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ABSTRACT

NATIONALISM AND THE ‘INTER-NATIONAL’: A CRITICAL SURVEY OF
INTERNALIST THINKING WITHIN THEORIES OF NATIONALISM

Ozenis, Cagdas
M.S, The Department of International Relations

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Faruk Yalvag

September 2015, 111 pages

This thesis aims to critically survey the role of the “international” in theories of
nationalism. It will be argued that even though a great majority of theories of
nationalism have emphasized the causality between international factors and social
dynamics, these two domains still remain as analytically distinct categories within their
theoretical frameworks. This in turn serves the reproduction of the internalist thinking
which prevails within social sciences, through the dichotomization of internal
(sociological) and external (international) spheres, and renders it problematic both for
the self-proclaimed interdisciplinary field of nationalism studies, and for overcoming
methodological nationalism which is predominant especially within the discipline of

International Relations.

Keywords: internalism, theories of nationalism, methodological nationalism,

internal/external divide, international



(0Y/

MILLIYETCILIK VE ‘ULUSLAR-ARASI’: MILLIYETCILIK KURAMLARI
ICERISINDEKI ICSELCI DUSUNCE UZERINE ELESTIREL BiR ARASTIRMA

Ozenis, Cagdas
Yiiksek Lisans, Uluslararasi iliskiler Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Faruk Yalvag

Eylil 2015, 111 sayfa

Bu tez milliyetgilik kuramlar igerisindeki “uluslararasinin” roliinii elestirel bir sekilde
aragtirmay1 hedeflemektedir. Her ne kadar milliyet¢ilik kuramlarmin biiyliik bir
cogunlugu uluslararas1 faktorler ve toplumsal dinamikler arasindaki nedensellige
vurgu yapiyor olsa da, bu iki alanin kuramsal ¢ergeveleri icerisinde hala ayr1 ¢oziimsel
kategoriler olarak kaldigi iddia edilecektir. Bu da, sosyal bilimler icerisinde hiikiim
siiren i¢selci diisiincenin, i¢ (sosyolojik) ve dis (uluslararasi) alanlarin ikiligi tizerinden
yeniden iretilmesine hizmet etmekte ve hem disiplinler arasi bir alan olma
iddiasindaki milliyet¢ilik ¢alismalar1 igin, hem de &zellikle Uluslararas: iliskiler
disiplinine hakim olan yontemsel milliyetciligin asilmasi1 bakimindan sorun teskil

etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: igselcilik, milliyet¢ilik kuramlari, yontemsel milliyetgilik, i¢/d1s

ayrimi, uluslararasi
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This thesis aims to critically survey the role of the “international” in theories of
nationalism. It will be argued that even though a great majority of theories of
nationalism have emphasized the causality between international factors and social
dynamics, these two domains still remain as analytically distinct categories within their
theoretical frameworks. This in turn serves the reproduction of the internalist thinking
which prevails within social sciences, through the dichotomization of internal
(sociological) and external (international) spheres, and renders it problematic both for
the self-proclaimed interdisciplinary field of nationalism studies, and for overcoming
the methodological nationalism which is predominant especially within the discipline

of International Relations.

Theoretical discussions on nationalism have been fuelled following the end of Cold
War. Most associated this tendency with the catastrophic consequences of the
proliferation of ethnic and nationalist conflicts in the wake of the dissolution of the
Soviet Union.! Others claimed that this proliferation is in fact a “selection bias”, and
needs to be taken with a pinch of salt. 2 Since they argue, there has actually been a
sustained decline in the total number of armed ethnic conflicts since the early 1990s,
but our “ethnic bias in framing” is leading us to “overestimate the incidence of ethnic

violence by unjustifiably seeing ethnicity at work everywhere”. Thus they said, “we

! See for instance, Philip Spencer and Howard Wollman, Nationalism: A Critical Introduction, London:
Sage, 2001, and Graham Day and Andrew Thompson. Theorizing Nationalism, Basingstoke and New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004

2 Umut Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism: a Critical Introduction. 2nd edition, Houndmills, UK:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2010, p. 2



are no longer blind to ethnicity, but we may be blinded by it”. * One way or another,
as Delanty and Kumar points out, nationalism which “once thought by many
intellectuals of both Left and Right to be a declining or dying force, has seemingly

returned with renewed vigour in recent decades”.*

This vigour, of course, also had some major repercussions on the discipline of
International Relations. Scholars within this field, started to recognize more and more,
that their discipline, which supposed to explain the relations among nations, had
actually put no effort to theoretically elucidate what a nation is, or what nationalism
implies for their subject domain. James Mayall, for instance, noted sadly in 1994, that
“in the vast literature on nationalism, so few books are written by students of IR, and

conversely why, in the IR literature, nationalism receives only scant attention”. °

Year after year, new studies were conducted by scholars, which problematize this
tendency, what has come to be known as, “methodological nationalism”.® Scholars
repeatedly criticize this ill-conceived understanding of mainstream IR theories, which
takes “nation-states” as given, or as the natural social and political form of the modern
world.” For almost all of these scholars though, this prevalence of methodological
nationalism, was essentially indicating the existence of a much bigger problem; “the
sharp distinction between politics inside and relations outside the territorial borders of

existing sovereign states”.®

% Roger Brubaker and David D. Laitin, “Ethnic and Nationalist Violence”, Annual Review of Sociology,
Vol. 24,1998, p. 428

4 Gerard Delanty and Krishan Kumar. (eds) The Sage Handbook of Nations and Nationalism, London:
Sage, 2006, p. 1.

5 James Mayall, “Nationalism in the Study of International Relations”, in A. J. R. Groom and M. Light,
eds, Contemporary International Relations: A Guide to Theory, London: Pinter, 1994, p. 182.

& Andreas Wimmer and Nina G. Schiller, “Methodological Nationalism and Beyond: Nation-state
Building, Migration and the Social Sciences”, Global Networks, Vol. 2, no. 4, 2002, p. 301-334.

" Martin Grifffiths and Sullivan, Michael. “Nationalism and International Relations Theory”, Australian
Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 43, no. 1, 1997, p. 53.

8 Rob Walker, Inside/Outside: International Relations as Political Theory, Cambridge:Cambridge
University Press, 1993, p. 3.



They mostly held positivist epistemology responsible for this external/internal divide,
as it draws rigid disciplinary boundaries between different branches of social sciences.
Accordingly, they offered inter-disciplinary approaches for studying certain concepts,
such as state, society, nationalism etc., which they believed fall in between the cracks
of these disciplinary boundaries.® What is interesting to note though, by the recognition
of this poverty of positivist epistemology, which dismantles social reality through
disciplinary boundaries, the “reification” of the international through the separation of
domestic and international domains, can no longer be attributed to the Realist scholars
solely. Now the discipline of sociology too, comes to be seen equally responsible from
this internal (sociological) / external (international) divide as well.

“A major problem across the social sciences”, writes Rosenberg, which is
“increasingly recognised in recent years, has been the predominance of ‘internalism’:
the explanation of social phenomena by reference to the inner characteristics alone of
a given society or type of society.”2® According to Rosenberg, internalist thinking is
an upbringing of classical social theory which essentially conceptualizes society as a
“singular, unitary and self-contained” entity.!! This understanding he believes, has led
scholars to neglect the theoretical significance of inter-societal relations and “thereby
deprived the social sciences of a proper understanding of the international dimension

of their subject”.'?

Correspondingly, Rosenberg explains, the discipline of International Relations, which
supposed to fill this gap, has itself been significantly shaped as an extension of it. “The

neglect of the international in other disciplines”, he points out;

° For one of the first studies on the impact of state/society relations on the “international”; see Faruk
Yalvag “Sociology of the State and the Sociology of International Relations™ in M. Banks and M. Shaw.
(eds) State and Society in International Relations, London: Palgrave MacMillan/ Harvester Whetsheaf,
1991, p. 93-114.

10 Justin Rosenberg, “The “Philosophical Premises” of Uneven and Combined Development”, Review
of International Studies, Vol. 39, no. 3, 2013, p. 1.

11 Justin Rosenberg. “Kenneth Waltz and Leon Trotsky: Anarchy in the Mirror of Uneven and Combined
Development”, International Politics, Vol. 50, no. 2, 2013, p. 188.

12 Justin Rosenberg, The “Philosophical Premises”, p. 2.



has promoted a realist self-definition of IR in explicit contrast to Sociology,
with the implication that its subject matter, lying beyond the reach of social
theoretical categories, is somehow “supra-sociological” in nature.™®

This in turn created an analytical separation of domestic and international politics, and
endorsed a “state-centric”” and “ahistorical” conception of the international domain, in
which the behaviours of the actors are assumed to be structurally determined by an
ever-present anarchy. So, in a way IR mirrored “Sociology’s tendency to reductionism
with its own, equal and opposite, tendency towards the reification of ‘the

international’”.'*

Dufour believes, the same line of thought very much applies to nationalism studies as
well. “Theories of International Relations have often shied away from apprehending
the historicity of modern nationalism”, he writes, “inversely, theories of nationalism
have not spent much time theorizing the ‘international’ beyond realism and its

nationalist horizon”.*® This is why Dufour states,

The analysis of the relationships among social relations, international orders
and nationalism has fallen in the cracks between the field of IR and the field of
comparative nationalism.®

Now, Dufour has a point when he says, mainstream theories of IR has been in the
business of studying nation-states, rather than nationalism. Even though historical
approaches in IR have emphasized the novel character of nationalism!’, “few have

attempted to capture the social conditions of possibility of nationalism”, as Dufour

13 |bid., p. 2.
14 |bid, p. 2.

5 Frederick G. Dufour, “Social-property Regimes and the Uneven and Combined Development of
Nationalist Practices”, European Journal of International Relations, vol. 13 no. 4, 2007, p. 584.

16 Dufour, Social-property Regimes , 2007, p. 583.

17 See for instance; Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981; John A. Hall, (eds) The State of the Nation; Ernest Gellner and the Theory of
Nationalism, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998; James Mayall, Nationalism and
International Society, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.



asserts.'® Yet, a more controversial claim comes from Dufour, following this previous
statement, this time with regards to the sociology of nationalism. Scholars of
nationalism Dufour maintains, “has been in the business of studying endogenous,
rather than internationally or geopolitically mediated processes”, this he believes led
them to downplay, what Teschke calls, “the constitutive role of the international in

historical development”.1°

So does this come to mean a lack of an “international” dimension within nationalism
studies, in the above mentioned “constitutive” sense? Such a critique would not only
be a harsh but also an unfounded one. As this thesis will argue, it is actually possible
to trace an “international” dimension within every theory of nationalism. Since
nationalism, as a modern political ideology, is built on the premise that nations are
limited and sovereign entities, scholars of nationalism were obliged to mention, the
impact of what remains outside its borders, on the construction of what remains within.
This meant that every theory of nationalism necessarily required a theory of the
“international”, which they whether explicitly put forth or implicitly assume. It is true
that some of these indeed tend to downplay the above mentioned constitutive role of
the international, some even overlooked it all together, but most actually managed to
capture it, in some way or another. What they failed to do instead, is that they have
never challenged internalism, which is a by-product of the internal/external divide.
Even though a great majority of them combined international and domestic forces
while explaining how certain nationalisms emerged, these two domains still remained

in their studies as analytically distinct.?°

This thesis aims to present a general survey of the nationalism theories, through which
it will examine how different approaches have integrated the “international”

dimension into their theoretical frameworks, and to what extent. Following largely on

18 Dufour, Social-Property Regimes, 2007, p. 584.
19 Benno Teschke quoted in ibid., p. 584.

20 Martin Hall, “International relations and historical sociology: Taking stock of convergence”, Review
of International Political Economy, Vol. 6, no. 1, 1999, p. 108.



the conventional periodization within the field?!, the investigation will start by
analyzing the theories which emerged during the years in between 1918 and 1945,
since for a great majority of scholars this period refers to the first appearance of
nationalism theory as a field of academic inquiry. In this chapter, | will analyze the
views of Hans Kohn, Carlton Hayes and E.H. Carr respectively, since these historians
are considered to be the vanguards of the nationalism theory.

In the second chapter, I will continue with the 1945-1989 period, in which the
theoretical debate on nationalism became heated and more diversified. I will begin this
part by reflecting on the views of Primordialist scholars who treated nations and
nationalism, as naturally given human constants. Here, the cultural primordialism of
Edward Shils and Clifford Geertz, the socio-biological approach of Van den Berghe

and the perennialist views of Adrian Hastings will be scrutinized respectively.

Afterwards | will carry on with the modernist view, which rejected the self-evident
primordialism of the previous scholars, and explained that nationalism is actually a
correlate or an offshoot of modernity. In line with the role they attach to the
international dimension in their analysis, | will categorize these scholars under two
main headings, the ones who followed the Weberian tradition in their theoretical
approaches, and those with Marxist credentials. Scholars like John Breuilly, Paul R.
Brass, Ernest Gellner, and Miroslav Hroch will be examined under the first category,
which is labelled Weberian, because of the methodology and concepts these scholars

use in explaining nationalism.

