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Primordial and Civic Ties

The stultfying aura of conceprual ambiguity that surrounds the terms 'na-
non,” ‘nationalicy,” and ‘nationalism’ has been extensively discussed and
thoroughly deptored in almost every work that has been concemed to attack
the relationship berween communal and political loyalties.! Bur as the
preferred remedy has been to adopt a theoretical eclecticism thar, in irs at
empt to do justice 1o the multifacered nature of the problems involved, tends
1w confuse polirical, psychological, cultural, and demographic factors, acwal
reduction of thar ambiguity has not proceeded very far. Thus a recent sympo-
sium on the Middle East refers indiscriminately to the efforts of the Arab
League to destroy existing nation-state boundaries, those of the Sudan Gov-
crminet ta unify a somewhar arbitrary and accidentally demarcared sovereign
state, and those of the Azerin Turks to separate from lran and join the Soviet
Republic of Azerbaijan as ‘nationalism.? Operating with a similarly omnibus
cancept, Coleman® sees Nigerians (or some of them) as displaying five differ-
ens sorts of nationalism at once—'African,” ‘Nigerian,” ‘Regional,” "Group,” and
‘Cultural” And Emerson® defines a nation as a ‘terminal community—the
fargest community that, when the chips are down, cffectively commands
men's loyalty, overriding the claims both of the lesser communities within
it and those that cut across it or potentially enfold it wirhin a s6ll greater
society ..., which simply shifts the ambiguity from the term "nation’ to the
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term ‘layalty,” as well as seeming to leave such questions as whether India,
Indonesia, or Nigeria are nations to the determination of some furure, unspe-
cified historical crisis.

Some of this conceprual haze is bumed away, however, if it is realized thar
the peoples of the new states are simultaneously animated by two powerful,
thoroughly interdependent, yet distinct and often actualiy opposed motives—
the desire to be recognized as responsible agents whose wishes, acts, hopes,
and opinions ‘marter,’ and the desire to build an efficient, dynamic modern
state, The one aim is to be noticed: it is a search for an identity, and a demand
that that identity be publicly acknowledged as having import, a social assertion
of the self as "being somebody in the world.” The other aim is practical: it is a
demand for progress, for a rising standard of living, more effective political
order, preater social justice, and beyond that of "playing a part in the larger
arena of world politics, of ‘exercising influence among the nations.”® The
twe motives are, again, most intimarely relared, because citizenship in a truly
modern state has more and more become the most broadly negotiable claim
to personal significance, and because what Mazzini called the demand to exist
and have a name is to such a great exrent fired by a humiliating sense of
exclusion from the important centers of power in world society. But they are
nat the same thing, They stem from different sources and respond to different
pressures. It is, in fact, the tension between them thar is one of the central
driving forces in the national evolution of the new states; as it is, at the same
time, one of the grearest obstacles to such evolution.

This tension takes a peculiarly severe and chronic form in the new states,
both because of the grear extent to which their peoples’ sense of self remaing
bound up in the gross actualities of blood, race, language, localiry, religion, or
tradition, and because of the steadily accelerating importance in this century of
the sovereign state as a positive instrument for the realization of collective
aims. Multiethnic, usually multilinguistic, and sometimes multiracial, the
populations of the new states tend to regard the immediare, conerete, and to
them inherently meaningful sorting imnplicit in such ‘natural” diversity as the
substantial conrent of their individuality. To subordinare these specific and
familiar identifications in favor of a generalized commitment to an over
arching and somewhat alien civil order is to risk a loss of definition as an
sutonomous person, either through absorption into a culturally undifferen-
tiated mass or, what is even worse, through domination by some other
rival ethnic, racial, or linguistic community that is able to imbue thac order
with the temper of its own personality, But at the same time, all bur the most
unenlightened members of such societies are at least dimly aware—~and their
leaders are acutely aware—thar the possibilities for social reform and material
progress they so intensely desire and are so determined to achieve rest with
increasing weight on their being enclosed in a reasonably large, independent,
powerful, well-ordered polity. The insistence on recognition as someone who
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is visible and matters and the will to be modern and dynamic thus tend to
diverge, and much of the political process in the new states pivots around an
heroic effort to keep them aligned,

A more exact phrasing of the nature of the problem involved here is that,
considered as societies, the new states are abnormally susceptible to serious
disaffection based on primordial attachments.” By a primordial atrachment
is meant one that sterns from the "givens’—or, more precisely, as culture i
inevitably involved in such marters, the assumed 'givens'—of social existence:
immediate contiguity and kin connection mainly, but beyand them the given-
ness that stems from being born into a particufar religious communiry, speak-
ing a particular language, or even a dialect of a language, and following
particular social practices. These congruities of blood, speech, custom, and so
on, are seen to have an ineffable, and at times overpowering, coerciveness in
and of themselves. One is bound to one’s kinsman, one’s neighbor, one's
fellow believer, ipse facto; as the result not merely of personal affection, prac.
tical necessity, common interest, ur incurred cbligation, but ar least in grear
part by virtue of some unaccountable absolute import attributed to the very tie
itself. The general strength of such primordial bonds, and the types of them
that are important, differ from person 1o person, from sociery 1o society, and
from time to time. But for virtually every person, in every society, atalmost all
times, some attachments seem to flow more ffom a sense of natural—some
would say spiritual—affinity than from social interaction.

{n modern sacieties the lifting of such tes to the level of political suprem-
acy—though it has, of course, occurred and may again occur—has more and
more come to be deplored as pathological. To an increasing degree national
unity is maintained niot by calls to blood and land but by a vague, intermittent,
and routine allegiance to a civil state, supplemented to a greater or lesser
extent by governmental use of police powers and ideclogical exhortation. The
havoc wreaked, both upon themselves and others, by those modem (or semi-
mudern) states that did passionately seek to become primordial rather than
¢ivil political communities, as well as a growing realization of the practical
advantages of 2 wider-ranging pattern of social integration than primordial ties
can usually produce or even permit, have only strengthened the reluctance
publicly to advance race, language, religion, and the like as bases for the
Jefinition of a terminal community. But in modernizing societies, where the
tradition of civil politics is weak and where the technical requirements for an
etfective welfare govemnment are poorly understood, primordial attachments
tend, as Nehru discovered, to be repeatedly. in some cases aimost continuaily,
proposed and widely acclaimed as preferred bases for the demarcation of
autonamaus political unis. | ... ]

