 "Marxism and tha Eng2ls Favadox" in
R. Miliband and J. Saville (eds, i771) The
Socialist Regrisfer 7717 ariin. London. ps
129 = 156

Cowell, M. 1220 "Ethnic Conflict, Aspresantatiocn and
the State in Belguim" in Brass 1985 oo 238 —
2461

Cox» Oliver Crommell 1970 Castes Class and Race
Monthly Review Fress. dNam York

Danl: Robevrt A. 1974 (Third Ed — ist Ed4 1743) #Hodarn
Political Analysis Frantica Hali. EZnglewood
Cliffs

Dallas., Bloden and B3ili, Oouglas 1YE5 The Unknoan

Aray Verso. London

dania2l. Novman 1777 (Znd Edition, rivst Sdition 1975}
The Arads and Hediesval Europe Longman: Lonsdon

Davies, C.S.L. 1974 fFoace, Print and Profssianitlisa
1430 = [58F Hari=DOavies, Mmacimibioon. Lomion

Davis- Hovace B. i9s87 Socialisa 2rud Hafionailisa
“Monthly Review Fress, ri=m York

Dawkins: R. 1974 The Selfish Gere OxTord University
Fregg, Oxfovrdg

‘Deutsciv, warl W . 1745 (Second Edition: First
cdition 1953} Hationaliss and Social
Coamunicaltions Ar Ingii vy fnfo the

Foundaftions of faticnalisa The M.1.7T. Frasss
Cambridgs=, Mass.



y -

Dautsch, Karl W. armsd Foltz, Witliam J. {ads) 19432
Hation—Building Athsavrion, New York

QJickens: B. and Wilson. R.i4. (2ds) 1951 Efarly #Biddle
Enulish Texts Bowes % Powmeass iCambridga

Dobb, Maurice 19463 (Fivst Edition 17440 S g
the Developasent of Capiitalisza Ti
Kegan Faul. London

Dowse, fRoberi E. and Hughes. John A. 1972 Folidical
Socsolegy John Wiley & Zons. LChichasiey

Dby, feorges (trans A. @Goidhamwmer’: 19320 (Francs
edition 1978} The Three Orders: Feudal
Socfety Imsaginad iniversity of Thizagso Frass,
Chircago

ouffieid, Mark 1935 "dewm Razism ... Nam R=zaliswm:
Two Sides cf itha Zame Coin" fRadical
Philosophy No 37

Dutton, Richard 1785 "King Laav- tha Triumphs o7
United Britannia and *The Mattay o7 Bvitain™"
Litarafure and Hisfory Vol 1iZX wNo 2 ps 1537 -
i51

Elster. Jon 1935 #z&/ng Sense of  #arx ZAamby jdge

nivergity Fress. Cambvidgs

Engels, F. 1747 Anéti—Duhring: Hery Eugsn Dusnrine s
Revolufion in Scignce ©rogress. MoSoon

Engels. F. 1977 Principies of Joaaunisa FOvaion
Languagses fFress. raxing

Emslay, Cliva and wWaivin, James (257 1755
Artisans, Peasants and FPreolefarians. 1760 —
1840z E£ssavs presentfesd (o Gwyn A.Niiliaas

Croom Helms. London

m

1

s

Introductrion Eo Quanti tative

ralc-oners .
ol 3 ord a7 fion Longman. Lovedon

Gensa

0

™

=
2

Fabvre, Lucien and Martin,. H.J. 17746 {(French Edition
1758) The Coaing of the Book: The Impacf ofr
Printing I50-1800 NLE, Longown

Fin=2r, Samuel E. 1975 "State— and dNatisa—Suilding in
Surnpa:  The Aois of tha Militaey” in Tiiiy
{ad) 1975, pp 58 — 1463

Finlayson, John (23 wmith intro) 1947
(Tha Ailitarative “orie Arthura
Arnoids. London

(
(nJ

(4
L
Lh



Finiey. ®M.I. 1973 Depocracy Ancient and {Hoders
Chatto and Windus, Lonidon

Finley, M.I. (ed) 1974 Studies in Ancient Sociaty
Routledge and Kegan Faui, London