After inspecting the role of the international domain within these Weberian
approaches, then I will continue with exploring the impact of the same dimension
within the works of scholars with Marxist credentials. Even though all four scholars
scrutinized under this category are self-described Marxists, it would be wrong to
suggest that these form a homogenous category with regards to their theoretical
positions. This is why, I will regroup these under two categories within themselves.
First I will examine the Neo-Marxists position, which is mostly associated with Tom

Nairn and Michael Hechter, and then, I will carry on with Eric Hobsbawm and

2! For such periodization, see Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism.

6



Benedict Anderson, two other prominent figures who associated themselves with the
Marxist tradition. However, even though these scholars are self-proclaimed Marxists,
their theoretical approach to modernity resembles some fundamental aspects of the
Weberian scholars which were mentioned above. In this regard, it can be argued that
these scholars actually adopts a position which tries to reconcile the modernist view of
Gellner with the historical materialist predispositions of their own, this is why | will

label their position, as reconciliatory.

In the final section of this chapter, | will put the ethno-symbolist view under scrutiny,
which can be regarded as an intermediate position between primordialism and
modernism. Here the works of, John Armstrong and Anthony Smith will be examined
respectively. Then, I will present how Smith’s conceptualization of the international

have transformed over the years.

The fourth and last chapter will analyse the post-structural approaches to nationalism,
which emerged after 1990s. For many, this signified “a new wave of theorizing”, some
even labelled it as the “post-classical” period in the theoretical debate on nationalism.
Here, | will start my appraisal by examining Michael Billig and his notion of “banal
nationalism”, and then continue with Craig Calhoun for whom nationalism is
essentially a discursive phenomenon. Nira Yuval-Davis and her feminist approach to
nationalism will be considered in the third section, while Partha Chatterjee and his
post-colonial theory will be examined in the fourth part. Finally | will finish with a

general overview of the “international” within these new approaches.



CHAPTER II

1918-1945: EMERGENCE OF NATIONALISM THEORY AS AN
ACADEMIC FIELD OF STUDY

For a great majority of scholars within the field, nationalism has become a subject of
academic inquiry, only very recently, in the opening decades of the twentieth century,
“amidst the detritus of the First World War”.?? To stress the significance of this striking
reality, some even developed narratives, which would otherwise seem absurd.
Hobsbawn, for instance, adopts the point of view of an intergalactic historian, who
visits our planet after a nuclear apocalypse, only to make the point that his reading list
on nationalism “would contain very little that was written in the classic period of
nineteenth century liberalism”.?® In this sense, a widely held notion among the scholars
of nationalism is that; “unlike most other isms, nationalism has never produced its own
grand thinkers”, or in Anderson’s words, it has got “no Hobbes, Tocquevilles, Marxes

or Webers”.?*

Of course, this does not mean that nationalism itself was altogether absent in the
studies of the classical thinkers. As Ozkiriml1 points out, nationalism as an ideology
and a political doctrine, “has been very much in evidence since at least the end of the
eighteenth century”, even though “interest in nationalism throughout much of this

period was more ethical and political than analytical”.?® Even for Anthony Smith, who

22 Ozkiriml, Theories of Nationalism, p.31.

2 Eric J. Hobshawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990, p. 1.

24 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism,
2nd ed., London: Verso, 1991, p. 5.

2 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p. 9.



defines classical modernism as the paradigm of nationalism, with its early forerunners
being thinkers like; Michelet, Lord Acton, Rousseau, Herder and Mill, the pre-1914
sociological and social psychological traditions only provides a framework for the
study of nationalism, since “much of its historical content was provided by the labours
of sociologically inclined historians from the 1920s”.%° Right after Smith identifies;
Marxist tradition, Freudian crowd psychology, Weber’s writings on nations and
Durkheimian emphasis on community, as the four major streams of influence
contributing to the intellectual foundations of nationalism, he maintains that none of
the scholars however, “were endeavoured to present a theory or model of nations and

nationalism per se”, or “attempted to fashion a general theory applicable to all cases”.?’

In this regard, 1920s are generally considered to be a milestone in nationalism theory.
It is widely believed that only after the pioneering works of historians like Hans Kohn,
Carlton Hayes, Louis Synder and E. H. Carr, nationalism theory has emerged as a field
of academic inquiry, since these names were the first to treat nationalism, ‘“as
something to be explained, not merely defended or criticized”.?® Relying on to this
common narrative, | will start my survey by examining the work of these scholars, in
order to demonstrate how the interdisciplinary field of nationalism studies has
emerged. As it is the method that will be followed throughout this study, first the views
of these historians will be put under scrutiny, and their contribution to the theory of
nationalism will be briefly analysed, and then, it will be continued with a critical

evaluation of how they conceptualize the international in their analysis.

As stated above these historians are considered to be the vanguards of nationalism
theory since by problematizing how nationalism has been regarded as common place
“in the modes of thought and action of the civilized populations of the contemporary

world”, they raised the initial critique to the understanding which takes nationalism for

% Anthony D. Smith, Nationalism and Modernism: A Critical Survey of Recent Theories of Nations
and Nationalism, London and New York: Routledge, 1998, p.16.

27 |bid., p. 12.

28 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, 2010 p. 31.



granted.?® The American historian and diplomat Carlton Hayes, for instance, is one
among the first to stress the historical novelty of nationalism. He states that;

We can be sure that prior to the eighteenth century A.D. it was not the general
rule for civilized nationalities to strive zealously and successfully for political
unity and independence, whereas it has been the general rule in the last century
and a half. Universal mass-nationalism of this kind, at any rate, has no
counterpart in earlier eras; it is peculiar to modern times.*°

In his book The Historical Evolution of Modern Nationalism, Hayes aims to find out
the main factors that have given such a “vogue” to nationalism, which he defines as
the “paramount devotion of human beings to fairly large nationalities and the
conscious founding of a political nation on linguistic and cultural nationality” 3!
According to Hayes, human beings have displayed loyalty to different collective units
all throughout the history, be this their tribes, clans, cities, provinces, manors, guilds
or polyglot empires. Nationalism, in this regard, is just another expression of human
sociality for him which is neither more natural nor more dormant than tribalism or
imperialism.3? What makes nationalism such a major force in the eighteenth century
though, Hayes explained, is the growth of a belief in the national state as the medium
through which human progress and civilization is best achieved. In this regard, Hayes
formulizes a chronological and evolutionary typology of nationalism, and defines five

different forms in which modern nationalism has manifested itself.33

The first one is the humanitarian nationalism which is the earliest and the only kind of
formal nationalism. This includes the first doctrines of nationalism that were based on
natural law and believed to be inevitable for human progress. The second one is the
Jacobin nationalism. Hayes says that Jean Jacques Rousseau was one of the advocates

of humanitarian nationalism but he promoted democratic nationalism which later

29 Carlton J. Hayes, The Historical Evolution of Modern Nationalism, New York: Macmillan, 1931, p.
292.

% |bid., p.293.
3 1bid., p.6.
32 |bid., p. 289.

33 |bid., p. 302.
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became “Jacobin”.* This form of nationalism in the name of promoting the ideas of
French Revolution is developed by the revolutionary leaders. Since Jacobin’s idealism
directed them into a continuous war, they became more and more nationalists. Hayes
claims that this form of nationalism, established the basis of the extreme nationalisms
of ltaly and Germany in the inter-war years.®® The third one is the traditional
nationalism. Contrary to the Jacobin nationalism which views reason and revolution
as the basis of nationalism, this form of nationalism takes history and tradition as a
reference.®® In other words, traditional nationalism, is aristocratic and evolutionary.
Edmund Burke, Vicomte de Bonald and Friedrich von Schlegel are among the most
well-known exponents of this line of thinking.

In the middle of Jacobin and traditional nationalism lies the fourth form; the liberal
nationalism.3” Originated in England, liberal nationalism views nationality as the
proper basis for state and government, and regard it as the suitable medium through
which people can exercise their individual liberty against the despotic and aristocratic
rule. For Liberal nationalist, this may only be succeeded with the formation of different
political units for each nationality.3® The constitutional government, in this sense,
governed by the people unified under a common national identity, is viewed as the
main tool to destroy the aristocratic rule. According to Hayes, Jeremy Bentham is the
leading proponent of this view. The last form of nationalism, in Hayes’ typology is
integral nationalism, which he defines as intolerant and warlike. It is this extreme form
of nationalism which presents national interest as a supreme value that is above
humanity. Therefore it rejects humanitarians’ and liberals’ internationalist perception

of nationality and claims that the ultimate aim of nationalism should be the

% |bid., p.42.
% |bid., p. 82.
% |bid., p. 104.
37 |bid., p. 120.

% bid., p.159-163.
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maximization of national power. In this regard, integral nationalism is inherently

exclusionist.®®

As the above summarized typology reveals, Hayes’ theory of nationalism is
chronological and evolutionary. Accordingly, democratic nationalism is believed to
evolve into Jacobinism; while aristocratic nationalism transforms into traditional
nationalism through time. Eventually, Jacobin and traditional nationalisms gave rise
to the evolutions of liberal and integral nationalisms respectively. However, as
Ozkirimli points out, “this account of the evolution of the ideology of nationalism is
not descriptive or value-free”, since Hayes’ favoring of liberal nationalism is explicit.*
Moreover, even though Hayes treats nationalism as historically novel, and criticize
attempts to take it for granted, the scope of this critique was limited to nationalism
only and never extended to include the concept of nation, or national identity. As
Lawrence explains, this inevitably limited the analytical value of Hayes’ formulation,
since he tended to presuppose the central component of his main object of analysis,

the “nation”, rather than explaining it.**

In this sense, a much more persuasive study conducted in this era, is Hans Kohn’s 1944
classic The Idea of Nationalism. In this book, Kohn claimed that the emergence of
modern states is a prerequisite for nationalism, since a common political form is
necessary in order to integrate such masses of people into a collective entity.*? Thus,
Kohn argues, nationalism was “unthinkable before the emergence of the modern state
in the period from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century”.*® According to Kohn,

nationalism is “first and foremost a state of mind, an act of consciousness, which since

% bid., p. 170, 311, 320.
40 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, 2010, p. 34.
41 Paul Lawrence, Nationalism: History and Theory, Harlow: Pearson Longman, 2005, p. 87.

42 Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism: A Study in its Origins and Background, New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1958, p. 3.

%3 |bid., p. 4.
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the French Revolution has been more and more common to mankind”.** In that regard,
Kohn believes it was the French revolution that idealized the nation state as the ideal
form of political organization and nationality as the ultimate source of cultural energy
and economic well-being.*® Within this perspective Kohn makes a spatial and
moralistic categorization of nationalism, and distinguishes between two types of
nationalisms in terms of their origins and main characteristics: Western nationalism

and the others.

Kohn associates Western nationalism with individual liberty and rational
cosmopolitanism as he thinks it is the product of Enlightenment thinking. In this
regard, for Kohn, the rise of nationalism in the Western world, was a political
occurrence.*® While the other later nationalism, which emerged in Central and Eastern
Europe and in Asia have a different characteristic, since they appeared at a more
backward stage of socio-political development. This type of nationalism, Kohn argues,
“found its first expressions in the cultural field” and “held together, not by the will of
its members nor by any obligations of contract, but by traditional ties of kinship and
status”.*’ Relying on, and reacting to influences from without, this new nationalism

Kohn writes; was

not rooted in a political and social reality, lacked self-assurance; its inferiority
complex was often compensated by overemphasis and overconfidence, their
own nationalism appearing to nationalists in Germany, Russia, or India as
something infinitely deeper than the nationalism of the West.*®
According to Ozkirimli, this binary distinction that Kohn developed, has “proved to
be the longest-living, and probably the most influential typology in the field of

nationalism studies”.*® Needless to say, however, Kohn’s typology is also very

% Ibid., p. 10-11.
% Ibid., p. 13-14.
% |bid., p. 286.

47 Ibid., p. 329-331.
% Ibid., p. 330.

49 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, 2010, p. 37.
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problematic. Before anything else, it was essentially Eurocentric, as it presented an
obvious example of orientalist thinking.>® Moreover, as Calhoun points out, such a
distinction also implies that, it is actually possible to talk about a purely political or
rational form of nationalism, in which the sense of belonging is established entirely on
internalizing an “idea”.>® Such a notion, Calhoun believes, is not only analytically
flawed, but also politically precarious, since “it encourages self-declared civic
nationalists [...] to be too complacent, seeing central evils of the modern world
produced at a safe distance, by ethnic nationalists from whom they are surely

different”.%?