it is this crystallizadion of a direct conflict between primordial and dvil
sentimenss—this 'longing not to belong to any ather group’—that gives o the
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problem variously calied tribalism, parochialism, communalism, and so on, a
more ominous and deeply threatening quality than most of the other, also very
serious and intractable problems the new states face. Here we have not just
competing luyalties, but competing loyaities of the same general order, on che
same level of integration. There are many other competing loyalties in the
new stares, as in any state—ties to class, party, business, union, profession, or
whatever. But groups formed of such ties are virtually never considered as
possible self-standing, maximal social units, as candidates for nationhood.
Contlicts among them occur only within a more or less fully accepred terminal
community whose political integrity they do not, as a rule, put into question.
No matter how severe they become they do not threaten, at least not inten-
tionally, its existance as such, They threaten governments, or even forms
of government, but they rarely at besc—and then usually when they have
become infused with primordial sentiments—threaten to undermine the na-
tion itself, because they do not invelve alternative definitions of what the
nation is, of what its scope of reference is. Economic or class or intellectual
disaffection threatens reveolution, but disaffection based on race, language, or
culture threatens partition, irredentism, or merger, 2 redrawing of the very
limics of the state, a new definition of its domain. Civil discontenc finds its
natural outler in the seizing, legally or illegally, of the state apparatus. Primos-
dial discontent strives more deeply and is satisfied less easily. If severe enough,
it wanrs not just Sukarno’s or Nehru's or Moulay Hasan's head it wants
indonesia's or India’s ar Morocco's,

The actual foci around which such disconrent tends to crystallize are vari-
aus, and in any given case several are usually involved concurrently, some-
times ac cross-purposes with une another, On a merely descriptive level they
are, nevertheless, fairly readily enumerable.?

1) Assumed Blood Ties. Here the defining element in quasi-kinship, ‘Quasi’
because kin units formed around known biological relationship (extended
families, lineages, and so on) are toe small for even the mast tradition-bound
to regard them as having more than limited significance, and the referent is,
consequently, to 2 notion of untraceable but yer sociologically real kinship, as
in a tribe. Nigeria, the Conge, and the greater part of sub-Saharan Africa are
characterized by a prominence of this sort of primordialism. But so alse are the
nomads or seminomads of the Middle East—the Kurds, Baluchis, Pathamns,
and so orn; the Nagas, Mundas, Santals, and so on, of India; and most of the
so-calied "hil] tribes’ of Southeast Asia. :

2) Race. Clearly, race is similar to assumed kinship, in that it involves an
ethnobiological theory. But it is not quite the sarne thing, Here, the reference
is to phenotypical physical features—especially, of course, skin color, but also
facial form, stature, hair type, and 50 on—rather than any very definite sense
of cammon descent as such. The communal problems of Malaya in large pant
focus around these sorts of differences, berween, in fact, two phenctypically
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very similar Mongoloid peoples, ‘Negritude clearly draws much, though
perhaps not all, of its force from the notion of race as a significant peimerdial
property, and the pariah commercial minorities—iike the Chinese in South-
cast Asia or the Indians and Lebanese in Africa—are similarly demarcated.

3) Language. Linguism --for some yer to be adequately explained reasonls—-is
particularly intense in the Indian subcontinent, has been something of an issue
in Malaya, and has appeared sporadically elsewhere. Bur as language has
sometimes been held to be the altogether essential axis ol nationality {:onﬂlict.s.
it is worth stressing that linguism is not an inevitable cutcome ‘of linguistic
diversity. As indeed kinship, race, and the other factors to_b_e_l:sted below,
language differences need not in themselves be particularly dwtswe_: they ha.ve
not been so for the most part in Tanganyika, Iran {not a new state in the serict
sense, perhaps), the Philippines, or even in Indonesia, where ‘despite a great
confusion of rongues linguistic conflict seems to be the one sacial problem the
country has somehow omitted to demonstrate in exereme fo?-rn‘ IFurthennore,
primordial conflicts can occur where ne marked linguistic dtffer_ences are
involved, as in Lebanon, among the various sorts of Batak-speakers in Indone-
sia, and to a lesser extent perhaps between the Folani and Hausa in norchern
Migeria. '

4) Region. Although a factor nearly everywhere, regionalism nacurally ter{ds
10 be especially troublesome in geographically heterogeneous areas, Tonkin,
Annam, and Cochin in prepartitioned Vietnam, the rwo baskets on the long
pole, were opposed almost purely in regional terms, sharing language, cul':ur.e.
race, etc. The tension berween East and West Pakistan involves diffcrElle&S in
language and culture (0o, but the geographic clement is of great prominence
owing to the territorial discontinuity of the country. fava versus the Outgr
[slands in archipelagic Indonesia; the Northeast versus the West CoaSt' in

mountain-bisected Malaya, are perhaps other examples in which regionalism
has been an imparrant primordial factor in national pelitics. . ‘

5) Religion. Indian partition is the outstanding case of the operation of L‘h.lS
type of attachment. But Lebanon, the Karens and the Moslem Arakenese in
Burma, the Toba Bataks, Ambonese, and Minahassans in Indonesia, the Moras
in the Philippines, the Sikhs in [ndian Punjab and the Ahmadiyas in Pakistarlni.
and the Hausa in Nigeria are other well-known examples of its force in
undermining or inhibiting a comprehensive civil sense.

6) Custom. Again, differences in custom form a basis for a certain amount of
national disunity almost everywhere, and are of especial prominence in those
cases in which an intellectually and/or artistically rather sophisticated group
sees itsell as the bearer of a ‘civilization' amid a largely barbarian popula-
tion that would be well advised 1o model itself upon it the Bengalis in india,
the Javanese in Indonesia, the Arabs {as against the Berbers) in Morocco, the
Amhara in—another "old’ new state—Ethiopia, etc. But it is important also 1o
point out that even vitally opposed groups may differ rather little in their
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general style of life: Hindu Gujeratis and Maharashtrians in India; Baganda and
Bunyore in Uganda; Javanese and Sundanese in Indonesia. And the reverse
holds also: the Balinese have far and away the most divergent pattern of
customs in indonesia, but they have been, so far, notable for the absence ofany
sense of primordial discontent at all.

["The Integrative Revolution: Primordial Sentiments and Civil Politics in the New
States’, in Clifford Geerz (ed)), Oid Socienes and New States: The Quest for Modemity in
Asia and Africa (Free Press: New York, 1963), 107-13.)

ANTHONY GIDDENS

The Nation as Power-Container

A 'nation’, as [ use the rerm here, only exists when a state has a unified
administrative reach over the territory over which its sovereignty is
claimed. The development of a plurality of nations is basic 1o the centralization
and administrative expansion of state domination internally, since the fixing of
borders depends upors the reflexive ordering of a state system. We can
follow Jones in recognizing four aspects of the wansformation of frontiets
into borders.' These he calls allocation, delimitation, demarcation and
adminisceation.