T

Finley, ®M.I. 1975 T7The iJse and Adbuse o©f History
Chatto and Windus, London

Fortas, M. and Evans—Friichard,. £.E. 1740 African

Politicai Systaas Oxford University rfress,
London

Foster, LCharvles R. (23) 17320 Hdations & thow! a
Sfate: Ethnic &fnorities in Restern furcpe

Fraeger, dNew York

Foxs John 1974 A Li¢erary History ofF France: The

#iddle Ages ESErnest Senns, Londaon

Fryayr, Peateyr 1984 Slaying Power
/ =

H The History of
Slack Pevple in Britarin Fiuitns, Lowiosa

Gabriel, John avwd Een—Tovim, isideon 1Y75 "Marzism
and the concept of  racism” fconoay and
Society VNolumes 7. Number 2, pp 112 — 134

Garmosmay, a.N. (irans) 1972 {(First Edition
Fuibl ishad 19537 The Anglo—Saxon Chronicle
Evaryman. London

Geertz. Clifford i773 (UK Edition 1975) The

Interprefation of Culfures Hulchinsons London
Gelliner, Evnest 19484 Thouedt and Change Waideniield
and Micholson. London
Balliner, Srnest 19383 Naifjons and Hafifopalisa dasil
Blackwall., Oxford
Grofivrey of flonmosuth (Trans @iin intvra by L. Thovos)
i7ab4 The EKistory of (he Rinss ofF Sritsin
FPaznguin. London

Gevrth, H.H. and Mills, C.lvight a2dss 1%
Reber: Essays in Sociology R

Giddens, Anthony 1971 Capifalisa and #Moedern Sccrial
Theory LCambridge lniversity Fress, Cambridge

Gouids Stepnen J. 19380 fZver Since Darsain Palicans
Harmondswor in

Gouldner, Alvin W. 1971 The Cowing Crisis of Hestarn
Sociolongy H2inemanns, London

q
G
Ci~



-

Graanmocods g (O 1925 Castiiianss ca
Andalusians: An Historical Coms

sguss and
arison  of
Mational isms tTrua’ Ethniciiys. amnd  ‘Faissa’
Ethnicity" in Brass. 1%35. pp 204 — 2

Gregory. Micha=2l S.. Silvers. Anita and Suich. Dianne

(pids) 1772 Socivodivinsy and Ruasn Naitfore
An intevdiscipiinary Crifigue snd Derfense
Jossey—Dass. Zan rransisco

Hall,  Stuart 1972 "Racism and Reaction”™ in Comnission
for Racial Egquality Ffive Views of Hultiracial
Brr tarrn CRE: London

Hall, =Stuart et al 1773 Policing the OCrisis:z
duaaind, the State and Law arsd Order
Hutchinson: London

Hamilton, W.D. 1954 "The genetical =wveolution of
social behaviow" in Journal of Theorafical
Eiology 7. pp 1 — 352

Hampson, Norman 1943 The Enliyntenmend Feaguins
London

Hanna-. R\Raipn (2d mith intror 1974 Tha Aayntvers DFf
Arthure at the Terne Rathelyn Manchastar

University Feass. Manchaster

Hassall. W.O. ed, 19537 They Saw [¢ Fapgpen:? Ar
Anthology of fyve—ditnesses’ Accowunts of Evanis
in 2vriétisa Histery S5 Batn - A.lF. 285
Blackmwell, Oxford

Hayes, Carlton J.H. 1931 Hisforica Evoiution ofF
Modern Hationalisn

Hayes, ©LCariton J.H. 1934 Essaysy on HWafionalisa
(First Edition 19243 Aussasil & Russell, e

York

Hechtar: Michael 197 Internal colonfalis=nz The
Ceitic Frinse in British Hational Developasni

2
/
Routiedgs and Ka2gan Faui, Londaon

i+

=
7o

5 Etates ani?d ZBocredéras
bxio

Held,. Oavid et ail. (e
Basil Blackmwel

~

ol

-

0s
is

Havodotus 1972 {itrans dubrey de S22l incourt. inivo
A.R.2Urn) The Historiexs FeEnguin-
Harmonwdsuworth

"Herranstein, R.J. 1977 “Whai2aver hapsasn2bd o
Vaudaviile: A Reply to Frocfassor Chomsky" i
Block and Dmorkin 1977 pp 299 — 3209



nariz. rraderick 19590 Hationality in Hisdory and
i ;

Politics: A Psychoiovy and Sooioloagy  of
Hational CSentimeni{ Routledgs and Haogan Fauls
Lovadon

Hill, ©Christopney 1954 Purséanisa and Kavolufion:?