Another historian who worked extensively on nationalism during this period is E. H.
Carr. Unlike Kohn and Hayes, Carr was more concerned with outlining the various
stages of European nationalism, rather than attaching any ethical value to it. According

to Carr;

The nation is not a “natural” or “biological” group — in the sense for example,
of the family. It has no “natural” rights in the sense that the individual can be
said to have natural rights. The nation is not a definable and clearly
recognizable entity; nor is it universal. It is confined to certain periods of
history and to certain parts of the world.>
So, in this regard, the modern nation constitutes a “historical group” for Carr, which
“has its place and function in a wider society, and its claims cannot be denied or
ignored”.>* However, he adds; modern nations can in no circumstance be absolute,

since they are “governed by the historical conditions of time and place; and they have

to be considered at the present moment primarily in relation to the needs both of

% For a detailed study of orientalism; see Edward W. Said, Orientalism, London: Penguin, 2003.

51 Craig Calhoun, “Introduction to the Transaction Edition”, in Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism: A
Study in its Origins and Background, New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2005, p. xiii.

52 |bid, p. xiii.
%3 Edward H. Carr, Nationalism and After, London: Macmillan, 1945, p. 39.

54 |bid, p. 39.
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security and of economic well-being”.>® What has to be challenged and rejected in this
sense, Carr asserts, “is the claim of nationalism to make the nation the sole rightful
sovereign repository of political power and the ultimate constituent unit of world

organization”.%®

In Carr’s view, “the modern history of international relations divides into three partly
overlapping periods, marked by widely differing views of the nation as a political
entity”.>” The first period starts with the “gradual dissolution of the medieval unity of
empire and church, and the establishment of the national state and the national
church”.®® The most fundamental characteristic of this period is “the identification of
the nation with the person of the sovereign”.®® In this context, the international
relations “were relations between kings and princes, and matrimonial alliances were a
regular instrument of diplomacy”.®° Equally characteristic were the national economic
policies of the period, to which the name “mercantilism” was afterwards given. As
Carr explains, “the aim of mercantilism, both in its domestic and in its external
policies, was not to promote the welfare of the community and its members, but to
augment the power of the state, of which the sovereign was the embodiment”.* French

Revolution and the Napoleonic wars marks the end of this period.®

The second period, according to Carr, “was essentially the product of the French
Revolution and, though its foundations were heavily undermined from 1870 onwards,

lasted on till the catastrophe of 1914, with the Versailles settlement as its belated

55 |bid, p. 39.
5 |bid, p. 39.
57 |bid, p. 1.
58 |bid, p.2.
59 |bid, p. 2.
% |bid, p. 3.
1 |bid, p. 5.

62 |bid, p. 1-2.
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epilogue”.®® Carr considers this period as “the most orderly and enviable” period of
modern international relations.®* According to Carr, the success of this period was
heavily depended on “delicately balancing the forces of ‘nationalism’ and
‘internationalism’”’; since the established international order was powerful enough to
allow “a striking extension and intensification of national feeling without disruption
on any wide scale of regular and peaceful international relations”.%® The international
society of this period had relied on the progressive economic expansion, which was

built on the theory of laissez-faire.%®

Finally comes the third period, which brings yet another change in the character of the
nation. The two essential symptoms of this period, according to Carr, is “the
catastrophic growth of nationalism” and “the bankruptcy of internationalism”.%” Even
though it is possible to trace the origins of this period in the years after 1870, for Carr,
it reached to its “full overt development only after 1914”, especially between 1914 and
1939.%8 A necessary corollary of this period is the “re-establishment of national
political authority over the economic system”, which in turn led to the socialization of
the nation, and eventually to two world wars.5® Carr also presents a more detailed study

of this third period in a separate study.”

As the above summary illustrates, all three scholars reflect some common tendencies,
which actually gives us valuable information for sketching the general understanding,
predominating the field of social sciences during this era. First of all, they all were

emphasizing the historical novelty of modern nationalism and problematizing the

63 |bid, p. 2.
5 |bid, p. 6.
5 |bid, p. 6.
% |bid, p. 11.
57 |bid, p. 17.
% |bid, p. 18.
6 |bid, p. 27.

0 See. E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939, An Introduction to The Study of International
Relations, New York, Palgrave, 2001.
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understanding which takes it for granted. Yet, as stated above, the scope of this critique
was limited to nationalism only and never extended to include the concept of nation,
or national identity. These notions continued be taken for granted, even by the very
scholars who studied nationalism. Secondly, they all tended to distinguish between
rival understandings of nationalism, which in turn led to come up with their own
typologies for differentiating different forms of nationalism which is prevalent in
different historical epochs or geographical locations. As we will see in the following
chapter some of these even shape the ideal-type construction of succeeding scholars.
Yet, such dichotomizations, say for instance between “Western-Eastern or “liberal-
integral” nationalisms, said very little about the interaction between the categories
themselves. Instead they served more to the consolidation of the “internalist” thinking,
or, more precisely, to the notion that social phenomena, in this case “nationalism”, can
only be explained by reference to the inner characteristics alone of a given society or

type of society.

Of course, the international was always present within their theoretical considerations,
whether overtly, as in Carr, or tacitly as in others. Yet, expectedly, the existence of this
medium was taken for granted as well, just like the “nation” or national identity itself.
None of these scholars grant any theoretical significance to the existence of such
dimension. Instead they largely focused on explaining the changing historical forms
and dynamics of geopolitical behaviour, as if these were naturally given, or inevitable.
Now, it would be not only absurd, but also anachronistic to blame these scholars for
their realist essentializing of the international, especially considering that E.H. Carr
himself is considered to be one of the founding fathers of the realist school of
International Relations. However, the moralistic tone in their approaches
demonstrates, how the first great debate in IR, which supposedly takes place between
realists and idealists, has shaped their own understanding of the international.”

Consider Carr, for instance, who says he has once believed in the possibility of an

I The disciplinary history of International Relations is mostly articulated by a series of “great debates.”
For more on this issue, see Ken Booth, Michael Cox, Timothy Dunne. ‘The eighty years’ Crisis:
international relations 1919-1999, Cambridge University Press, 1998; Steven M. Smith, “The self-
images of a discipline: A genealogy of international relations theory”, in Ken Booth and Steven M.
Smith, eds, International Relations theory today, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995.

17



international community, yet this “exclusive solution is no longer acceptable”, given
that it would be an impossible task to create such a community “out of units so

fantastically disparate”.”

To conclude, it will not be wrong to suggest that nationalism theory was born into an
academic environment where “international” simply implied war and anarchy. That is
not surprising considering the fact that, what generated their motivation for studying
nationalism, is the impact of two great wars that the world has experienced.
Correspondingly however, the positivist epistemology which was extremely
prominent within social sciences at that time, has also led them to draw clear cut
boundaries, between domestic and international spheres. As they believed, like most
of their contemporaries, that these two domains were analytically separate categories.
As we will see in the following chapters, this tendency continued to be salient in the

field of nationalism studies in the following years.

72 Carr, Nationalism, p. 42.
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CHAPTER Il1

1945-1989: THE INTER-PARADIGM DEBATE

The process of decolonization, together with new discussions in social sciences,
initiated the most intensive and productive epoch of research on nationalism in
between the years 1945 and 1989. As Ozkrimli points out, the earlier studies of this
period — roughly those produced in the 1950s and 1960s — “were produced under the
sway of modernization theories, then ascendant within American social sciences”.”
Yet, later on, especially after 1970s, the theoretical debate on nationalism reached to
its apex. Three distinct schools of thought were especially important to consider during
this era. As it will be explained below none of these schools form a monolithic
category, yet they were all classified according to some basic assumptions they hold
with regards to nations and nationalism. This chapter aims to study the role of the
international within these theoretical approaches. These three schools: primordialism,
modernism and ethnosymbolism will be examined respectively in the following three
sections. Each section will first briefly summarize mainlines of the corresponding
approach, than it will reflect on the central arguments of the particular scholars within
each category, and finally the role and the scope of the “international” dimension

within these arguments will be explored.

3.1 Primordialism: The Laymen’s View of Nations and Nationalism

Primordialist view treats nations and national identities, as naturally given human
constants that have existed since antiquity. “Primordialism” has long been seen as a
pejorative term among the scholars of nationalism. Brubaker for instance, asserted

back in 1996, that “no serious scholar today holds the view that is routinely attributed

8 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p.39
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to primordialist”.”* Similarly, Hobsbawm stated that, “no serious historian of nations
and nationalism can be a committed political nationalist”.” This is why, for the vast
majority of scholars in the field, primordialism clearly implies “the laymen’s view of
nations and nationalism”.”® Since, even though it is not very popular among the
academic circles, a great majority of people still holds this view, as it continues to
shape the curriculum of history classes in primary and secondary education.

The two most prominent adherents of this view, are Edward Shils and Clifford Geertz.
Especially Shils is considered to be the eponym of this view, since he is the first to use
the term primordial in his famous 1957 article; “Primordial, Personal, Sacred and Civil
Ties”.”” In this short but influential essay, Shils states that modern society, is no
“Gesellschaft” as Tonnies claims it to be.”® He believes, defining Western societies as
expediential, atomized, rationalistic and individualistic, implies that these are
“soulless, egotistical, loveless [and] faithless” entities, “which is utterly impersonal
and lacking any integrative forces other than interest or coercion”.” Instead he argues;

every society, including the modern one,

[...] is held together by an infinity of personal attachments, moral obligations
in concrete contexts, professional and creative pride, individual ambition,
primordial affinities and a civil sense which is low in many, high in some, and
moderate in most persons. &

4 Roger Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1996, p. 15.

> Hobsbawn, Nations and Nationalism since 1780, p. 12.
76 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p.49.

7 Edward Shils, “Primordial, Personal, Sacred and Civil Ties”, British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 8, no.
2, 1957, p. 130-145.

78 |bid, p. 131-132.
7 |bid, p. 131.

8 |bid, p. 131.
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Shils points out that these “primordial ties”, are by no means functional or instrumental
but they rise from “significant relational” qualities, which could be rightfully
“attributed to the tie of blood”.%!

This, however, should by no means get interpreted as he attributes certain amount of
sacredness to this tie, as some critics have claimed him to do.®? According to Shils,
these attachments are significant, simply because they represents a psycho-cultural
necessity for individuals. After all, he writes, “[m]an is much more concerned with
what is near at hand, with what is present and concrete than with what is remote and
abstract”.8® Geertz too shares this point of view. In “The Interpretation of Cultures”,
which is formed from a collection of his previous essays, he writes that;

One is bound to one’s kinsman, one’s neighbour, one’s fellow believer, ipso
facto; as the result not merely of personal affection, practical necessity,
common interest, or incurred obligation, but at least in great part by virtue of
some unaccountable absolute import attributed to the tie itself.8*

In that sense, Geertz too defines primordial ties as attachments which derives from
what is culturally given, or more precisely, what is “assumed” to be culturally given.®
Kinship of course is the primary one among these givens, yet primordial ties are goes
beyond simple kin connections. “The givennes that stems from being born into a
particular religious community, speaking a particular language, or even a dialect of a
language, and following particular social practices”, these are all factors which

contributes to the formation of primordial attachments.® “These congruities of blood,

81 |bid, p. 142.

82 See for instance, J. D. Eller and R. M. Coughlan. “The Poverty of Primordialism: The Demystification
of Ethnic Attachments”, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 16, no. 2, 1993, p.183-201.

8 |bid., p. 130

8 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays, 2nd ed., London: Fontana, 1993, p.
259

8 |bid., p. 259

8 |hid., p. 259
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speech, custom, and so on”, Geertz asserts, “are seen to have an ineffable and at times

overpowering, coerciveness in and of themselves” 8’

Today, Shils and Geertz are regarded as “cultural primordialists”, or simply as
culturalists.®® This is to distinguish them from other scholars, who also believes in the
immemorial character of the nation, yet refrain from calling themselves primordialists,
since they do not share the same philosophical premises with Shils and Geertz. One
such name is Pierre Van den Berghe, who is best known in the field, for his
“sociobiological theory of nationalism”.8® Without rejecting the socially constructed
and evolutionary character of ethnic, racial or national groups, Berghe’s theory
suggests that “there is indeed an objective, external basis to the existence of such
groups”.® “In simplest terms”, Van den Berghe writes, “the sociobiological view of
these groups is that they are fundamentally defined by common descent and
maintained by endogamy”.%! Ethnicity, thus for VVan den Berghe, “is simply kinship

writ large”.%2

According to Van den Berghe “kin selection”, or mating with relatives, is a powerful
determinant in human sociality since, like all animals, humans too can only “be
expected to behave cooperatively, and thereby enhance each other’s fitness to the
extent that they are genetically related”.®® Therefore, he claims, “ethnic and race

sentiments are to be understood as an extended and attenuated form of kin selection”.%

87 Ibid., p. 259

8 See for instance, Smith, Nationalism and Modernism, p. 160; Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p.
55.

8 Pierre Van den Berghe, “Sociobiological Theory of Nationalism”, in A. S. Leoussi, eds, Encyclopedia
of Nationalism, New Brunswick and London: Transaction Publishers, 2001, p. 273-279.