The first refers to a collaborative political decision raken among states about
the distribution of territory between them. Delimitation concerns the ident-
ification of specific border sites.? Demarcation in Jones's scheme——written asa
guide for policy-makers and not just an academic study—refers to how borders
are actually marked on the physical environment. Many borders, even within
the heart of Europe today, are not demarcated. That apparent modern equi-
valent of the walls built by traditional stazes, the Berlin Wall, is an anomaly
because ir symbolizes the failure of a modem state to exert the level of
administrative control over its population which its governing authorities
deem proper and necessary. The border berween East and West Germany
must be one of the most highly ‘adminiscered’, in fones's terms, in the
world. That is to say, a high degree of direct surveillance is maintained along
it. Traditional states sometimes constructed frontier posts, demanding
payment, and occasionally documentation, of those who travelled through.
But where these existed they were usually, in fact, at divisions berween
provinces rather than berween srates as such, The coupling of direct and
indicect surveillance (customs officials and frontier guards, plus the central
co-ordination of passport information) is one of the distinctive features of the
nation-state.

A mation-state is, therefore, a bordered power-container—as I shall argue,
the pre-eminent power-container of the modem era, {. ..} {A)mong other
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things it involves processes of urban transformarion and the inrernal pacifica-
tion of states. These are phenomena that go together with the creation of
generalized “deviance’ as a categary and with processes of sequestration. All
traditional states have laid claim to the formalized monopoly over the means
of violence within their territodes. But it is only within nation-states that this
claim characteristically becomes more or less successful. The progress of
internal pacification is closely connected with such success—they are, as it
were, different sides of the same process.

The objection may be raised that there are very many instances, even in
current times, of states whose monopoly of the means of violence is chronic-
ally threatened from within by armed groups: that insurgent movements,
often poorly armed and organized compared with state authorities, have
sometimes challenged and overthfown those authodties; and that there are
diffuse levels of violence in minor cantexts of even the most politically quies-
cent societies {¢crimes of violence, domestic violence and so on). None of these,
however, compromise the point at issue, which concerns a comparison be-
tween nation-states and traditional states. There are circumstances in which
civil war, involving chronic confrontations berween armed movements or
eoalitions of more or less equal strength, have been quite protracted. How-
ever. not only are such circumstances highly unusual, the very exstence of
‘civil war’ presumes a norm of a monopolistic state authority. By contrast,
conditions which in a modern state would be defined as examples of "civil war’,
that is, divisive ‘internal’ armed struggles, have been typical of all class-divided
societies for very long periods. Again, armed groups or movements roday are
almost always oriented to the assumption of state power, either by taking over
an existing state’s territory or by dividing up 2 territory and establishing a
separate state. Such organizations do not and cannot ‘opt out’ from involve-
ment in state power one way or another as frequently happened in tradiional
states. Finally, 1 have no wish to underplay the importance or extent of
violence that takes place in small-scale contexts in modem societies. Butlam
principally concerned with the means of violence associated with the acrivities
ol organized armed forces, not with violence as a more blanket category of the
doing of physical harm to others.

Collecting together the implications of the foregoing observations, we can
arrive at the following concept of the nation-state, which holds for all variants
and is not intrinsically bound to any particular characterization of nationalism.
i ... | The naton-state, which exists in a complex of other nation-states, isa set
of institutional forms of governance maintaining an administrative mono-
poly over a territory with demarcated boundaries (borders), its rule being
sanctioned by law and direct contrel of the means of intemal and excernal
vivlence.'

1A Coniemporary Critiyue of Historical Maierialism, i, The Nutton-State and Vialenee (Pality
Press: Cambridge, 1985), 119-21.]
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that ‘altruism’ can be expected if the cost/benefit ratio of the transacrion is
smaller than the coefficient of relatedness between alter and ego.

There is no reason to doubt thac kin selection is a powerful cement of
sociality in humans as itis in other animals. Yer, it is also clear that kin selection
does nor explain all of hurnan sociality. There are, in my view, rwo additional
bases of human sociality: reciprocity and coercion. Rudimentary forms of
these are also present in many animals, but human forms of reciprocity and
coercion greatly over-shadow in complexity and importance anything we
know in other species. Not surprisingly, thecefore. even the simplest and
smallest human societies, though far Jess ‘perfect’ than those of the social
insects (termites, ants, bees, wasps), are much more complex than those of any
other known species. Recipracity is cooperation for mutual benefit, and with
expectation of rerurn, and it can operate between kin or berweer non-kin,
Coercion is the use of force for oné-sided benefic, that is, for purposes of
intra-specific parasitism or predation. All human societies continue o be
organized on the basis of all three principles of sociality: kin selection, recipro-
city, and coercion, However, the larger and the more complex a society
becomes, the greater the importance of reciprocity, and, with the emergence
of the state, coercion becornes in relation to kin selection,

This is the barest sketch of an argument which [...] seeks to reduce
individual behavior, social strucrure and cuitural superstructure o the com-
petition for scarce resources berween individual organisms. each one acting,
consciously or unconsciously, 10 maximize its gains or minimize its losses,
This view of human affairs is sufficiently at variance with much of conrempor-
ary social science to arouse passionate rejection as a return to simplistic instinct
theory, biological reductionism, speculative evolutionism, social Darwinism,
racism, hereditarianism, and so on. [ . . . ] Suffice it to say that sociobiology is
indeed reductionist (as all modern science), evolutionist (as all modemn hio-
logy), and materialist {as much good social science), bur that iris emphartically
not a recurn to social Darwinism, instinet theories or tacism, and that ic does
notbelittle the importance of environmental factors, the unique characteristics
of Homo sapiens, and the significance of human culture. It merely asserts in the
most undogmatic fashion that human behavior is the product of aJong process
of adaptive evolution that involved the complex interplay of genatypical,
ecological and cultural factors.

How do these prolegomena relate to race and ethnicity? My central thesis is
that both ethniciry and 'race’ {in the social sense) are, in fact, extensions of the
idiom of kinship, and that, therefore, ethnic and race sentiments are to be
understeod as an extended and attenuated form of kin selection. Class rela-
tions, on the other hand, are in the realm of reciprocity. and are therefore of a
fundamentally different narure. In more general form, 1 am suggesting that
there are rwo broad rypes of human collectivities: the ones that I'shall call Type
ttend to be ascriptive, defined by common descent, generally hereditary, and