Studies in Inferpretafion of (he Engliszh
Revoiution of the I7th dCentury, - Fanther.
London

Hill, Christopher 1967 Reforaation fo Indusirial

Revolution: A Socrial and Econowmic History of
oritarn Weidenfield and Nichnlson. London
7 "Introduction® in

- 71

Hill, Christopher i
Winstanley, 1773 pp

Y]

Hill: Christopher 1975  The World Turned Upside
Downz Radfical ideas during {the Envlish
Revolution Fenguin. London

Hills Chyrisiopher 1977 i
rRevolutéion Fasa2r and

fton and the English

Fabar, condon

Aindley. 6G. 1779 &ngland fn fthe Age of ddJdaxion
Granada. London

Hobbess Thomas 1743 laviathan (Edited with  an
introduction by C.B.Macpharson) Fangiains
London

Hobsbawm. Evic J. 1942 (1777 Faparback orinting) 7Thae
Age of¥ Revolution I787 — 1848 Abacus:. Laondon

Hobsbawm. Evic S. and [Rangers Tevance (1923 -
paperback adition 19324 The Inventron of
Tradi t{ion Cambridge Univarsity Fress.

Cambr idge

Hoyt, R.Z2. 1957 zurope in tha &iddlzs Ages Rupert
Hart—-Davies, London

Hrocih. Mivoslav (trans Zen Fowmbkes) w75 The Snciai
Condi {ions of dational Rsvival in Zuropes A
Comparative Anaiyvsis of fhe Zocial Cospositica
of Patripctic Sroups agong the Ssallsyr Zaropesn
Hations Cambridge lUniversity Frass

Huizinga, Johan 1924 (1974 Faparback issusl The

Haning orf the Mrddle Ages Farsgrine, Lovaion

Husband- Charles (ed) 198Z Rarce in Britain:z
Continuity and Change ruichinson, London

James. Edward 1732 The Origins o©of France’s Froa
Clowis to the Capaiians, 540 o FAVIRIA)
::.:f’ ’_‘

ol
Oy
LS



fFacmilians. London

Jenkains: Brian and Minnavap, Gunter 17=4 Litizens
and Comradess ZSocialisa fin a Horld of Hafion
Sfaftes FPiuto. Lonsdon

Jaramias. Joacnim 19427 {(Translated by F.rh. and S.7.
Cave: Thnird ferman Zdition 1947) Joprusaien
in the Time of Jdesus: An Invesiéigation info
the Econce/ic and Social CTornditions Juring fhe

St T 'S

Hew Taestament FPeriod SZHM rFresss iondon

Jessop. HSob 193% The Capitalist Sfate Fartin
Aobertson, OxTord

Jones, G. 1942 "Introgduction” in Wace and Layamons
i71Z, pp v — xii

Jonas, fGawyn and Jones, Thomas (ed and introl 1974
(first edition 194%) The Habinogion Dent.
London -

Jovdan, Winthrop O0. 1974 Tha ®aife #Man's JSurdens
Historica Origins of Racisa in the ilinitad

States Oxford niversity Fress, London

amenka, Sugene (ed) 19732a NWationalismi the Naiture

and Evoluéion of an Iidiza edsard Arnoiids
Lomion

{amanka. tugene 17730 “Eﬁie fizal Naticnalism —  tihe
Evolution of the idea" in Kamenua, 1973a: op =
-~ 20

Kedourie, Elie 1945 (Thivd Ediftion: First sdition
174G tHationair=a Hutchinson: London