90 |bid., p. 274.
9 |bid., p. 274.
9 |bid., p. 274.

% Pierre Van den Berghe, “Race and Ethnicity: A Sociobiological Perspective”, Ethnic and Racial
Studies, Vol. 1, no. 4, 1978, p. 402.

% |bid., p. 403.
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Of course these super extended families might sometimes become more perceptual,
yet this is not important, since they are often real enough “to become the basis of these
powerful sentiments we call nationalism, tribalism, racism, and ethnocentrism”.% Van
den Berghe believes, sociologist are unable to see this basic reality, since their
anthropocentricism avoids them to think evolutionary.®® He believes, underlying this
tendency, is their “trained sociological incapacity to accept the fundamental canons of
scientific theory construction: reductionism, individualism, materialism and

parsimony”.%’

The final group of scholars which also falls under the category of primordialism, goes
by the name of “perennialist”, a term which is coined by Smith in order to distinguish
these from other naturalist approaches.®® As Ozkirimli states, even though
“perennialists do not treat the nation as a fact of nature”; they still take it ““as a constant
and fundamental feature of human life throughout recorded history”.*® The most
prominent figure of this school is Adrian Hastings. Hastings believes, we can define

nationalism in two different ways as a political theory and as a practice.®

As a political theory that each “nation” should have its own “state” it derives
from the 19" century. However, that general principle motivates few
nationalist. In practice, nationalism is strong only in particularistic terms,
deriving from the belief that one’s own ethnic or national tradition is especially
valuable and needs to be defended at almost any cost through creation or
extension of its own nation-state.

% |bid., p. 405.

% Pierre Van den Berghe, “Why Most Sociologists Don’t (and Won’t) Think Evolutionarily”,
Sociological Forum, Vol. 5, no. 2, 1990, p, 174.

9 |bid., p. 173.
% Smith, Nationalism and Modernism, p. 159.
% Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p. 58.

100 Adrian Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997, p. 3.

1 bid., p. 3-4.

23



If nationalism manages to become this central to 19" century Western political
thinking in the former theoretical sense, Hastings claim, this is only because “it existed

as a powerful reality in some places long before that”.1%2

This general overview of the primordialist scholars, will continue with the way in
which the “international” is integrated to the above mentioned theories. It will not be
wrong to suggest that the role which “international” play in this line of analysis varies
between little to none. Even, the word “international” randomly appears in the works
of the above mentioned scholars. Of course, this does not mean that, they had
overlooked the role of the “international” space all together. Yet, what it signified for
them never went beyond the “reified” version of the realist scholars. International for

these scholars simply meant war, destruction and invasion.

Take Van den Berghe for instance, for whom the international simply refers to
interethnic or inter-kin relationships. Apart from “kin-selection”, which is the basis of
ethnic and nationalist sentiment, he identifies two other mechanisms which he uses to
explain human sociality. These are; reciprocity and coercion. “Reciprocity”, Van den
Berghe defines “is cooperation for mutual benefit, and expectation of return, and it can
operate between kin or between non-kin”, while “coercion”, “is the use of force for
one sided benefit that is, for purposes of intra-specific parasitism or predation”.1%
According to Van den Berghe, “while intra-group relations are primarily dictated by
kin selection, real or putative, intergroup relations are typically antagonistic”.1%* This
is why he explains, even though different ethnic groups might sometimes enter into
symbiotic and reciprocal relationships, this does not usually last long, since there exists

an open competition for, and conflict over scarce resources, and not
infrequently establishments of multi-ethnic states dominated by one ethnic
group at the expense of others. Coercion then becomes the basis of interethnic
(or inter-racial) relations.1%®

192 [pid., p. 4.

103 \van den Berghe, Race and Ethnicity, p. 403.
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As you can see, the inter-ethnic space within Van den Berghe’s analysis very much
complies with the structural realist conception. International represents a hostile

environment, where an ever-present anarchy reigns.

Hastings too, hold a similar view. In his nominal work, The Construction of
Nationhood Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism, Hastings examined the formation of
numerous nation-states, varying from Biblical Israel, to English nation-state, which he
believes existed since tenth century and constituted the prototype of the modern nation
states.’® His analyses were not limited to Western European national identities, but
also included, southern Slavic ones, and even the African nations of medieval times.
Yet, even the historical and geographical context heavily varied in the cases he put
under scrutiny, the role of the international in his explanations remained constant.

Nationalism he states;

arises chiefly where and when a particular ethnicity or nation feels itself
threatened in regard to its own proper character, extent or importance, either
by external attack or by the state system of which it has hitherto formed part;
but nationalism can also be stoked up to fuel the expansionist imperialism of a
powerful nation-state, though this is still likely to be done under the guise of
an imagined threat or grievance.’

So the role of the international in the formation of national identities, according to
Hastings is twofold. It either serves as an external threat which solidifies nationalist
attachments, or as an expansionist intention which comes naturally with power. In this
sense the international that Hastings put forth is perfectly congruent with that of
structural realism which attempts to “abstract from every attribute of states except their

capabilities”. 1%

The same line of thinking is also evident in culturalist approaches. Geertz for instance,

while explaining the fusion between mystical-phenomenological world view and

106 Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood, p. 5.

17 Ibid., p. 4.

108 Kenneth N Waltz, Theory of International Politics, Reading, MA: Addison Wesley, 1979, p. 99.
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etiquette-centered ethos through the example of Javanese shadow-puppet play

‘wajang’, writes that

the dalang’s absolute control over the puppets is said to parallel God’s control
over men; or the alteration of polite speeches and violent wars is said to parallel
modern international relationships, where so long as diplomats continue
talking, peace prevails, but when talks break down, war follows. 1%°

Geertz refers to this “precarious” nature of the modern international system several
times in his book.!® Each time taking it as a given or natural attribute of this

dimension.

To sum up, primordialist theory interprets nationalism as just another form of
collective identity, which has existed in every human society, since the dawn of
history. Primordial affinities, in that sense are integrative forces which holds the
society together. So much so that, once this social entity come into existence it is most
likely to persist. Of course, as Shils states,

It might be destroyed by modern warfare, or the exhaustion of its resources, the
lack of initiative of its inventors and enterprisers might so hurt its competitive
position in the economic world that it would be doomed to the pressure of a
standard of living below what its members aspire to. Aside from these, it is in
no danger of internal disintegration.'!
In that sense, the role of the international within this approach, does not exceed to
illustrate the contrast between in-group/out-group affiliations. What it pose is an
existentialist threat, or occasionally, an opportunity for expansionism. The
external/internal divide has central theoretical implications in this respect. Indeed, the

primordialist theory is implicitly built upon it.

19Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures, p. 259.
110 |bid., p. 221, 265, 281, 308.
111 Shils, Primordial, Personal, Sacred and Civil Ties, p. 131.
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3.2 Modernism and the Historical Novelty of the “Nation”

As explained in the previous sections, the concept of nation have long been treated as
a human constant, though in the late twentieth century, there emerged grounds for
doubting the naturalness of this concept. Social scientist started to question the
universality of the widely accepted definitions of the “nation”, and challenged some
basic premises regarding the concept. By rejecting the self-evident primordialism of
their predecessors, these claimed that nationalism is actually "a correlate, an offshoot,
of modernity and modern civilization".**? According to these scholars, since the
majority of the national identities emerged in the past 200 years, their emergence in
many cases coincided with the development of capitalism and the modern state.

Therefore, the emergence of nationalism has to be understood, in relation to;

industrialization, bureaucratization, centralization of authority, as well as the
growth of literacy, secularization and democratization in short, a complex of
possibly related developments, which is commonly called modernization.!*®

There are two common attributes, which were especially apparent in all these
approaches. First, the emergence of nationalism was put forward as a consequence of
the structural processes that were brought by the modernization. Second, in relation to
this structuralist understanding, the particular, modern form of the nation-state is
represented as a functional prerequisite of the large scale industrial society. In this
sense, the age of industrialism was bound to be an age of nationalism, since as Gellner
explained, the modern industrial society "can only function with a mobile, literate,
culturally standardized, interchangeable population” and the nation-state is the only
agency capable of providing such a work force, through its support for a mass, public,
compulsory and standardized education system.*!* In short, the modernist perspective
held the belief that "nations exists not only as functions of a particular kind of territorial

state [...] but also in the context of a particular stage of technological and economic

112 Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations, Oxford: Blackwell, 1986, p. 11.

113 Liah Greenfeld, “The Emergence of Nationalism in England and France”, Research in Political
Sociology, Vol. 5, 1991, p. 334.

114 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, Oxford: Blackwell, 1983, p. 46.
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development".}*® In this sense, they were both spontaneously generated by and

instrumental for the development of modern industrial society.

It is possible to come across with several categorizations of modernist scholars within
the nationalism studies literature. Ozkirimli, for instance, divide modernist theories
into three categories in terms of the key factors they identify; those that emphasize
economic transformations, those that focus on political transformations, and those that
stress the role of social/cultural transformations.'® Smith, on the other hand, follows
a different typology, and distinguishes between six different groups, those who
associate nationalism with the culture of industrialism, those that highlight the
relationship between capitalism and nationalism, those that do the same for state and
nation, those who see it as a form of political messianism and those who regard it as
invention and imagination.**” Since the main aim of this study is to survey the role of
the international within these theories, here, the modernist scholars of nationalism will
be briefly analysed under two main headings, to be exact, the approaches that followed
the Weberian tradition and the ones who followed the Marxist tradition in their

formulation of the modernity of the nation.

3.2.1 Weberian Approaches to Modernity of the Nation

A variant of the modernist approaches to nationalism can be labeled as “Weberian”
regarding their methodology and the concepts they use to explain nationalism. This
variant, one can suggest, analyzes nationalism mostly in an instrumentalist and
functionalist perspective. They focus on the modern bureaucratic state, growing role
of elites, power struggles between different elite groups, etc. One prominent figure
which falls under this category is John Breuilly. Breuilly’s work is considered as one

of the key texts on nationalism because his massive historical survey differentiates him

115 Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780, p. 10.
116 For Ozkirmml1’s categorization, see Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p. 72.
117 For Smith’s categorization see, Smith, Nationalism and Modernism.
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from earlier studies. His approach aims to combine historical perspectives with
theoretical analysis.

Breuilly proposes to perceive nationalism as a form of politics, so his
conceptualization also differs from other works in the field. He is skeptical of “grand
theories” since they present a general argument and remove the examples they are
using from their historical context. Therefore, he states;

general framework of analysis is only acceptable if it permits an effective
analysis of particular cases. This requires two things. First, it is necessary to
develop a typology of nationalisms, since nationalisms are too varied to be
explained by a single method of investigation. Thus, any study should begin by
identifying various types of nationalism which can be considered separately.
Second, each type should be investigated by the method of comparative
history.!18

He describes his arguments main aspects as state-oriented and modernist. For him,
nationalism refers to “political movements seeking or exercising state power and
justifying such action with nationalist arguments”, thus he explains, nationalist

argument is based on three assertions:

1. There exists a nation with an explicit and peculiar character.

2. The interests and values of this nation take priority over all other interests
and values.

3. The nation must be as independent as possible. This usually requires at least
the attainment of political sovereignty.*°

For him, the crucial point for nationalism studies is that nationalism is about politics
and politics is about power which, “in the modern world, is principally about control

of the state.” Therefore, the main task of nationalism studies should be;

to relate nationalism to the objectives of obtaining and using state power. We
need to understand why nationalism has played a major role in the pursuit of
those objectives.'?