ke
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often endogamous, and thase of Type 1l that are joined in the defense of
common interests. Type includes racial, caste and ethnic groups, while Type
11 encompasses such varied associations as trade unions, political parties, pro:
fessional bodies, spotts clubs, neighborhood groups. parent-teacher associ-
ations, and so on. Ernpirically, of course. 2 group may have mixed
charagteristics, as an ethnically-based political party, or 2 hereditary occupa-
rional guild. Nevertheless, in their ideal-typical form, each kind of group has a
clearly distinct basis of solidarity: kinship and interest respectively.
Type 1 groupsare generally preferentially or prescriptively endogamous, but
internally subdivided into exogamous kin groups: auclear families, lineages,
clans, kindreds. [ndeed, until the last few thousand years of human history,
Type 1 groups were synonymous with human societies. They were small
in-bred populations of 2 few hundred individuals, prototypical ‘tribes’ that
regarded themselves as ‘the peopie’, sharing common descent, real or putative,
and as children of the mythical founder couple or creator god. Members of the
tsibe, though subdivided into smaller kin groups, saw themselves as a single
people, solidary against the outside world, and interlinked by a web of kinship
and marriage making the eribe in fact a superfamily. A high rate of inbreeding
insured that most spouses Were also kinsmen. The cultural inventions of
unilineal descent and fineage exogamy permitred the extension of that primor
dist model of social organization to much larger societies running into the tens
of thousands of people. and yet where Type Il organizations Were almaost
totally absent (with the exception of age sers).

Ethnic groups, for nearly all of humzn history, were what geneticists call
breeding popularions, in-breeding superfamilies, in fact, which not only Were
much more closely related 1o each other than to even their closest neighbors,
but which, almost without exception, explicitly recognized that fact, and
raintained clear territorial and social boundaries with other such ethnic
groups. This i, of course, not to deny that migration, conquest, and inter-
breeding took place with some regularity, and thus that the common ancestry
of 'the people’ was always partially fictive. Bu: this was also true of smaller kin
groups: the pater is not necessarily the progenitor. That the extended kinship of
the ethnic group was sometimes putative rather than real was not the import-
ant point. Just as in the smaller kin unirs, the kinship was real often enough
becomne the basis of these powerful sentiments we call nationalism, tribalism,
racism, and ethnocentrismt, The ease and speed with which these sentiments
can be mobilized even in modern industrial societies where they have t©

compete with many Type 11 groups, the blind ferocity of the conflicts ©o which
these sentiments can lead, the imperviousness of such sentiments 10 rational
arguments are but a few indications of thelr contipued vitality and their
primordiality.

What | am suggesting is that ethnocentrism evolved during miliiens, or at
jeast hundreds of thousands of years s an extension of kin selection. Recipro-
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city was also involved, especially in the exchange of women in marriage, but
as spouses were typically also kinsmen there was no sharp distinction ben;veen
kin selef:tion and reciprocity. As hominids became increasingly formidabl
competitors and predators to their own and closely related species, there wae
a strong selective pressure for the formation of larger and mor.:: owerfuz
groups.ICroup size in hunting and gathering societies was, of coursepseverel
constrained by ecological factors, but, still, there was a;-x cbviousrse]ect'vz
ad}(al'ftagt for kin groups to form those solidary superfamnilies we call tribleS'
Z}ns‘, in mhrn. as Bige.low’ so clearly argues, necessarily meant organizmé
efﬁ;fbj,: ]:éailzr:petang groups, and therefore maintaining and defending
Of Type I groups, little needs o be gaid here. With the exception of age sets
tl'l‘my tend to be characteristic of larger, more complex, state-or anizged .
cieties, and therefore ta have arisen much later in human.evolutiofl and toS];}
mere exclusively cultural, They are, of course, also important es' eciall '1:
induscrial societies. but they are not primordial, they can be ‘rnopre rea?:lill
fontmcd and disbanded, they are more amenable tw cool, rational calculation};
of interest, and they do not as readily unleash orgies of passion. Ner, of course
have they stamped out Type [ groups. Another fundamental diﬂ:erence bci
tween Type | and Type 11 groups is that the former tend to be mumall
exFluswe in membership and thus to form the basis of most prima n:lat*icm)z
ships, while the larter are sggmental, and non-mutually exclusive l-!irﬁllia:ms of
peo.plelin individual societies belong to a muliplicity of Type Il gn.:)ups few of
w.l-nch involve them very deeply ot permanently. Some people are etl;nicall
alienated, marginal or mobile or they are the product of mixed marriages bu);
most people belong to asingle ethnic group or sub-group, and remain tﬁe ’efa
h?:‘ E.ven allowing for all the complications of the real wc;rid, andthe exisienc::.
:trﬂn:iic;f:l-type groups, the categorical distinction remains nevertheless quice
Let us retumn to Type [ groups, our special concern here. [ have su ested
that they evolved as an extension of kin selection, and thus probabl gl%av
?artialbiologicai basis, in the same sense as human kinship systems ar}:: roc: 2
in biology. This contention is, of course, hotly contested by anthropol ‘tt
such as Sahlins, who counter that hurnan kinship is culrural, not big:::loo%als
Almost every aspect of human behavior takes 2 cultural fcrml, from snciin ‘
and defecating to writing poetry and riding a motorcycle, But this is not to sag
that some of these things do not also have a biological basis. [am definitel no{
arguing that we have a gene for ethnocentrism, or for recognizing kin: thher
1 am arguing that those societies that institutionalized norms of ne Oti;m and
ethn.occntrism had a strong selecuive advantage over those that cgl)id not (as-
suming that any such ever existed), because kin selection has been the basic
b!ueppnt for animal sociality. To explain the universality of ethnocentrism and
kinship organization in human societies by inveking culture is completely
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question begging. Culture is merely a preximate explanation of why people
behave ethnacenrically and nepotistically. As every ethnographer knows,
when natives are asked why they behave a certain way, they answer: because
it is the custom. The anthropologist then translates: because of his culture; the
sociologist says: because he has heen socialized into the norms of his society:
and the psychologist counters: because of his learning experiences. All of them
are right as far as they go, but none of them has explained why all human
societies practice kin selection and are ethnocentric.

So far, L have stressed ethniciry rather than race or casté in my treatment of
Type I groups. Caste is a very special case, limired, even if one adopts a wide
definition of the term, o highly differentiated, scratified societies, and may be
considered an extreme case of the grafting of the principle of occuparional
specialization into what js basically a Type I group. Castes are not unigue in
being occupationally specialized Type [ groups. Ethnic and racial groups also
tend to become so.' Castes are merely extreme cases of occupational special-
ization linked with rigid endogamy and hierarchization.

Race is a different matter. First, 1 should make it clear that, even though 1
have presented a partially biological argument, | am most emphatically not
using the word 'race’ in the sense of a sub-species of Homo sapiens. instead, |
mean by ‘race’ the social definition which it is variously ascribed in different
sacieties. Social race rypicaily seizes on biolagically rrivial phenotypes, and,
equally rypically, corresponds only very imperfectly with genetically isolated
populations, It thus has no intrinsic biclogical significance, as indicated by the
fact that only a few of the world’s societies use primarily morphological
phenotypes to define themselves, and to differentiate outsiders.