Kadourie, Elig (s2d @miith intro) 17970 Hafionaliss in

Asia and Afrfca Frank Zass, London

Kaenay., Barnaby L. 1947 "Englana® {publ ished 1947
as "Military Servica and the Development of
Mationalism iw England”" in Specuiuza wvol XXI1I)
cited as printad in Tipton, 197Z. op 27 — 97

whan. Verity S. (ed) 1977 dinority Faairlies in
Britain: Support and Siress “acmillans
London

5T Tha Lords of Human Afng
tt7 tudes to the puriside world in the
g8 Weidenfeld and MNicslison: London

iernan, V.a. i
furopean a
laperial A

Hiernan, V. 1952 "Tannyson. #ing Arthur, A
impevialism™ in Samuel  and  Stedman Jonas
1922, e iZés = 14=
A M
Al 3



tohn, Hans. 1744 Wationalisa:s Ifs {#H=zanine and
History Van Nostrand. @rinceton 1944, Cnliliar
Books edn 1947

Erejrsis Jaroslav and Vel imskvs Yitezslav 1931
Ethanic and Poiitical Mations in Europs LCroom
Halm: London

Hupar, Leo (ed) 1775 Race, Science and Sociaty
Th2 Lnasco fress. Faris

Ladurie. Emmaniel le Roy (itrans S.Bravi 1772 {(Franch
cdition 1772; English paperiback edition 198C¢)
Mdontaillou: <athars and Jatholics in a2 French

Yillage, 1274 — 1324 Fenguin, marmondsworin

Lawrenca, Srrol 1922 "Just plain common sensatl t
‘roots’ of vacism" ia LTS 1i92%Za. oo 47 — 9

" S o
Y]

Leatherbarvow. J.S. 1925 (19285 Ravision — no dravisocus
dates giveny "A Zrief History of Araley ®ings
Church”™  Tha Chuvcih Publ ishers, Ramsgais

Leanin- Vol 1949 Selected Horks {{(in One Yoiuvae)
Lamvrence and Wishart, Lowdon

Lanin,V.1. 1970a Selected RBorés in Three VYoluaess
Voluas One FPrograss: Moscom

teninV.I. 1970b Selected Hovrks in Three Yoiuness
Voluma Too Prograss. iflos:sown

Lenin.V.I. 1971 Seiected dHorks fn Three Voiumes.
Voluxe THree Srogress. #Mosoon

Leons Abvam 1970 {(End =dition: First English Sdition
1250} The J2uish Guesrions A Farxrsit
Interpretation Fainhiingdey,: e York

Lewis, 2.8, 1979 EStudies in dedieval anid Renaissancs
Li¢terature Cambridga Snivarsi by Fress.
Cambridge

Lewiss F.L. Fotter, OD.C. and Castlas. F.a. toifs)
1978 (Znd Ed4 — 1st &d 1973) The Pracéice of

Corparafive Pol/tics iLongman: London

tocades, D.MM. 1974 Polirftics and thne Nation I480-125&8Q
Harvaestar/Fontana, Svighton

Locka, JSohn 1940 (infro by F.lasiett) Two Treaiéises
of wovernaent Cambridge imiversity Prass,
Camoridge

N

h *
-
o
C
2y
3

u

Ll
[

Lodge. David 1924 (Faperback a2dition



Horld: An Hrradear o Romance Fangunin,
Harmondsmorth
Loomis, R.S. 1743 The Developsent ofFf Arfhurian

Roaance HAutchinson. London

Lomv. M. 1977 "Marxism and tha dNational fmastion” in
R.Blackburn (ad) 1977 pp 13£

Lukacs. G. 1971 History and <lass OConsofousness:
Studies ia farxist Dialectics {Tran
R.Livingstona} Merlins London

b
Ul

Luxemburg, Rosa 1974 (E4 and Intro H.B. Davies) The
National Ouestion: Selected 8ritings by Rosa
Luxenburg Monthly Review, dNew York

Lyon. Michael 1972 "Race and eathnicity in plural
societies" {Hew Coasunity Vol 1, pp 2545 — Z&2

Lyon, Michasl 1973 "Ethnic mincrity problams: an
ovarviaw of some racant  rasearch” Fow
Comauni fy Vsl Z No 4. pp 329 - 35z

Macfariana, Alan 1772 The Origins of £
Individualisaz The Faafily, Propert
Social Transiéion Basil Blackmell. L