118 John Breuilly, Nationalism and the State, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2nd ed., 1993,
p. 1-2.
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First step to take in this regard, is to consider nationalism as a form of politics and to
formulate an analytical framework accordingly. Then comes the next step, which is
relating nationalism to the process of modernization. Here, modernization refers to the
process that involves a significant change in the “generic division of labour”. The most
important stage of this change is the transition from a “corporate” to “functional”
division of labour.?! Breuilly argues that the modern state originally developed in the
liberal form, since public powers were handed over to specialized state institutions and
many private powers were left under the control of non-political institutions.
Therefore, distinction between public and private or state and civil society became
much more obvious. Under these circumstances, the central question was “how to
establish the state—society connection”, or in other words, “how to reconcile the public

interests of citizens and the private interests of selfish individuals”. 122

The political answer based on the idea of citizenship was the first form of the answer
provided to this question. The nation as the body of citizens created the perception that
the only things mattered was the political rights of the citizens and their cultural
identities. The second answer, which is the cultural one, stressed the collective
character of society. It addressed two basic problems of political elites, these are;
intellectual problem of how to legitimize state action and political problem of how to
secure the support of the masses.*?® However, the “modern” necessitated to establish
political languages and movements in order to appeal a wide range of groups, and that
complicated the maters further. At this point nationalism got on the stage, with its
“sleight-of-hand ideology” which brings the two solutions together, namely “the

nation as a body of citizens” and as a “cultural collectivity”. 124

Another scholar who embraced a similar approach is Paul R. Brass. The most

significant argument and emphasis of Brass’ work is the instrumental nature of

121 John Breuilly, “Approaches to Nationalism”, in G. Balakrishnan, eds, Mapping the Nation, London:
Verso, 1996, p. 163-164.
122 John Breuilly, “Nationalism and the State”, in R. Michener, eds, Nationality, Patriotism and
Nationalism in Liberal Democratic Societies, Minnesota: Professors World Peace Academy, 1993, p.23.
123 Breuilly, Approaches to Nationalism, p. 165.
124 |bid., p. 166.

30



ethnicity and nationality. Accordingly, ethnicity and nationality are redefined and
reconstructed in changing conditions and in order to satisfy the needs of political elites
who are trying to generate mass support for gaining wealth, power and prestige. “[T]he
study of ethnicity and nationality is in large part the study of politically induced

cultural change”, Brass writes;

More precisely, it is the study of the process by which elites and counter-elites
within ethnic groups select aspects of the group’s culture, attach new value and
meaning to them, and use them as symbols to mobilize the group, to defend its
interests, and to compete with other groups. 1%
There are three basic assumptions in Brass’ approach. Firstly, he argues that the rise
of ethnic identities and their transformation into nationalism is not inevitable; specific
conditions are required for the politicization of cultural identities. Secondly, cultural
differences are not the source of ethnic conflicts; rather broader political and economic
environment which shapes the competition between elite groups is the main factor
promoting it. Finally, the definition of the relevant ethnic groups and their persistence

are influenced by this competition.'26

In pre-modern societies, says Brass, process of ethnic transformation has not yet begun
or in post-industrial societies the boundaries separating ethnic categories are not
obvious. These boundaries become visible in the process of ethnic transformation.

Since, he explains,

cultural markers are selected and used as a basis for differentiating the group
from other groups, as a focus for enhancing the internal solidarity of the group,
as a claim for a particular social status, and, if the ethnic group becomes
politicized, as justification for a demand for either group rights in an existing
political system or for recognition as a separate nation.*?’

125 payl R. Brass, “Elite Groups, Symbol Manipulation and Ethnic Identity among the Muslims of South
Asia”, in D. Taylor and M. Yapp, eds, Political Identity in South Asia, London: Curzon Press, 1979, p.
40-41.

126 paul R. Brass, Ethnicity and Nationalism: Theory and Comparison, New Delhi and Newbury Park:
Sage, 1991, p. 13-14.
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Ethnic differences and elite competition in a given population is a necessary, but not a
sufficient condition for the process of ethnic transformation to occur. The sufficient

conditions according to Brass are:

the existence of the means to communicate the selected symbols of identity to
other social classes within the ethnic group, the existence of a socially
mobilized population to whom the symbols may be communicated, and the
absence of intense class cleavage or other difficulties in communication
between elites and other social groups and classes.?®

Lastly, Brass discusses the factors that determine the success of a nationalist
movement. For Brass, three factors are especially significant in this respect: “the
existence of and the strategies pursued by nationalist political organizations, the nature

of government response to ethnic group demands, and the general political context”.12

Another scholar of nationalism who falls under this category, is Ernest Gellner. Gellner
is probably the most reputed scholar of nationalism and his work is considered to be
the most important attempt to explain nationalism. Gellner’s theory can be better
understood within the context of a longstanding sociological tradition whose origins
go back to Durkheim and Weber. The cardinal feature of this tradition is a distinction
between “traditional” and “modern” societies. Following in the footsteps of the
founding fathers of sociology, Gellner posits three stages in human history: the hunter-

gatherer, the agroliterate and the industrial.**

Gellner argues that nationalism, as a primarily political principle, “holds that the
political and the national unit should be congruent”.131 Moreover, it has “became a
sociological necessity only in the modern world”, thus the task of a theory of
nationalism “is to explain how and why did this happen”.'*? He explains the absence
of nations and nationalisms in pre-modern eras by analyzing the relationship between
“power” and “culture”. In hunter-gatherer stage, there are no states, hence there is no

128 |pid., p. 63.

129 |hid., p. 65.

130 Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, p. 129-130.
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room for national culture. Agro-literate societies have complex systems of statuses.
However, the rulers did not have the purpose of imposing cultural homogeneity since
they were benefiting from diversity. As Ozkiriml1 points out, “the overall conclusion
for Gellner is straightforward: since there is no cultural homogenization in agro-literate
societies, there can be no nations”.!3® Thus, shared culture is not essential to the
preservation of social order in agro-literate societies since status, that is an individual’s
place in the system of social roles, is ascriptive.® Conversely, culture plays a more
active role in industrial societies. The industrial society is a highly specialized society,
however, the gap between different specialisms is not huge as it was in the former
stage. This argument leads to Gellner’s emphasis on “generic training”:

A modern society is, in this respect, like a modern army, only more so. It
provides a very prolonged and fairly thorough training for all its recruits,
insisting on certain shared qualifications: literacy, numeracy, basic work habits
and social skills [...] The assumption is that anyone who has completed the
generic training common to the entire population can be re-trained for most
other jobs without too much difficulty.**®

In the former, agro-literate stage, status and ranks were the main aspects of individuals
in a society. On the contrary, in the industrial societies, which are characterized by
high levels of social mobility, education becomes the most significant element an
individual is assessed.

the employability, dignity, security and self-respect of individuals [...] now
hinges on their education [...] A man”s education is by far his most precious
investment, and in effect confers identity on him. Modern man is not loyal to a
monarch or a land or a faith, whatever he may say, but to a culture. 1%

Since this kind of education, and the infrastructure it needs, are huge and very

expensive, only the central state is capable of sustaining the educational system. In an

1383 Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p. 100.

134 Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, p. 18.
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environment that various states compete for overlapping catchment areas, a culture has

to acquire a protector state, in order to protect itself against another one.%’

In short, nationalism is a product of industrial social organization. As Gellner points

out;

Nationalism is, essentially, the general imposition of a high culture on society,
where previously low cultures had taken up the lives of the majority, and in
some cases of the totality, of the population [...] It is the establishment of an
anonymous, impersonal society, with mutually substitutable atomized
individuals, held together above all by a shared culture of this kind.**

In high social mobility conditions, “the culture in which one has been taught to

communicate becomes the core of one’s identity.”**

Last scholar which will be examined in this section is the Czech historian Miroslav
Hroch. Hroch was the first scholar who attempted the social-historical analysis of
nationalist movements in a systematic comparative framework. He also showed the
relations between nation forming processes and aspects social transformation,
especially those associated with the spread of capitalism in his works. “The most
important argument of my academic work, and where | disagree with the majority of

contemporary research”, writes Hroch;

is the belief that we cannot study the process of nation-formation as a mere by-
product of nebulous ‘nationalism’. We have to understand it as a part of a social
and cultural transformation and a component of the modernization of European
societies, even though this modernization did not occur synchronically and had
important regional specificities.4

137 Ernest Gellner, “The Coming of Nationalism and its Interpretation: The Myths of Nation and Class”,
in G. Balakrishnan, eds, Mapping the Nation, London: Verso, 1996, p. 110.

138 Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, p. 57.
139 Ibid., p. 61.
140 Miroslav Hroch, Comparative Studies in Modern European History: Nation, Nationalism, Social

Change, Aldershot: Ashgate. 2007, p. X.
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Thus, for Hroch, on the one hand it is necessary to accept the objective existence of a
large social group (which can comprise a nation), however, on the other hand, “one

must be aware of the exploitation of this fact in the pursuit of power.””14!

Hroch scrutinizes the history of Europe and concludes that programs of the classic

national movement include three groups of demands:

1. The development or improvement of a national culture based on the local
language which had to be used in education, administration and economic life.
2. The creation of a complete social structure, including their “own” educated
elites and entrepreneurial classes.

3. The achievement of equal civil rights and of some degree of political self-
administration.4?

There are variations on the timing and priority of these demands, however, the track

of a national movement would not be completed until all of these demands are fulfilled.

Hroch also offers an explanation for the structural phases of a national movement from
its beginning to its successful completion. During the first period, Phase A, activists
mostly strive to reveal the linguistic, historical and cultural attributes of their ethnic
group. In the second period, Phase B, new group of activists aim to create a nation, so
they intend to gain the mass support of their ethnic group. Lastly, in the third period,
Phase C, the national consciousness became the concern of the majority of the

population and a mass movement was formed.'#3

Hroch argues that this periodization helps researchers to make meaningful
comparisons between national movements. He concludes that the most important
criterion “is the relationship between the transition to Phase B and then to Phase C on
the one hand, and the transition to a constitutional society on the other”.*** According

to Hroch, combination of these two series of changes provides a useful tool to compare

141 Hroch cited in Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p. 115.

142 Miroslav Hroch, “National Self-Determination from a Historical Perspective”, in S. Periwal, eds,
Notions of Nationalism, Budapest: Central European University Press, 1995, p. 66-67.
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different national movements and he applies this to the national movements that
occurred in Europe. Nevertheless, he previses that they are based on generalizations
and they do not enable us to understand the origins and outcomes of various national

movements.

As one can see what united the above mentioned scholars was their unilinear
conception of the historical development of nationalism. Nationalism in this sense is
an inevitable consequence of the transition from agrarian, or pre-industrial societies to
modern or industrial societies. Moreover, this transition also believed to take place in
several phases which necessarily follows one another, in other words, a path-
dependent trajectory. Comparative models and ideal-type constructions provides the
main methodological framework in this line of thinking, and analysis are conducted
within the framework of state-society relations, where the former is assumed to have
certain autonomy from the latter. Its capacity to instrumentalize nationalism for
integrating large sections of the populations to its self-promoted culture, in turn

determines its chances for survival in the last instance.

That autonomy granted to the state in its domestic affairs, is also evident in its relations
with other states or external populations they interact with. Now this is not to say that
these scholars put any weight to inter-state relations while explaining how nationalism
emerged within the already developed industrial states of the Western Europe, or how
it spread over the populations in distant geographies. In that regard, the inter-state
analysis are purely assumed within realist terms, military power being the main
determinant. Yet, there exist of course, in these scholars’ analysis, an international
space which is theoretically subtle yet still analytically significant for studying the

development of nationalism.

Within the conceptualization of this international space, the notion of sovereignty
plays a critical role. Nationalism after all is defined as a political doctrine, built on the
assertion that, “the nation must be as independent as possible [which] requires at least
the attainment of political sovereignty”.}4> At this point, once again the modern

bureaucratic state comes into the focus, and forms the main frame of reference for

145 Breuilly, Nationalism and the State, p.2.
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analyzing the relations among nations. This is why for instance, Breuilly’s typology is
built on two aspects; first one concerning the relationship between the movement and
the state to which it either opposes or control; and second one concerning the goals of
the nationalist movement, whether it is separation from the present state or to reform
it via nationalism, or unification with another one.1*® This notion of sovereignty is also
internally linked with the notion of “legitimacy”, which Breuilly defines as another
function of nationalism. Here too, we encounter the elusive yet present role of the
“international” which takes the form of public opinion of powerful external agents and

foreign states.**’

The definition of national interest in this category of analysis constitutes yet another
aspect within which the role of the “international” space is discreetly implied. Brass
for instance, defined such interest, as a selection of various aspects of collective culture
to create symbols to mobilize the group in its competition with rivalling groups.'*® In
this regard the boundaries that separate in/group out/group affiliations forms an
important aspect of Brass’ analysis, which he believes are built upon “objective
cultural criteria”.*® Though it should be noted that these objective criteria are by no
means fixed, but liable to change and alteration. Cultural markers, as stated above, are
continuously negotiated between different elite and non-elite groups, and they only
transform into clearer and sharper boundaries only in the process of ethnic

transformation.

The existence of “international” space in this sense, also plays its part in competition
for local control. For Brass, such competition may take four different form; those

between local land controllers and alien authorities, between competing religious

146 Breuilly, Approaches to Nationalism, p. 166.
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elites, between local religious elites and collaborationist native aristocracies, and

between native religious elites and alien aristocracies.>°

Moreover, it is also possible to trace an existence of inter-ethnic space within Brass’

analysis.

The mass base for nationalism may be created when widespread intra-class
competition occurs brought about by the movement of large numbers of people
from either a previously overwhelmingly rural group or from a disadvantaged
group into economic sectors occupied predominantly by other ethnic groups.t®!