Ar frst blush, this would seem e invalidate my argument that ethinic and
racial sentirents represent an excension of kin selection. 1fthat is the case, why
should most human societies seize primarily on such obviously culturally
reansmicted traits such as language and dialect. religious beliefs, dress, hair
styles, manners, scarifications, and the like as badges of group recognition and
membership? If the name of the game is to identify kinsmen in order to
enhance one's inclusive fitness, then why are not irrherited physical charac-
teristics chosen as recognition signals, rather than acquired cubtural traits?
Sometimes, of course, morphological phenotypes such as skin color, facial
features, scature, hair texture, eye color, and so on are used, not only to define
group membership, but also, within the group, as tests of ever-questionable
paternity. Generally, however. cultural criteria of membership are far more
salient than physical ones, if the later are used at all. Societies that stress
physical phenotypes more than cultural traits are exceprional. Why?

The answer must again be soughtin our evolutionary history. Until the last
faw millennia, thar is, untl the rise of conquest states, sudden, large-scale,
human migration was rare, and human breeding populations were small,
There was migration and interbreeding, but on an individual scale, and mostly

berween neighboring groups, The result was that neighboring populations
were typically not sharply discontinuous in their genetic composition. The
relative proportions of alleles of the same gene ofien constituted a gradient as
ene travelled through several breeding populations. Eye color in Europe
would be a good example. The further north one goes, from, say, Sicily to
§weden, the higher the proportion of lightly pigmented eyes. Y'et, a; no poing
mlchejoumey is there a noticeable discontinuity. Eye color, therefore, isa poor
criterion of national membership in Europe. Indeed, it varies much more
within national groups, and indeed even wirhin families, than between groups.

E\.Jow, Europeans do use some morphological phenotypes to distinguish

verious ethnic groups. They speak loosely of Nordic’, ‘Mediterranean’, Jew-
ish’, and so on, types. In the absence of any other clue, probabilistic guessles are
often made on the basis of physical appearance as to a stranger’s ethnic origin
Most groups probably have what Hoerink termed a ‘somatic norm image »
that is, a menta) picrure of what a madel group member looks like, The poir;t
however, is that morphological phenotypes tend to be used either in l:he:
absence of more reliable cultural clues {such as language), or when physical
appearance is widely discrepant from the somatic norm irnage (as, for instance
in Europe with Asians or Africans). ‘ .

A good test of group membership for the purpose of assessing kin related-
ness must meet the basic requirement of discriminating mare reliably between
groups than within groups. That is, the criterion chosen must show more
intergroup than intra-group variance. Until recently, cultural eriteria mec that
condition far more reliably than physical ones. The problemn was for small
groups to distunguish themselves from their immediare neighbors, not with
upknown populations thousands of kilometers away. Even the most trivial
differences of accent, dialect, vocabulary, body adornment, and so on, coutd be
used far more reliably to assess biological relatedness or unreiatedness’ than any
physical phenotype.” Therefore, whatever test was easiest to apply and corre-
lated best with kin relatedness was used. Thar the correlation was spurious did
not matter. What rattered was thar it discriminared accurately,

This theoty accounts not only for the general prevalence of cultural diacriti-
ca in assessing group membership, It also accounts for the appearance of
racism when and where (t does occur better than any competing theery. The
kin selecrion argument prediets that physical criteria will be salient to the
extent that they do 2 good and easy job of discriminating kin and non-kin. This
obviously occurs in the aftermath of large-scale, long-distance migration
whether through conquest, incursions, slavery, indenture, or voluntary immi:
gration. The colonial expansion of Europe beginning some five centuries ago
and all of the massive population transfers it broughr in its wake are, oi"f:oursel
the overwhelmingly important genetic event of our species. Predicrably ié
brought about a great surge in racism, because all of a sudden, it beca;ne
passible to make a fairly accurate kin selection judgment from a distance of
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several hundred meters. The Dutchman at the Cape, the Porruguese in Brazil,
the Englishman in Kenya did not have to ask guestions and pick up subtle clues
of accent to detect kin relatedness. By using a simple rest of skin pigmentation
he could liverally shoot and ask questians Jater at little risk of killing a kinsman.
(...1]

We suggested at the outset that there were three main mechanisms of
human sociality: kin setection, reciprocity and coercion. Ethnic and racial
groups command our unreasoned loyalty because they are in fact, oratleastin
theory, superfamilies. But erhnic and race refations are not only relations of
cooperation and amiry with the in-group; they are equally importantly rela-
tions of competition and conflict berween groups. While inra-group relations
are primarily dictared by kin selection, real or putative, intergroup relations are
typically antagonistic. Occasionally, ethnic groups may enter 2 symbiotic,
murually beneficial relationship pased, for instance, on the exploitation of rwo
specialized and noncompetitive niches in the same habitat. Relations berween
some pastoralist and sedentary groups are of this type. More commonly, there
is open competition for, and conflict over scarce resources, and not infrequent-
ly the establishment of multi-ethnic states dominated by one ethnic group at
the expense of others. Coercion then becomes the basis of interethnic {or
inrer-racial) relations.

Unlike kin selection and reciprocity which require no justification because
they contribute to the fitness of all actors in the system, coercion, which leads
to asymmetrical parasitism, aften does attemp 1o legitimate itself, Interesting-
ly, there are bur rwo basic ideologies in support of coercion. One seeks (0
disguise coercion as kin selection, and here we have the many brands of
paternalism and familisn that have been used to justify nearly all pre-industrial
forms of despotism. The other attempts to présent coercion as reciprociry and
exchange, it is characteristic of the various ‘democratic’ ideologies of industrial
societies in the last two centuries, from liberalism to socialism. Why this
ideological shift from paternalism to liberté, égalité, fratemité in justifying
ryranny during the last two centuries?