McKisack. M. 1971 #dedieval History in the Tudor As2
Clarendon. Oxford

M-Meils William H. 1974 (English Faparback Edition
1579) Plavues and Peoples Fa2nguins Lovuion

MacPherson, ©C.B. 1952 The Polritical Theory of
Possassive Individualisas Hobbes fto Locke
dxford University Fress, Oxford

Mair. wucy 1970 (Revisaed edition — first published

1942) Priaitivae Governsenid Penguin. Lovaiion

Mmartorveli- Joanoit and  de @3albas Marti Joan 1954
(Trans avid foramard  Daviia H. fosantstal)
Tirant lo Blanc Ficador- London

rlarys . 1973 {Ed and Intvro O Favrnbach? Toaes

Revolutions of I8+8 Fa2nguin.: London

Marx:, K. 1973b (Ed and intro 0. Farnsach? Snpways
from Exile Fenguin. London

Marx, K. 1974 (Ed and Iniro D. ¢erabpachl 7o 7F/es?
Internafionai and After Fanguin. London

Marx: K. (Intro L. Coliatti. Trans R. Livingston:2 and
G. Benton} 1975 £&arly Hrifings Fanguins



London

Marx, K. 192Z (Trans R.A. Archer) Herr Vogtz A Spy
in the Workers’™ FHoveaegnt New Favk, Lordon

Marx. K. and Engels, F. 1945 (Revisad suppismentad
agitions first edition 1955} Selecied
Correspondeance Frogress, flosizos

Mary, . and SEnogels., F. 1952 Selpcted Hor&s in One
Yoluae Lawranze and Hishavt: London

HMarx. . and Engels,. F. 1971a Articies on Brifarin
rrogresss. rlosioon

Marx. K. and Engeis, r. i971ib Arficizs on Irelfanid
Frogress, (loscom

Marx . and Engels. F. 1774 Ed. and iIntvro.
C.3.Avthur) The Geraan Ideology, art On2
Lawmrance and Wisharts London

“ehl, Dieter 1732 Tha #/ddle English Rowances of the
Thirvitesntn and Fourfsenth Canturies AEF,
London

Metzlitzki- Doroaothee 1977 7The #atfer oF Aradby in
Hedievai cngland Yale Univarsity Fress, dew
Haven

Files, Robert 1920 "IZlass. race and a2thnicity: A
critigue of Cox’s theory" Ctanic and Racial
Studies Volume 3, MNumber 2 po 1489 — 137

Miles. Robert 198Za Racisa and Migrani Ladbour EKF:
Lonsdon

riiles, ﬁcbert i7EE "Rarcisan and natiosnaissm in

citain” in dAusband 1722 pp 275 — 206G

Miles, Robert iy “Recent Marxist ftheories of
national ism and the issue of racisa" Srfitiszh
Journal of Sociology, Vol 322, o 1. oo 22 — 43

Miles, Robaert and Fhizacklsa, Annie 1984 Ehife #an' s
Country:? Racisa n Srifish Politics Fluto-
London

Miliband, Ralpn 1977 Marxisa and Poiitics Oxtovrd
inivarsity Frass, Dxtiovd

Minogu=a., Keith R. 1957 Nafionalisa Zatsfovd. London

“oir. A.L. 1979 (2th Edition Reprint — ns pravious
dates given) "Tha Woris #Mao in msvaford
Cathadrai® Friends of Heratoerd Cathsdrals

t )

(e

P

o



Hareford

Montague. Ashlay 1972 Statesent on Race Sz tovd
University Fress, fixford

Mundy. J.H. 1973 Europe in fhe High d#iddie Ages
1150—-13¢% Longman, Londown

NMairn, Tom 1931 Tha Break—ilp of Britain? Crisis
and #Heo—daticnalisa ZSacond txpanded Edition.
Varsos, Lonidon

Miani, Ephriam 1925a "Marxzism and MNationalism” in
M.Shaw (ad) 1985 Harxist Sociviogy Revissfed:
Critical Assessaents Macmiiian, London. pp 99

- 142

Nimnni> Ephriam 17585b “Areat distoriczal Faiiuare:
marzist theorizs of nationalism" Caprifal and
Class No 25, Spring 17325, pp 52 — 53