Brass states, in order to make the point that the mass base of nationalism is sustained
by inter-ethnic competition for scarce economic opportunities. However, even though
this “sectorally-based competition” for controlling state apparatus is crucial for
constituting the mass base of nationalist movements, the success of it still depends on
political factors in the last instance. As Brass states, for a nationalist movement to be
successful, it must have a dominant political organization in representing the interests
of the ethnic group against its rivals.'® Here too, Brass indirectly refers to the
theoretical significance of an underlying “international” space. Since a crucial aspect
of the general political context for nations to emerge is the availability of alternative
political arenas, Brass contends that elite strategies to reorganize old political arenas
or the construction of new ones for satisfying ethnic demands, are mostly successful

when external powers are not willing to intervene to this process.'®3

So, as you can see, even if it is possible to track the presence of an “international” or
inter-ethnic space between the lines of Breuilly’s and Brass’ analysis, it plays an
extremely subtle role, which is almost invisible theoretically. Gellner’s approach in

this regard, provides a more concrete conceptualization of the “international”
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dimension. Gellner openly states that there is indeed a link between nationalism and
the process of colonialism, imperialism and de-colonization. According to Gellner;

The emergence of industrial society in Western Europe had as its consequence
the virtual conquest of the entire world by European powers, and sometimes
by European settler populations. In effect, the whole of Africa, America,
Oceania, and very large parts of Asia came under European domination; and
the parts of Asia which escaped this fate were often under strong indirect
influence.*>

However, Gellner adds this was rather an uncommon global quest. Since normally the
political empire is an award of military strength and executed by societies which are
strongly dedicated to warfare. This was not the case though in the above mentioned
European conquest of the world. Since, it was accomplished not by a “militaristic
machine”, but by nations which were “increasingly oriented towards industry and
trade”.2>° It was not a planned conquest in that regard, neither it was a fruit of military
orientation, but rather it was simply an upbringing of economic and technological

superiority.

As this views of Gellner illustrates, even though he makes an explicit attempt to
accommodate the international dimension to his theory of nationalism, it still plays a
tributary role in the effectualness of the overall argument, since it does not bear any
weight on the socio-historical development of particular nationalisms, but rather
subordinated to them. Colonialism or imperialism, in that regard is demonstrated as a
natural consequence of the sociological development of progressive Western states,
yet their role in this development is largely overlooked. In this regard the economic
and technological superiority of the Western states, which apparently subsists without
any international foundation, is explained solely by referring to the inner sociological

characteristics alone.

Thus, it is possible to suggest that the internalist thinking within this collection of

studies, stems from the belief that nationalism, is a modern form of social organization,

154 Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, p. 42.
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“based on deeply internalized, education-dependent high cultures, each protected by
its own state”.1>® Since these scholars hold a Weberian understanding of the state, the
domestic and international spheres naturally assumed to be as isolated from and
external to each other, where an external influence can only exert an impact on internal

dynamics, after being filtered through the state apparatus, or vice versa.

3.2.2 Marxist Approaches to the Modernity of the Nation

The tremendous international transformations taking place in the late 1960s and 1970s
had re-directed the interest of the Marxist intellectuals on the subject of nationalism.
Those independence movements that adapted a nationalist stance in the colonies, the
ethnic revivals in Europe and North America, and the triangular warfare between the
so-called socialist states of China, Vietnam and Cambodia... All these led nationalism
to return with an improved vitality into the theoretical discussions of Marxist scholars.
Even though all four scholars that will be analysed under this heading are self-
described Marxists, it would be wrong to suggest that these form a homogenous
category with regards to their theoretical positions. In this sense, these scholars can be
regrouped under two categories within themselves; the neo-Marxists position adopted
by Tom Nairn and Michael Hechter, and the conciliatory position which is evident in

the approaches of Eric Hobsbawm and Benedict Anderson.

| will start my overview with the neo-Marxist position, which as Ozkirimli explains,
“believed that traditional Marxism was ill-prepared to cope with the challenges posed
by nationalism” which were given a new urgency following the above stated
developments.’>” After briefly summarizing these scholars’ theoretical insights on
nationalism, it will continue with how they conceptualized the role of the international
within their analysis. The first, and the most reputed scholar to be examined under this

category is Scottish political theorist Tom Nairn. Nairn, in a series of articles published
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in New Left Review!® and his book The Break-up of Britain'®® argues that no
theoretical study on nationalism, including those by the Marxists, was able to properly
explain the term’s content and fully grasp its political implications. The theory of
nationalism in this sense, “represents Marxism”s great historical failure”, for Nairn.

ASs he writes;

It may have had others as well, and some of these have been more debated:
Marxism’s shortcomings over imperialism, the state, the falling rate of profit
and the immiseration of the masses are certainly old battlefields. Yet none of
these is as important, as fundamental, as the problem of nationalism, either in
theory or in political practice.'®

This failure however is not peculiar to Marxist theory for Nairn, as he believes other
traditions in western thought have not done any better. “ldealism, German historicism,
liberalism, social Darwinism and modern sociology have foundered as badly as
Marxism here”, he states.’®! In this respect, Nairn criticizes the previous Marxist
literature on this failure yet he does not blame them. After all, no other tradition was
able to provide a theory of nationalism at that period. For him, this was simply because
the time was not yet ripe for it. However, he believes, Marxist ontological and
epistemological formulations provide viable analytical tools to postulate a materialist
understanding of nationalism, and it’s about time for such an attempt. Though, Nairn
states that his aim is not to provide a theory as such, but to present “the scantiest
outline” of how this might be done.2

According to Nairn, contrary to what existing theories suggests, nationalism should
not be explained by referring to the internal dynamics of individual societies alone, but
rather sought in the general processes of historical development following the end of
the eighteenth century. For that, the world history in its totality should be taken as the

1%8 See for instance; Tom Nairn, “Scotland and Europe”, New Left Review, Vol. 83, 1974, pp. 92-125
and “The Modern Janus”, New Left Review, Vol. 94, 1975, pp. 3-27.
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explanatory framework. Nationalism, in this sense, Nairn asserts, is “determined by
certain features of the world political economy, in the era between the French and
Industrial Reolutions and the present day”.'®® However, this does by no means imply
that the emergence and spread of nationalism is a contingent consequence of
industrialization or modernity. Instead, Nairn points out, it is a symptom of uneven

historical development which is brought by the capitalist mode of production.®*

As Nairn explains, the theories of modernization, which is a concomitant of the
Western Enlightenment thought, maintained for a very long time that the human
civilization would develop evenly and progressively. This idea of “even development”
was based on the understanding that, even though Western European powers have
initiated the process of capitalist development, “this advance could be
straightforwardly followed, and the institutions responsible for it copied — hence the
periphery, the world’s countryside, would catch up with the leaders in due time”.1%®

However, Nairn suggests, history proved this view wrong.

The influence of the early capitalist countries was experienced not in the form of
imitation but rather in the form of domination and invasion. This was in a way
unavoidable considering the huge gap in the level of development between the core
and the periphery. After all, as Nairn states, “the new developmental forces were not
in the hands of a beneficent, disinterested elite concerned with Humanity’s
advance”.'®® The people living in the backward countries were soon realized that,
“progress in the abstract meant domination in the concrete, by powers which they

could not help apprehending as foreign or alien”.16’
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Nevertheless, their expectations for material progress were not disenchanted. Since the
ideological discourse of progress had already been internalized by the masses, “the
peripheric elites had no option but to try and satisfy these demands by taking things
into their own hands”.*% Nairn believes this signified the starting point of nationalism.
Since the elites had to convince the masses that challenging the concrete form
presumed by progress, is the first step to progress itself. On the one hand, they strived
to obtain the institutions of the European powers which necessarily meant immitating
these early developers, yet on the other hand they had to do this while opposing the
direct intervention of very same states. What this meant for Nairn, is “the conscious
formation of a militant, inter-class community rendered strongly (if mythically) aware

of its own separate identity vis-a-vis the outside forces of domination”.16°

The whole point of the dilemma Nairn points out, is that this mobilization had to done
in terms of what was already there, yet “there was nothing there”, other than people
with its speech, folklore, skin colour and so on. Under such circumstances, Nairn
writes “the new middle-class intelligentsia of nationalism had to invite the masses into
history; and the invitation card had to be written in a language they understood”.*"® So,
for Nairn, the rapid spread of capitalism to other regions resulted in the emergence of
nationalism. However, the story did not end there. Nairn claims that nationalism once
emerged in the peripheral countries, dialectically spelled to the West, since once the
nation-state become a compelling norm, or in Nairn’s words, the “new climate of

world politics”, the core countries had no option but to fell under its spell 1"

As one can see, the influence of the “dependency school” and “world-systems theory”
on Nairn’s approach is evident. Another scholar who based his analysis on these
assumptions is Michael Hechter. Similar to Nairn, in his theoretical formulation of

nationalism Hechter, reproduces the premises of the Dependency School through
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concentration on exchange relations rather than production relations as Orthodox
Marxists would do. Hechter built his theory of nationalism on the concept of “internal
colonialism”, a term which was originally employed by Russian populists, and later
adopted by Gramsci and Lenin to emphasize the unequal exchange relations that takes

place between the territories of a given state.!’?

According to Hechter, the spatially uneven wave of modernization over state territory
results in the formation of advanced and less advanced groups. As a consequence of
this initial fortuitous advantage, Hechter explains; there occurs a crystallization of the
unequal distribution of resources and power between the two groups. Within this

context;

The superordinate group, or core, seeks to stabilize and monopolize its
advantages through policies aiming at the institutionalization of the existing
stratification system. It attempts to regulate the allocation of social roles such
that those roles commonly defined as having high prestige are reserved for its
members. Conversely, individuals from the less advanced group are denied
access to these roles.!’®

Moreover, this stratification system, which for Hechter resembles a cultural division
of labor, contributes to the development of distinct ethnic identities within each group.

As Hechter asserts;

Actors come to categorize themselves and others according to the range of roles
each may be expected to play. They are aided in this categorization by the
presence of visible signs, or cultural markers, which are seen to characterize
both groups. At this stage, acculturation does not occur because it is not in the
interests of institutions within the core.}™

Therefore, according to this model, economic inequalities combined with cultural
differences results in a “cultural division of labor”. If the cultural division of labor is

supported by intra-group communication than the disadvantaged group will claim the
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separateness of their nation.!”® Since Hechter used this model in his analysis of
assimilation and ethnic conflict in America he claimed that this situation will results
in the dissolution of the unity of nation. However, Hechter claims that the situation is
not much different in the overseas colonies. The economies of colonies are organized
in the way that it complements the core’s development. This ends up with the
dependency of Third World on the international markets. The dependence is reinforced
through political and military measures and discrimination on the base culture turn out

to be daily routines.’®

Hechter, later published an article where he amended his conceptualization of cultural
division of labor.t’” He says that cultural division of labor does not necessarily
associate with economic deprivation. According to his reformed formulation, both the
distribution of certain ethnic groups in the occupational structure unequally and
specialization of certain groups in certain sectors are the dimensions of cultural
division of labor. Hechter, aims to underline that the social status and economic
interests of the people working in the same sector turn out to be a common denominator

which indeed results in a cultural division of labor.1"®

As one can see the “international” dimension occupies a central position within the
context of neo-Marxist theorizing. Capitalist development in this line of analysis, is
considered as a global process and national developments as closely interconnected
with (if not determined by) it. Yet, as Yalvag explains, “this insight has usually been
confined to the analysis of the relation between the developed and underdeveloped
countries, concerning itself with the causes and effects of development and
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underdevelopment”.1’® So these scholars while concerned themselves with the role of
the world economy in formation of national consciousness, ignored the impact of the
state-system on it altogether. Their approach to nationalism, in this regard, carries the
determinist tones of Wallerstein’s world system perspective in general, which Yalvag
describes as “relegating the political dynamics of the world system to a secondary
position with respect to the world market competition”.*8° Moreover, while overstating
the influence of world economy on the emergence of periphery nationalisms, both of
these scholars share a common flaw in ignoring domestic social structures and their
implications on nationalism. So much so that, Nairn for instance, “inverts the actual
sequence of events by placing the origins of nationalism within the less developed

countries”. 18!

Nairn and Hechter are not the only modernist scholars with Marxist credentials. Two
other prominent figures who associated themselves with the Marxist tradition, are Eric
Hobsbawm and Benedict Anderson. However, even though these scholars are self-
proclaimed Marxists, their theoretical approach to modernity resembles some
fundamental aspects of the Weberian scholars which were described above. In this
regard, it can be said that these scholars actually adopts a position which tries to
reconcile the modernist view of Gellner with the historical materialist predispositions

of their own.