Perhaps this ideclogical shift reflects in part the increasing incorporation of
erall nation-states into multi-national states. paternalism i a peculiarly well
snited ideology for the small, ethnically homogeneous nation-state. Not sur-
prisingly, it was independently reinvented in sacieties as far distant as China,
Japan, Inca Pery, Trzanst Russia, Ancient Egypt, Qttoman Turkey, Renaissance
Europe and countless African kingdoms. Paternalism waorks in monoethnic
states because the very concept of the nation is an extension of kin selection.
For the same reason, it pbreaks down in multi-ethnic states. [t was one thing for
the Japanese peasant to look on his emperor as a divine super-father, the living
incamation of Nippon, quite another for the Hindu peasant to regard that
polluted beef eater, Queen Victoria, as the living symbol of Mother India. An
ideclogy based on reciprocity, on the other hand, can transcend ethnic hound-

aries, Itis therefore a suitable one for the 90 per cent of the world's states which
are multi-ethnic conglomerates, and, furthermore, being ethnically neutral, it
;xportslremarkably well as revolutionary ideology. It is no accident tl;at
a;;tii;;;gfiiﬁf the most imperialistic phase of its history immediately
The ideas sketched here are still tentative. They do nor so much supplant
other theories of ethnicity and race as supplement them by putting themﬁlr)u the
broader context of evolutionary thinking. They du not purport o explain
everything about these phenomena; they do not predict detailed hist.oprica]
occurrences, nor account for subre culrural diffecences. They do, however
suggest parsimonious hypotheses to account for features of race and ethnici ;
which had hitherto remained elusive and problematic. Their plausibility to thrz
reader hinges on whether he accepts the most fundamental paradi ryfor the
cvolm‘:ic‘m of different life forms and sbcietal organization on Dgl.:: planet
Darwinian evolutionary theory, and an whether he is willing to apply thaé

- .
nmmqus]y schcssFul model to our own species, or prefers to invoke an acr
of special creation for mankind.

|'Race and Ethnicity: A Sociohiological Perspective’, Ethnic and Racial Studies. 114

T L



Fid

ERMNEST GELLNER

Nationalism and High Cultures

[But]narionalismn is not che awakening of an old, latent, dormant force, though
thar is how it does indeed present itself. It is in reality the consequence of a
new form of social arganization, based on deeply intemnalized, education-
dependent high culrures, each protected by its own state. [t uses some of the
pre-cxistent cultures, generally transforming them in the process, bur it cannor
possibly use themn all. There are too many of them. A viable higher culrure-
sustaining modern state cannot fall below a cerrain minimal size (unless in
effect parasitic on its neighbours); and there is only room for a limited number
of such states on this earth.

The high ratio of determined slurmberers, who will not rise and shine and
wha refuse to be woken, enables us to rurn the tables on nationalism-as-seen-
by-iself, Nationaiism sees itself as 2 natural and universal ordering of the
political life of rnankind, only obscured by that long, persistent and mysterious
somnelence. As Hegel expressed this vision: "Nations may have had a long
history before they finally reach their destination—rthar of forming themselves
into states'.' Hegel immediately gues on to suggest that this pre-state period is
really "pre-historical’ (sic): so it would seem that on this view the real history of
a mation only begins when it acquires its own state, If we invoke the sleeping-
beauty pations, neither possessing a state nor feeling the lack of it, against the
nationalist docerine, we tacidy accept its social metaphysic, which sees nations
as the bricks of which mankind is made up. Critics of nationalism who de-
naunce the political movement bur racitly accept the existence of nations, do
noe go far enaugh. MNations as a natural, Ged-given way of classifying men, as
an inherent though long-delayed political destiny, are a myth; nationalism,
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which sometimes takes pre-existing cultures and fums them into nations,
sometimes invents them, and often obliterates pre-exising cultures: that is a
reality, for better or worse, and in general an inescapable one. Those who are
its historic agents know not what they do, but vhat is another matter.{ . .. 1
The great, but valid, paradox is this: nations can be defined only in remns of
the age of nationalism, rather than, as you might expect, the other way round.
It is not the case that the ‘age of nationalism’ is @ Mere summation of the
awakening and political <elf-assertion of this, that, or the other nation. Rather,
when general social conditians make for standardized, homogeneous, cent-
rally sustained high culures, pervading entire populations and not just elite
minotities, a situation arises in which well-defined educadionally sanctioned
and unified culwures constitute VEIY nearly the only kind of unit with which
men willingly and often ardently idendfy. The culrures now seem to be the
natural repositaries of political legimacy. Only then does it come 1O appear
that any defiance of their boundades by political units constirutes a scandal.
Under these conditions, though under these conditions only, nations cad
indeed be defined in terms both of will and of culture, and indeed in terms of
the convergence of them both with political units. In these conditions, men
will to be politically anited with all those, and only those, who share their
culture, Polities then will 1o extend their boundaries to the limits of their cul-
tures, and o protect and impose their culture with the boundaries of their
power. The fusion of will, culrure and poliry becomes the norm, and one 1ot
easily or frequently defied. (Once, it had been almost universally defied, with
impunity, and had indeed passed unnoticed and undiscussed.) These condi-
tions do not define the human situation as such, but merely its industrial
variant.

It is natonalism which engenders nanons, and not the other way round.
Admittedly, nationalism uses the pre-existing, histarically inherited prolifera-
fion of culrures or cultural wealth, though it uses them very selectively, and it
most often transforms them radically. Dead languages can be revived, tradi-
rions invented, quite fictitious pristine purities restored. But this cutrurally
creative, fanciful, positively (aventive aspect of nationalist ardour ought notto
allow anyone to conclude, erroneously, that nationalism is 2 ontingent, artifi-
cial, ideological invention, which might oot have happened, if only those
damned busy-body interfering European thinkers. not content to leave well
alone, had nat concocted it and fatefully injected it into the bloodstreara of
otherwise viable political communidies. The cultural shreds and patches used
by nationalism are ofter arbitrary historical invendons. Any old shred and
patch would have cerved as well, Butin po way does it follow thas the principle
of nationalism itself, as opposed to the avalars it happens 1o pick up for its
\ncarnations, is itself in the least contingent and accidental.