MHisbet, Robert A. 1944 (Fubilisned as pasavback 19703
The Sociologicai Tradriéion Hsinamann. Lowmidon

Oywell, Geovrge 1742 (Essay fivrsy  publishad 194357
"MNotes on Mationaiism” in S.brweil sad
I.Angus (eds) 1948 (Faperback Edition 12707
The Collected £Essavs, Journalisa and Llatiazrs
of George Orwell - Volime I3 A5 I Pipase pp
410 — 431 i

Flamenatz. Jobn 1573 "Tuwo

yoas of Nationaiisa" in
tamenka, 1973a, po Z3

T

25 = 36

rorcock. John 1775 - "Engliand" in Ranum. 1975, pp 92
~ 317

Foliakov, Leon {(ftrans ivom Frencin @ms by E. Howard)
i974 The Arvyvan Ayth: A History of Racist and
Mationalist Ideas in cureope Chatto/Heinamann
London

Fomealis  J.Enosch and flaada2. Hraaus 1¥355 (Ra
Edition 1770) Ercarazphy oF a Malio
fArstory of Britain John Sakars Lowdon

frice, G. 192 The tanguages of Srifarn Edmard
Arnold, Lowdon

Raddatz, Fod. (ad) 1953 The  darx—Eagsls
Correspondence’ the personal letiers. I8%+ —
1877 {(Translated Ewald Osa2rs) Weidenfiald &
Micholson. Lowidon

Ranums Jrast (2d) 1975 dafional JConsciousnesss
History- and Politicail Culture in Eariy—

15J
~

oy
o]



Fodern Europe John Hopkins lniversity rFrass.
Baitimore

Rennar, #arl 1972 “The Jeveiopment of the Matisnal
idea" in Eottomore and Gooda 1973, gp 118 —
i35

Reeves: Frank 1722 EBriéfish Racral Prscourse? A
sfudy of Brifish political discourse adout
race and race=reliafed maffers Cambyidge

University Fress, Cambridge

Rexs John 1741 (Faperback adition 1970 ey Prodlieas
of Socielogical Theory FRoutladge ang Hegan

Faul, London

Rex, John 1923 Race Relations in Socioiongical Theory

Sacond Edition (First &dition 1970 RKF,
London

Reynolds. Vernon 193 "Dﬂrlﬂbiﬂlﬂby and the ida2a of
primordial discrimination" £fhnic and Racial

Studies Vol 3 Neo 3, pp 303 — 315

Robinsons. Cedvic J. 1982 Black @#Harxisa: The #Haking

of fhe PFRliack Radicai Tradgifinn Zad Press.
London

Roamer: John Ea 1777 "Divide and Conguear:
microftoundations of ‘he Marvrian th20rvy f
discrimination" oel Journaz D  Econonfcry
Vol 10, Mo Z. pp 495 — 745

Rokkan: Stein 1975 "Dimsnsions o7 Statse Formatiagn 20k
Mation—Building: A rFossiblia rFaradigm  for
Research on Variations wmithin Eurspe” in
Tilly. 197S5a, pp S&2 — &G0

Rosdolsky, R. 1744 "Fraderich Engeis wund das Froblem
der tHechichtslossen? Volkav" Archiv  fFur

Sozialgeschichite, vol IV

1724

Rose. Stepnens Kamins. L.J. and Lawontin. R.C.
Moé in OQur Genes: Sioiogy. ideology and Human

Ha fure Fanguin, Harmowdsworih

Rubens: Daviad 1932 "Marxism anid the Jemisn Gigastion"
in Martin Eve and David fHusson {(eds) 1987 The
Socralist Rea; stor IFEZ dMarlin, Lowdon

Zanl inss idarshall . 19786 The lUse and Adbuse of
giniogy:> AR Anfhropoingical Oritigue oi
Soc/obioloaey Tavisiosck. iLondon

Said, Sdward W 1775 {1735 Faparback Editron?
Orientalisa Fenguin. London



Samuel. Raphael 1977 "The Wovrkshoo of the Worid:
Steam Fomer and Hand Tacimology in
Mid=-Victorian Britain” History Horkshop
Journal No 3