According to Hobsbawn, for instance, both nations and nationalism are products of
“social engineering”, which is built upon the foundations of “invented traditions”.
Hobsbawn describes “invented traditions” as

a set of practices, normally governed by overtly or tacitly accepted rules and of
a ritual or symbolic nature, which seek to inculcate certain values and norms
of behaviour by repetition, which automatically implies continuity with the past
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In fact, where possible, they normally attempt to establish continuity with a
suitable historic past.'82

Hobsbawm argues that nations are the most prevalent ones among such invented
traditions. Regardless of their historical novelty, Hobsbawm points out, they manage
to create a factitious continuity with the past and “use history as a legitimator of action

and cement of group cohesion”.83

Hobsbawm in this regard, differentiates between two processes of invention. The first
one is the adaptation of old traditions and institutions to new situations. This type of
invention is relevant for all societies even for the so-called traditional ones. The second
one is the deliberate invention of “new” traditions for novel purposes, in order to
maintain the order and cohesion following periods of rapid social change, for instance,
in the wake of industrialization, which caused a strong fragmentation and

disintegration within the traditional society.'8

For Hobsbawm, the period between 1870 and 1914, can be regarded as the apex of
invented traditions. He suggests that with the emergence of mass politics and the
intrusion of the previously neglected segments of the population into the political
arena, the ruling elites found themselves in an extremely difficult position, in which
they were obliged to invent traditions for maintaining the loyalty and cooperation of
their subjects.’®® Hobsbawm identifies three major factors which characterizes this
period; the development of primary education, the invention of public ceremonies, and
the mass production of public monuments.*® These processes Hobsbawm argues led

nationalism to “became a substitute for social cohesion through a national church, a
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royal family or other cohesive traditions, or collective group self-presentations, a new

secular religion”.187

In this regard, Hobsbawm’s theoretical formulation resembles crucial aspects of
Gellner’s understanding. In his later work, Hobsbawm acknowledges Gellner’s
definition of nationalism all together. However, he adds to this principle that the
political duties of citizens to the polity which encompasses and represents their nation,
“overrides all other public obligations, and in extreme cases (such as wars) all other
obligations of whatever kind”.*8 For Hobsbawm, this is what distinguishes modern
nationalism, from earlier forms of collective identifications, which in turn implies that
modern nationalism belongs to a specific, and historically recent period, since “it is a
social entity only insofar as it relates to a certain kind of modern territorial state”.8°
In short, Hobsbawm concludes, for analytical purposes nationalism comes before
nations, or in other words “nations do not make states and nationalism but the other

way around”.%°

The nationalism phenomenon, for Hobsbawm, “is situated at the point of intersection
of politics, technology and social transformation”.'®? In that regard, he believes that it
is also a dual phenomena, constructed primarily from above, yet impossible to
comprehend without being examined also from below, “that is interms of the
assumptions, hopes, needs, longings and interests of ordinary people”.*®? This is the
point where he criticizes Gellner’s account for sacrificing the later (analysis from
below), for the sake of the former. What is exceedingly difficult to unveil for
Hobsbawm, is that view from below, which does not take nation as the way it is

understood by governments and spokespeople of nationalist movements, but as it is
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experienced by ordinary people who are the objects of such projections. Luckily, he
says, social historians now know, how to inspect the history of ideas, opinions and
feelings at the “sub-literary level”, “so that we are today less likely to confuse, as

historians once habitually did, editorials in select newspapers with public opinion”.*%3

Benedict Anderson, who is also largely influenced and reflected on Gellner’s views,
adopts a similar reconciliatory approach in his classic book Imagined Communities:
Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, which was published in 1983.
As he himself notes, “the book attempted to combine a kind of historical materialism
with what later on came to be called discourse analysis. Marxist modernism married
to post-modernism avant la letter”.2%* Yet, as Neil Davidson points out, “it is the
postmodern aspects of the work which have proved the most influential, all too often

at the expense of Anderson’s Marxism”.*%

Anderson takes Nairn’s criticism against Marxist literature as his starting point, and

widens the scope of this critique

It would be more exact to say that nationalism has proved an uncomfortable
anomaly for Marxist theory and, precisely for that reason, has been largely
elided, rather than confronted. How else to explain Marx’s failure to explicate
the crucial adjective in his memorable formulation of 1848: “The proletariat of
each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own
bourgeoisie”? How else to account for the use, for over a century, of the
concept national bourgeoisie without any serious attempt to justify
theoretically the relevance of the adjective? Why this segmentation of the
bourgeoisie - a world-class is insofar as it is defined in terms of the relations of
production - theoretically significant?1%

In this sense, Anderson aims to deliver what Marxism fails to attain, and offers a

tentative suggestion for a more satisfactory theory of nationalism. He believes that a
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persuasive definition of nationalism should not limit itself to the cultural or political
factors. Anderson traces the roots of nationalism and ideas of “nation-ness” back to
the end of the eighteenth century. The leitmotif of Anderson’s approach is that
nationalism is a cultural artifact - not a self-conscious political ideology - that came
out of a “crossing” of different contingent historical forces. The venture he undertakes
is to show why and how these particular artifacts have aroused such deep

attachments.®’

For Anderson, nations are imagined communities. They are imagined in the sense that
the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-
members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of
their communion; and they are communities in the sense that regardless of the actual
inequalities, the nation is perceived as a horizontal comradeship.t®® Unlike Gellner,
Anderson choose to label nations as “imagined” instead of “invented” notions, since
he believes, the former gives the meaning of falsity to the term and dismantles its
material base. “Gellner is so anxious to show that nationalism masquerades under false

pretences”, Anderson writes;

that he assimilates ‘invention’ to ‘fabrication’ and ‘falsity’, rather than to
‘imagining’ and ‘creation’. In this way he implies that ‘true’ communities exist
which can be advantageously juxtaposed to nations. In fact, all communities
larger than primordial villages of face-to-face contact (and perhaps even these)
are imagined. Communities are to be distinguished, not by their
falsity/genuineness, but by the style in which they are imagined.'%
Anderson, in this regard, claims that nationalism should not be seen as a self-conscious
production of political ideologies. Instead it should be understood in relation to the
cultural systems that preceded it, and out of which nationalism came into being.
According to him, three overlapping historical conditions - the decline of a coherent

religious community, the decline of dynasties, and the emergence of homogenous time
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- created the conditions which enabled the emergence of imagined communities within

Europe. 2%

The first change was in the decline of the “unselfconscious coherence” of religious
community. That is, with the global explorations, religions has come to be seen as
plural and territorialized in a way that lay the foundation of nationalist imagination.?%:
A second change was in the power and status of dynasties. The rise of regicide and
revolution in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries started to dissolve the assumed
legitimacy of monarchic rule along with its models of governmental organization.2%?
A Third one was changing conceptions of time. The change in the conception of time
led to the replacement of the idea of simultaneity in Christian conception of time with
the idea of homogenous empty time marked by temporal coincidence and measured

by clock and calendar.?%®

Though the most crucial variable in the emergence of nationalism is what Anderson
calls, the “print capitalism’”:

The slow, uneven decline of these interlinked certainties, first in Western
Europe, later elsewhere, under the impact of economic change, “discoveries”
(social and scientific), and the development of increasingly rapid
communications, drove a harsh wedge between cosmology and history. No
surprise then that the search was on, so to speak, for a new way of linking
fraternity, power and time meaningfully together. Nothing perhaps more
precipitated this search, nor made it more fruitful, than print-capitalism, which
made it possible for rapidly growing numbers of people to think about
themselves, and to relate themselves to others, in profoundly new ways.?%4

Now, it must be stated that the “international” space occupies an immense place within
the theories of Hobsbawm and Anderson. Especially within their empirical analysis.

Yet, it will be more appropriate to focus on their theoretical considerations, to see how
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the “international” is conceptualized in their approaches to modernity. Hobsbawm, for
instance, explains that the modern equation of nation=state=people, inevitably linked
the nation to territory, since “structure and definitions of states were now essentially
territorial”. However, he states, “it also implied a multiplicity of nation-states so
constituted, and this was indeed a necessary consequence of popular self-
determination”.?®® Anderson, also underlines the same point, “nation is imagined as
limited”, he states “because even the largest of them, [...] has finite, if elastic,
boundaries, beyond which lie other nations”.2% So, the international actually is directly
included to the conceptualization of the nation, within Anderson and Hobsbawm’s

works.

Moreover, Hobsbawm believes that the theoretical discourse on nationalism, has

impressed its character most decisively on the European nineteenth century;

especially on the period when the “principle of nationality’ changed its map in
the most dramatic way, namely the period from 1830 to 1880 [...] during the
fifty years when the European balance of power was transformed by the
emergence of two great powers based on the national principle (Germany and
Italy) and the effective partition of third on the same grounds (Austria-
Hungary).2%’

In addition to this, Hobsbawm points out, “the nineteenth century world economy was

international rather than cosmopolitan”. What this implies for Hobsbawm is that

during lengthy period from the eighteenth century to the years following World
War 11, there seemed to be little space and scope in the global economy for
those genuinely extra-territorial, transnational or interstitial units.?%

Anderson too, had emphasized the role of 19" century liberalism on the emergence of
national consciousness. Considering the character of the newly emerged nationalisms
between 1820 and 1920, which for Anderson, had “changed the face of the old world”,
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the impact of the French Revolution were of central ideological and political
importance, since it provided a visible model for these new nations through which all
were able to work from.?®® Moreover, he also discusses how imperialism, and its
related policies, for instance Russification or Anglicization, has triggered the

emergence of official nationalisms.?%

So, these scholars not only implicated the international in their conceptualization of
nationalism, but also attached to it a constitutive role. Moreover, they also effectively
demonstrate how this international space interacts with domestic social mechanisms.
Especially Hobsbawm, through combining what he calls the “view from above” with
the “view from below”, took a significant step in this regard. Yet, even in their line of

analysis, the international and sociological domains remained analytically distinct.

As they concentrated on understanding the subjective/ideational elements of
nationalism; such as ideas, opinion and sentiments of ordinary people, this led them to
establish an external relationship between the domestic sociological sphere where
these elements are constructed, and the “international” domain where these ideas are
transferred or carried through material mechanisms, such as capitalist development
and industrialization. Once again, just like in the neo-Marxist scholars, the internalist
understanding got reproduced from the opposite direction, where the international
structurally determined the domestic, as it is assumed to be autonomous from the latter,

or supra-sociological in essence.

3.3 Ethnosymbolism: An Intermediate Position built on Myths and Symbols

Ethnosymbolism can be defined as an intermediate position between primordialism
and modernism.?*! It mostly emerged as a response to the structural claims of the

modernist view, which suggests that “there is a radical break between pre-modern units
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and sentiments and modern nations and nationalism”, yet, it is equally critical towards
perennialists’ claims that nationalist sentiments are “simply larger, updated version of
pre-modern ties and sentiments”.?!? Rather than explaining nationalism as a material
and objective reality, ethno-symbolist approach focuses more on the symbolic
elements and subjective dimensions in the process of the formation of nationalisms.
Of crucial importance for this line of analysis, are the role of myths, symbols,
communication codes, memories, values and traditions in the formation, perseverance
and transformation of ethnicity and nationalism.?*®* According to ethnosymbolists, it
would be impossible to fully comprehend the origins and formation of contemporary
nations without taking their ethnic origins into account, or as Hutchinson explains it,
without “contextualizing them within the larger phenomenon of ethnicity”.?* For this
they recurrently emphasize the need for la long duree analysis, which implies tracing
the development and persistence of collective cultural identities over long periods of

time. 215

Put simply, ethnosymbolist view of nationalism, argues that nationalism has its
specificity and achievement due its capacity to absorb and reproduce the ideational
factors that have great importance in the longue durée construction of ethnic identities.
Thus nationalism is not something constructed out of vacuum as modernists claim, but

on the contrary, as Smith explains

[...] it emerges out of the complex social and ethnic formations of earlier
epochs, and the different kinds of ethnie, which modern forces transform, but
never obliterate. The modern era in this respect resembles a palimpsest on
which are recorded experiences and identities of different epochs and a variety
of ethnic formations, the earlier influencing and being modified by the later, to

212 |bid., p. 13.

213 Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations, p. 14, See also Anthony D. Smith, Ethno-Symbolism and
Nationalism A Cultural Approach, New York: Routledge, 2009, Section 2: “Basic Themes of ethno-
symbolism”, pp. 23-41.

214 John Hutchinson, Modern Nationalism, London: Fontana, 1994, p. 7.

215 Anthony D. Smith, Myths and Memories of the Nation, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999, p.10.

54



produce the composite type of collective cultural unit which we call ‘the
nation’.®

This characteristics enables nationalism both to maintain the continuity of some social
relations in order to gain legitimacy and at the same time change the society to achieve
a suitable environment for modernism. As a result, modernism although having
significant clashes with earlier formations gains the support of masses and already

established institutions.