Nothing could be further from the truth than such a suppasition. Nartional-
isr is not what it seems, and abave all it is not what it seems (o jtself. The
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culm.res it claims to defend and revive are often its own inventions, or a
mocflﬁed out of all recogpition. Nonetheless the nationalist principle a‘\s suc;e
as distinet from each of its specific forms, and from the individually disrincriv‘
nonsense which it may preach, has very very deep roots in our shared curn .
condition, is not at all contingent, and will nor easily be denied .
Durl-‘:heim taught that in religious waorship sociery adores iés own camou-
flaged image. In a nationalist age, societies worship themnselves brazenly and
open])t, spurning the camouflage. At Nuremberg, Nazi German dig
w?rshlp itself by pretending to warship God or even Wotan; it ovzrtl or
shipped itself. In milder but just as significant form, enh’ght‘ened mogc‘;?r‘
th‘eologians do not believe, or even take much interest in, the doctrines of th e
fa'uh which had meant so much to theirpredecessors. Trhey treat them witl;:l::
kind (}nfmmic auto-functionalism, as valid simply and only as the conceprual
a.nd Irimal tools by means of which a social tradition affirms its values pcon-
tinuity and solidarity, and they systemarically obscure and pla dowln thy
difference between such a tacitly reductionist ‘faith', and the realbt(hin whi E
had preceded it and had played such a crucial part in earlier Euro eanitsn p
a part which could never have been played by the unrecogmi pbl dil o
watered-down current versions. ’ - goizably dluced
Bur tht‘l facF that social self-worship, whether virulent and violent or gende
and evasive, is now an openly avowed collective self-worship. rather than a
means of cavertly revering society through the image of Godl as Durkhei
insisted, c!oes not mean that the current sryle is any more veridh:.al than th;:l:lf
1 Durk&}mmian age. The community may no longer be seen through the pri
:f }:he d;vine. but nationalism has its own amnesias and selections %vhichpej:;
m’:‘n they may be severely secular, can be profoundly distarring and decep-
The ];?asic deception and self-deception practised by nationalism is this:
nationalism is, essentially, the general imposition of a high culture on soci o
where previously low cultures had taken up the lives of che majn:u-iryrs a:;tiyr;
zioanr:i};aseshof the to_:aiiry, of the population. It means that generali.zeld diffu-
sion 0 afsc ool-medlated., academylsuperviscd idiom, codified for the require-
. 0 reas‘clnab])f precise bureaucracic and technological communication. |
i thc% establishment of an anenymous, impersenal society, with m ilt
subsf:mfable atomized individuals, held rogether above all b-y'a shared :;T; .
of this kind, in place of a previous complex strucrure of local groups, sustai rz
by folk cultures reproduced locally and idiosyncratically by the e - -
themsetves. That is what really happens. v e
. But this is the very opposite of what natienalism affirms and what national
ists fervently believe. Nationalism usually conquers in the name of u:Z?:-
folk culture. Its symbclism is drawn from the healthy, pristine vigorogs lifel ll:f
the'peasants. of the Valk, the narod. There is 2 certain c}.emer';t of truth i t};3
nationalist self-presentation when the narod or Velk is ruled by oH-‘:cilz:;s ot:‘

oups
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another, an alien high cukure, whose oppression must be l'eSlStf.:d ﬁlis;:y Ef
cultural revival and reaffirmarion, and eventually ‘E:y a war of nat:otr;a . ; deor:s
tion. If the nationalism prospers it eliminates the ajhen l}igh cult}lre, ut i doss
not then replace it by the old local low culmr:;; it revives, or ugﬂ'm.cﬁ e
high (licerate, specialiSt-transmitted} culnure of its own, rhoughdadﬁme )I; one
which will have some links with the eadier local folk styles and cualects. it
was the great ladies at the Budapest Opera wha really \‘vent. to town in pi_; ont
dresses, or dresses claimed to be such. At the present timein the S?\tlﬁt r;: :
the consumners of ‘echnic’ grarnophone records are not the Temm;mg e; ;:i;
rural population, but the newly urbanized, appartmep:-dwcllm.g, & ?Ea:fs nd
multi-lingnal population’ who like to express their Feal or 1m;gme‘ eaust
rnents and roats, and wha will no dmﬁbt indulge in as much haton
i s the political situation may 2Low. . .
be:zv;o.:gc?ologlcil self-deception, a vision of reality thr.ough a pnsr{1 ofdﬂlgl-
sion, sull persists, but it is Dot the same as that whxch.w"as ana y.:,el ‘3;
Durkheim. Sociery no longer worships itself through rel?glous. symbols; :
modern, streamiined, on-wheels high culture celebrates jrself in song ;‘nh
dance, which it borrows (stylizing it in the proces.s) from a folk cu?mre whic
it fondly believes itself to be perpetuating, defending, and reaffirming.

The Course of True Nationalism Never Did Ran Smooth

A characterstic scenario of the evolution of a nationa%ism[ . ] ran sormatlnngf
like this. The Ruritanians were a peasant population s.peaku.g a group of
related and more or less murcually intelligible dialects, :mc.l 1t'{hab1t1ng a sen?s ¢
discontinuous but not very much separated pockers within the landsdio] the
Empire of Megalomania, The Ruritanian language, or rather rheh a;crs
which could be held to compose it, wasnot really spoken by anyane other F I:}aln
these peasants. The aristocracy and officialdom spoke the languaggj f(; er
Megalomanian court, which happened to belongto a language group differen
from the one of which the Ruritanian dialects were an offshoot. o
Most, but not all. Ruritanian peasants belonged to a church whose hr.urgj
was raken from another linguistic group again, and many of the pngsts.
especially higher up in the hierarchy, spoke a language which was 2 mo r.im
vernacular version of the liturgical language of this creed, and which was also
very far removed from Rugitanian, The petty traders ‘of the smal.l towns
serving the Ruritanian countryside were drawn from 3 dxfferent ethnic group
and religion still, and one heartily detested by the Ruritanian peasantry. )
In the past the Ruritanian peasants had had many griefs, movmglyman
peautifully recorded in their lament-songs (painstakingly collected by v aﬁe
schoolmasters late in the nineteenth century, and made well kno.wn‘to the
international musical public by the compositions of the great F}un:aman na-
tional compaser L.). The pitiful oppression of the Ruritanian peasantry
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provoked, in the eighteenth century, the guerrilla resistance led by the famous
Ruritanian social bandit K., whose deeds are said still to persist in the local folk
memaery, not to mention several novels and rwo films, one of them praduced
by the narional artist Z., under highest auspices, soon after the promulgaiion
of the Popular Socialist Republic of Ruritania.

Honesty compels one to admit that the social bandic was captured by his
own compatriots, and that the tribunal which condemned him to 2 painful
death had as its president another compatriot. Furthermore, shordy afier
Ruritania first attained independence, a circular passed berween its Ministries
of the Interior, Justice and Educarion, considering whether it might not now
be more politic to celebrate the village defence units which had oppased the
social bandit and his gangs, rather than the said social bandit himself, in the
interest of not encouraging opposition o the police.

A careful analysis of the folk songs so painstakingly collected in the nine-
teenth century, and now incorparated in the repertoire of the Ruritanian
youth, camping and sports movement, does not disclose much evidence ofany
secious discontent on the part of the peasancry with their linguistic and culrural
situation, however grieved they were by other, moce earthy marters. On the
contrary, such awareness as there is of linguistic pluralism within the lyrics of
the songs is ironic, jocular and good-humoured, and consists in part of biling-
ual puns, sometimes in questionable taste. [t must also be admitred that one of
the most moving of these songs—I often sang it by the camp fire ar the holiday
camp to which [ was sent during the summer vacations—celebrares the fate of
a shepherd boy, grazing three bullocks on the seigneurial clover (sic) near the
woods, who was surprised by 2 group of social bandits, requiring him 10
surrender his overcoat, Combining reckless folly with lack of political aware-
ness, the shepherd boy refused and was killed. [ do not know whether this song
has been suitably re-written since Ruritania went socialist. Anyway, to return
to my main theme: though the songs do often contain complaints about the
condition of the peasantry, they do not raise the issue of culrural nationalism.