Samuel, Raphaei and Stedman Jones,G.  {(eds) 193E
GCul ture. Ideclowy and Peliftics: Essays for
E£ric Hobsbaws Routledge % Kegan Faul. London

Sayers. Dovoihy L. (trans and intro) 19537 7&e Song
of Reoland Fanguin: darmonndsworin

Selton—Hatson, o 8 1977 Haéions and Sftates: Ave
caguivry inéo fhe Origins of dafions and ke
Politics of Hationalisms iHMethuan. Londdon

Shafav, Boyd 1. 1974 Faces of dationalisasZ ou
Realities ani 013 #Hyths darcour i Brace

Jovanovichs idam York

Shiiss =dmard 1921 Tradition rFabey and Faber.,
London

Sivanandan: A. 1922 A Different Hunger: Hriéings
on Black Resistance rPlutos, London

Sisam-#. (ed) 1721 Fourteentn Cantury VYerse and
Prose UOxford University FPrass, Oxford

Smith. Alan G.R. 1934 The Emergence of a H#Hation
tate: The comsaonwealilh of £ngland ISZP—71&80
iongmans, Lowidon

Smitnhn, Anthony O. 1971 Theorias of dNationalisas
Ducikworths London

Smith: Anthony O. 1724 "Ethnic Fersistamwze  and
national transformation”s SBriitizsh Jouranai of
Socicoloay Volume XXAV, #Numb2e 3, ZSeptamber
1924, pp 452 - 441

Smith, Anthony DU. 173&a "History anid  itberivi
dilemmas of lovaliy in Westarn damocvacias”.
£thnic and facial Stwdies. Volume T, Numbay 1.
Januarvy 1984, pp 43 — 45

Smith, Anthony D. 193540 The Etanic dDrigins of

Hations Blackwell., Oxvovd
Snoonians Frank 19583 Before Color Preiudice Havvard
University Fress. Cambyidge. lPass.

Tha Dyvpaaics of Nationalisa:z
Feaning and Devalopaent D,

Snyider, L.L. (2d) 194
It=s
rinceiocn

Readings n
Van pdostrands



Sta Lroix. [B.z.M. de 1774 "Why mara  tha 2arly
-1 Tr H 2 - -
1 ok i

Christians rersacntad? in r
210 - 289

Strangs Bavbava #.H. 1970 A History oFf Engiish
Methuen, London

Spencer, Havbevrt 1877 The Principles 2§ Sociviogy:
Volume I Williams and #Horgate, London

Stalin- JeVa 17356 Mavrxise and the dNaéioznal and
Colonial Quesition Lawrance anad lisharts
London’

Stona. Lamvance and Stones. Jeanne C.Famitiap 19734 An
Open Elite? England 21540 — 1859 Clavendon

Press, Oxford

Strayer, Josaph R. 1742 "The dHistorical Experiesnce
of Nation—Building in Suropa2" in Deutsch and
Foltz (eds) 1i%43, pp 17 — 2%

Straver:, Joseph R. 1770 On fhe Hedieval Origins of
the #dodern Stafse Princeton University Frasss
Frinceton

Thomas, Keith 1971 Relfgion and the Deciine oFf Hagic
Fenguin, London

Thomas, Keith 173 fan and &8
Changing Aftitudes in
Penguin. London

Thompson, Edward #. 1745 "The Faouliarities of the
English" in Thompson: 1978, po 35 — 271

Thaompson, cavard F. 17483
Making of the £
London

First &dition 19432 The
=h Ror&ing Class Fenguin:

Thompson: Sdmard . 1978 The FPoveréy of Theory and
other £55ays WMa2r0ltns London

Thorpe. L. 1944 "“Introduction” in mecTiivay of
flonmouth. 17a&&, pp 11 — &7 )

Tilly, Charlas (ed) 1975a 7The 7Foraaiion of datfiorai
States in Restarn furops Frincatan Univarsiiy
Frass. Srincatan

Tilly. Charles 1773b “"Raflections an the Hisiory of
Eurnpean Stata—iaking” in Tilly. 1775a- pp 3
- 83