That was yet to come, and presumably post-dates the composition of the
said songs. In the nineteenth century a population explosion occurred at the
same time as certain other areas of the Empire of Megalomania—but not
Ruritania—rapidly industrialized. The Ruritanian peasants were drawn 1o seek
work in rhe industrally more developed areas, and some secured i, on the
dreadful rerms prevailing at the time. As backward rustics speaking an obscure
and seldom wrircen or taught language, they had a particularly rough deal in
the towns to whose slums they had moved. At the same time, some Ruritanian
lads destined for the church, and educated in both the court and the liturgical
languages, became influenced by the new liberal ideas in the course of their
secondary schooling, and shifted to a secular training at the university, ending
not as priests but as joumnalists, teachers and professors, They received encourage-
ment from a few foreign, non-Ruritanian ethnographers, musicologists and
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historians who had come t0 explore Ruritania. The continuing labour migra-
tion, increasingly widespread elementary education and conscription provided
these Ruritanian awakeners with a growing audience.

Of course, it was perfectly possible for the Ruritanians, if they wished to do
so {and many did}, to assimilate into the dominant langmage of Mepalomania.
No genetically transmitted trait, no deep religious custom, differentiated an
educared Ruritanian from 2 similar Megalomanian. In fact, many did assimil-
ate, aften without bothering to change their names, and the telephone direct-
ory of the old capital of Megalomania (now the Federal Republic of
Megalomania) is quite full of Ruritanian names, though often rather comically
spelt in the Megalomanian mannet, and adapted 1o Megalomanian phonetic
expectations. The point is that after a rather harsh and painful startin the first
generation, the life chances of the offspring of the Ruritanian labour migrant
were not unduly bad, and probably at least as good (given his willingness to
work hard) as those of his non-Ruritanian Megalomanian fellow-citizens, So
these offspring shared in the e ventual growing prosperity and general embour-

geoisernent of the region. Hence, as far as individual life chances went, there
was perhaps no need for a virulent Ruritanian nationalistm.

Monetheless something of the kind &id oceur. It would, 1 think, be quite
wrong to attribute conscious calculation to the participants in the movement.
Subjectively, one must SUppose that they had the motives and feelings which
are so vigorously expressed in the lirerature of the national revival. They
deplored the squalor and neglect of their home vaileys, while yer also seeing
the rustic virtues still to be found in them: they deplored the discrimination t¢
which their co-nationals were subject, and the alienation from theic native
culture to which they were doomed in the proletarian suburbs of the industrial
towns. They preached against these ilis, and had the hearing of at Jeast many
of their fellows. The manner i which, when the interniational political situ-
ation came to favour it, Ruritania eventually attained independence, is nOW
pare of the historical record and need not be repeated here.

There is, one must repeat, no need to assume any conscious long-tert
calculation of interest on anyone's part. The nationalist intellectuals were fult
of warm and generous ardour of behalf of the co-nationals. When they
donned folk costume and crekked over the hills, composing poems in the forest
ciearings, they did not also dream of one day becaming powerful bureaucrats,
ambassadors and ministers. I ikewise, the peasants and workers whom they
succeeded in reaching felt resentment at their condition, but had no reveries
about plans of industrial development which one day would bring a steel mill
{quite useless, as it rhen rumed oug) to the very heart of the Ruritanian valleys,
thus totally ruining quite a sizeable area of surrounding arable land and pas-
wure. [t would be genuinely wrongto try to reduce these sentimients 10 caleula-
tions of material advantage ot of social mobility. The present theory is
sometimes travestied as a reduction of national sentiment t0 calculation of

prospects of social promotion. But this 15 & TISTEPresemiauuie i v v
it mafle no sense to ask whether the peasants loved their own r_ull:un: :}:éd
took it for granted, like the air they breathed. and were not conscious ofe‘ith !
Butr when labour migration and bureaucratic employment became rcmineer:f
ftanfres within their social horizon, they soon leamed the differencll berw
dealing with a co-national, one understanding and sympathizing with tl::'n
culture, and someene hostile to ir. This very concrete experience tan he the .
to‘be aware of their culture, and to love it {or, indeed, to wish to bcgrid of;?
w'lthout any conscious calculation of advantages and prospects of social mo?
bilicy. In stable self-contained communities culture is often quite invisible, but
when mobility and context-free communication come o be of the essena;.e f
social life, the culnure in which one has been taught to communicate b .
the core of one's identiry. e
So had there been such caleulation (which there was not) it would, in quite
2 number of cases (though by no means in all), have been a very sounld or?e [n
fa_t:t, given the at least relative paucicy of Ruritanian intellecruals, those Rur{t
nians who did have higher qualifications secured much better' osts in 'nda-
pendent Ruritania than most of them could even have hoped fir in Gr:;-,ate.
Meg'tllomania. where they had to compere with scholastically more develo Ecrl
ethnic groups. As for the peasants and workers, they did not benefit immpz‘
attl).'; but the drawing of a political beundary around the newly defined E:E;n'l_
Ruritania cllicl mean the eventual fostering and protection of industries in tliz
?:;;; iz:'ld in the end drastically diminished che neled for labour migration
What all this amounts to is this: duting the early period of industrializatio
entrants into the new order who are drawn from cultural and linguistic oun.
tl'.!at are distant from those of the more advanced centre, suffer consic?;mbl?s
disadvantages which are even greacer than those of other economical wcali
new proletarians who have the advanrtage of sharing the culture of the pyoliticai
ancll economic rulers. But the cuttural / linguistic distance and capaciry to differ-
entiate themselves from others, which is such a handicap for individuals
can be and often is eventually a positive advantage for entire collectivities :
patential collectivities, of these victims of the newly emergent world. {t -ef:”
éhles them to conceive and express their resentments and disconte;nts n
nuel_ligibie terms. Ruritamians had previously thought and felt in terms ;f
famﬁy unit and village, at most in terms of a valiey, and perhaps on occasion
in terms of religion. But now, swept into the melting pot of an early industrial
development, they had no valley and no village: and sometimes no famnily. But
there were other impoverished and exploited individuals and a lot of);‘hem
sppke dialects recognizably sirnilar, while most of the bet‘ter-oﬁ' spoke some-
thfng quite alien; and so the new concept of the Ruritanian narion was bom of
this contrast, with some encouragement from those journalists and ceachers
And it was not an illusion: the attainment of some of the objects of the nascenl;
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Ruritanian national movement did indeed bring relief of the ilis which had
helped 1o engender it. The relief would perhaps have come any way; bui in this

national form, it also brought forth a new high culrure and its guardian state.
[Navions and Natignalirm {(Blackwell: Oxford, 1982}, 48-9, 55-62.1
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