Tiily- Chavrlas 1975« "Wwastern State—Making and

H
~|
s



Theories of Folitical Transformation” in
Tilly. 1975a. po &01 — &63&

Tiger, L. and Foxs R. i971 The Iaperial Aniaal
Secker and Warburg. London

Tipton, C.ioon (ed) 1972 Nafionalisa (n ihe Middle
Aves roli, Rinehart and Winsiow., dNewm York

Tiryakian, Zdmard A. and Rogowski. Ronald {ads) 1955
Hew Hationalisas of the developad Hesf:
Toward E£xplanadion Allen and Unmin, Lomdon

Tivey:, L. (ad) i721a Thea Hation Sifale: The
formaflion of Rodern poiftics Mavtin
fobertson, Dxyord

Tivey, L. i931b "States, Nations and EConomics”  in
Tivay, 192la, pp 57 — 21

Trivers, R.L. 1771 "The avoluntion of re2ciprocal
altvuism"™ Quarterly Review of Binslogy 4S4: pD
o9 = OF

LINESCH 19353 Racisa. 3Science and Pseundo—Sciznce
NESICO, Faris

Van den Berghe, Fierve L. 1979 Human Famsfiiy Sysitems:
An Evoiutionary Visw Elseviayr. Naw York

Van den Berghe. Fiarrve L. 1720 "ZIooiobiology  and
discrimination: a commant on Varnon Richards!
Ethnic and Racial Studies Vol 35 No 4. pp 575
- 481 :

Van den Bergha. Fiavve L. 1931 Tae fianic Phenosenon
Elsevier, New York

Wace and Layamon trans and ed E. #ason i71id, Intro by
G.Jones 1942 Arthurian Chvonicies (Faparback
Edition printed 1973) Everyman-: London

Wallman, S. {edd 1977 céhnricity at Koeré Zasii
Biacikmall. Oxford

Walvins, James 19732 Black and Rhifte: The Hegro andg
English Society, 183353 — I743 Allan Lanes
Harmondsworth

Watson, J.L. 1977 cetusen Tao Culturas gasii
Biackmelil. Dxiord

Webevr. Sugens 1979 Peasants info Frenchasns? The
podernizafion OF rural fFrancs (B70-19i<¢ Chatio

anid Hinduss Lom3on



Waber, Max 1930 (Tvans T. pFarsons? rhe Protestant
Zthic and fhe SF; rif ofF Capl falisa et-Ea R el

Allen and Unwin, Londnn

E
i)
o
m
=3
-

Max 1747 (Trans A, Hendarson and T .
Intra 7. Farsons) 7The Theory of JSocial a8nd
Econoaic drganizaéion Free Fress. MNe o

Whites T.H. 1977 (U.K. Sdition 1973} The Boo& of
fHerlyn Ffontana/Coliins. London

E3s7 T3 B b Lz ~ : ; o 3
ﬂlll I 2ms » i} !f_ 1‘7‘-44 I_,a't.\f fal{s‘_w &r}‘j bia‘;ep‘y Q.“u:i!“e
Uauisch, London

Williams, Guwyn A. 1935 Hien was Hales? A History of
the Helsh Fanguin, Harvmondswmorih

Williams, JEnny 19385 “Hedefining institutional
racismn! EZihnic and Racral Studies Yol =Z. N
3, pp 323 — 348

Wiiliams, Raymond undated &r/iéing 7n Socieiy Varsas
Loreion

Williams, Raymond 1925 (Ravised and cxpandsd =3 — 1sfi

ed 1974} Keywords: A vocabulary of cuiifurs
and sociefy rFontana. London

Wilson, E.0. 1975 Socicbiviowsy: The New Synthesis
Harvard Univarsiiy fFress, Cambyidge. Mass.

Wilsons: R.M. 1970 TFhe Lost Literature of Hediesval
Enwiand Me2thuen. Londgon

Winstanlay, Sarrard {(ed and intro Lhristophar #Hill}
1973 The law of Frezdoa and other warifings

Fanguin, farmondswocin

Wrignt, FPaterick 1935 On Liwving ivn an 213 Couniéry
Varsos Lomwdon .

226G

il
-
¢