As Ozkirimli notes Ethnosymbolists form a more homogeneous category compared to
other two views; “[g]uided by a common reverence for the past, they lay stress on
similar processes in their explanations of nations and nationalism”.?’ Even though
there exists numerous scholars who are associated with this view, two names are
especially important.?!8 These are John Armstrong, the first scholar who points out to
the importance of la long duree analysis and myth-symbol complexes for the study of
nationalism, and Anthony Smith the most prominent figure, and the founding father of
ethno-symbolist theory. So before we continue with the role of the international within
this approach, it would be more appropriate to elaborate some of the views asserted by

these two scholars.

According to Armstrong, “the key to the significance of phenomena of ethnic
identification is persistence rather than genesis of particular patterns”.?® For this
reason, he proposes to implement the long duree perspective of Annales school of
French historiography into the study of ethnic identities, since he believes, the
durability of ethnic attachments can only be examined through an “extended temporal

perspective”, which studies ethnic groups in a time dimension spanning over many
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centuries.??® Following the social interaction model of the Norwegian anthropologist
Fredrik Barth, Armstrong stresses the “the fundamental but shifting significance of

boundaries for human identity”, and asserts that,

the focus of investigation must shift from internal group characteristics to
symbolic boundary mechanisms that differentiate these groups, without
overlooking the fact that the mechanisms in question exist in the minds of the
subjects rather than as lines on a map or norms in a rule book.?%!

In this sense, what the term “boundary” implies for Armstrong, is a far more
encompassing concept than the conventional definition, which is “based on the
occupation of particular, exclusive territories”.?%? It refers to the “uncanny experience
of confronting others”, since “groups tend to define themselves not by reference to

their own characteristics but by exclusion, that is, by comparison to ‘strangers’”?23

So ethnic boundaries, according to Armstrong, “fundamentally reflect group attitudes
rather than geographical division”, since he states “myth, symbol, communication, and
a cluster of associated attitudinal factors are usually more persistent than purely
material factors”.??* According to Armstrong there are several factors which ensures
this persistency of myth/symbol complexes. First one among these, and maybe the
most general factor, is the distinction between two fundamentally different ways of
life, namely “the nomad” and “the sedentary”. Armstrong starts his analyses with this

distinction, since he believes,

the myths and symbols they embody — expressed notably in nostalgia —
crucially divide nearly all subsequent identities into two groups based on
incompatible principles. The territorial principle and its peculiar nostalgia
ultimately became the predominant form in Europe, while the genealogical or
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pseudo-genealogical principle has continued to prevail in most of the Middle
East.?®

The second factor is religion, which “pursues and deepens the analysis of nomadic and
sedentary ways that have so profoundly affected the civilizations founded on the two
great universal religions”, Islam and Christianity.??® The third factor is the role of the
city, since it “constitutes the first exploration of the impact of a quintessential political

structure”.?2’” As Armstrong points out,

Exploration of the effect of towns upon identification requires examination of a
very broad range of symbolic and attitudinal data, from the impact of architectonic
features on consciousness to the unifying or centrifugal effects of different legal
codes.??8

The fourth factor is the role of the imperial policies. Here, Armstrong asserts; “the
central question becomes how could the intense consciousness of loyalty and identity
established through face-to-face contact in the city-state be transferred to the larger
agglomerations of cities and countryside known as empires?”’??° The final factor is,
“the close relationship of religious organization to linguistic adherence”, here
Armstrong “introduces the significance of language for identity in the pre-nationalist

era”. 230

Even though Armstrong is the first to introduce the myth-symbol complexes to the
study of nationalism, it was Anthony Smith who developed these to construct an
elaborated theory of Ethnosymbolism. According to Smith, although Armstrong “has
made a pioneering and monumental contribution” in employing “symbolic” analysis,

his approach was more phenomenological and “instrumentalist” in this regard, “since
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it follows the model of social interaction laid out by Barth”.?! Thus, he states, “it is
not entirely clear in Armstrong’s and several other scholars’ work as to whether and
how far they would make a distinction between ethnic community and nation, and

ethnic identity and nationalism”.?%?

What should be done instead, Smith states, is “to distinguish between these two sets
of concepts, while charting their empirical connections”. 23* What this implies, Smith

explains;

[is] grounding our understanding of modern nationalism on an historical base
involving considerable time-spans, to see how far its themes and forms were
pre-figured in earlier periods and how far a connection with earlier ethnic ties
and sentiments can be established.?%*

Adopting such a perspective, Smith argues, will enable us to realize that;

not only did many nations and nationalism spring up on the basis of pre-
existing ethnie and their ethnocentrism, but that in order to forge a nation today,
it is vital to create and crystallize ethnic components, the lack of which is likely
to constitute serious impediment to “nation-building”.?*®

According to Smith, most modernists, due to their theoretical standpoint, “content to
describe a subset of the general category of nation”, namely the modern Western
nation, “as if it stands for the whole”. This is the point where he believes “a descriptive
historical term becomes entangled with a general analytic category”.?%® In this sense,

Smith points out, the first step to be taken, “is to define the concept of nation in ideal-
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typical terms, and thereby recognize the persistent nature of the analytic category as a

transhistorical ideal type”.2%

In line with this purpose, he starts his analysis by introducing the concept of ethnic
community or, what he simply refers as, the “ethnie”. According to Smith, what lies
in the “core of ethnicity”, is the “quartet of myths, memories, values or symbols”,
which can be also summarized as the “myth-symbol” complex.?*® These, Smith
believes, create the “characteristic forms or styles and genres of certain historical
configurations of populations”.?*°* Moreover, these historical forms of human
community are often in flux, “even where their names, symbols, and boundaries
persist”, because they are products of “certain social and symbolic processes”, which
depends on human action and subjective interpretation.?*® “All of this suggests that the
ethnie is anything but primordial”, Smith writes. “As the subjective significance of
each of these attributes waxes and wanes for the members of a community, so does the

cohesion and self-awareness of that community’s membership”.24

So how does an ethnie form in the first place? For Smith, the historical record suggests
that there are two main patterns of ethnie formation. These are coalescence; “coming
together of separate units through processes of amalgamation of separate units or
absorption of one unit by another” and division; “through fission or what Horowitz
calls “proliferation”, when a part of the ethnic community leaves it to form a new
group”. 242 According to Smith, ethnie, “once formed, tend to be exceptionally durable

95 243

under “normal” vicissitudes and to persist over many generations, even centuries”.

Of course, this does not mean that, it is a historically frozen entity which is immune to
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change. There are certain traumatic events which may cause deep changes on the
cultural contents of such identity, such as “war and conquest, exile and enslavement,

the influx of immigrants and religious conversion”.?**

For Smith, however, most ethnies are durable even against these radical changes in
demographic composition. He gives the examples of Persian and Armenian ethnic
identities to rest his case. According Smith these examples suggest that “a combination
of often adverse external factors and a rich inner or “ethnohistory” may help to
crystallize and perpetuate ethnic identities”.?*® This is because there exists certain
mechanism for ethnic self-renewal such as; religious reforms, cultural borrowings,
popular participation and myths of ethnic election. These along with “location,
autonomy, polyglot and trading skills, helps to ensure the survival of certain ethnic
communities across the centuries despite many changes in their social composition

and cultural contents”.?*®

Smith, then, examines the main patterns in the formation of such identities, in order to
find out the general causes and mechanisms which led to the formation of nations, on
the basis of these.?*’ For this, he distinguishes between two types of ethnic community.
First one among these, is the “lateral” ethnie, which is usually socially confined to the
upper strata of aristocrats and higher clergy, even though it might sometimes include
bureaucrats, high military officials and the richer merchants.?* It is termed lateral
because even though it lacks social depth, it is also “geographically spread out to form
often close links with the upper echelons of neighbouring lateral ethnies ”. As a result,
Smith explains, “its borders were typically ragged [...] and its often marked sense of

common ethnicity was bound up with its esprit de corps as a high stratum and ruling
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class”.?* The second, “vertical” (demotic) type, on the other hand represents a more
compact and popular form of ethnie, since it is inclined to be culturally diffused to
other social strata and classes. In vertical ethnies, social divisions are not reinforced
by cultural differences, instead an idiosyncratic historical culture unites different
classes around common heritage and tradition, “especially when the latter were under
threat from outside”. Thus, Smith explains, the ethnic attachment is usually more

powerful and exclusive. 2°°

According to Smith, this distinction between lateral and vertical ethnies, offers us two
different types of ethnic cores, “around which nations could be constructed” and
provides us two main trajectories for the formation of national identities.?! The first
one is the “lateral” route which mostly operated through the “bureaucratic
incorporation” of the middle strata and outlying regions into the dominant culture of
the lateral ethnie. “The primary agency of such incorporation”, Smith writes, “was the
new bureaucratic state”.?>? This is the route that most Western European ethnic states
had taken, like England, France, Spain and Sweden. The relatively early development
of these nations overlapped with consecutive revolutions in the spheres of

administration, economy and culture.

In fact, Smith argues, in these cases, the state has actually “created” the nation, through
“its activities of taxation, conscription and administration”, which “endowed the
population within its jurisdiction with a sense of their corporate identity and civic
loyalty”.2>® The second route, which Smith associates with vertical ethnies, is
“vernacular mobilization”. Unlike the former route, here, the bureaucratic state only
indirectly influenced the process of nation formation. This is mostly because, Smith

explains, “vertical ethnies were usually subject communities”, where “the bond that
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cemented the membership [...] was an exclusive and all-pervasive one”.?>* Instead,
the chief mechanism here, was “organized religion and its sacred scriptures, liturgy,
rituals and clergy”.?® This is the route for instance, that Byzantine Greeks, early

Orthodox Russians, Monophysite Copts and Gregorian Armenians had taken.

This brings us to Smith’s monumental distinction between territorial (civic) and ethnic
nationalisms. Building on Kohn’s distinction between Western and Eastern
nationalisms, Smith constructs a provisional typology of his own, by “taking into
account the overall situation in which particular communities and movements find
themselves both before and after independence”.®® Accordingly, Smith defines
territorial nationalisms as movements which are based on a civic and territorial
conception of the nation, these seek to integrate often disparate ethnic populations into
a new political community. Ethnic nationalisms, on the other hand, are movements

whose concept of the nation is basically ethnic and genealogical, these Smith writes

seek to expand by including ethnic “kinsmen” outside the present boundaries
of the ‘ethno-nation” and the lands they inhabit or by forming a much larger
“ethno-national” state through the union of culturally and ethnically similar
ethno-national states.?’

In this regard, Smith names territorial nationalisms as “integration nationalisms”,
while he defines ethnic nationalisms as irredentist and “pan” nationalisms. Smith
admits that this is not an exhaustive typology, yet he says such a basic typology will
still allow us to compare different nationalisms within each category, while placing
them into a broader context.

Now, since we have sketched the philosophical premises of the ethno-symbolist
theory, we might continue with the role of the “international” within this line of
analysis. Analysing how Smith’s conceptualization of the international have
transformed over the years will be a good way to proceed in this regard. It can be said

254 Ibid., p. 62.
25 [bid., p. 62.
2% [bid., p. 82.
257 |bid., p. 82-83.

62



that, Smith, when he first formulated the ethno-symbolist theory, had a more
essentialist understanding of the international. In this sense, even though his theory of
nationalism represented an intermediate position between perennialist and modernist
approaches, his ontological assumptions with regards to the international resembled

more the former than the latter.

After all, what he was essentially critical about, is the belief in the contingency of
nationalism, which modernist scholars associate with strictly modern developments
like; capitalism, industrialization or secular utilitarianism. Since he wanted to
emphasize the role of the cultural elements and pre-existing ethnic identities on the
development of national identities, the international entered the equation only when it
has any theoretical implications for the persistence or transformation of these. In this
regard, the causal effect of the international, was limited to the overall significance of

territorial location, which Smith writes,

depends in the last instance on the economic and political regional networks of
communities and states in which the particular ethnie is inserted, and the
changing patterns of warfare and military and political fortunes of the members
of the inter-state system in that area.?*®

Systemic factors, in this regard, were only utilized in order to separate the
“preconditions” of autonomist nationalisms from “triggering factors”, and largely
embodied geopolitical and economic pressures.? International community, which
implied the aggregate of these regional state systems, evaluated as an impediment to
the secessionist claims of particular ethnicities, since breaking out of the existing state
system and gaining recognition was deemed impossible by Smith, within the ongoing

Cold War environment.

Later on though, Smith started to gradually expand the scope of the international
domain within his analysis, of course, in relation to the international political
developments occurring at the respective time. In National Identity, for instance, his

book which was published in 1991, the impact of the rising ethnic conflicts are evident
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on Smith’s analysis, since he believes “many of the most bitter and protracted
‘international’ conflicts derive from competing claims and conceptions of national
identity.?% In this sense, it will not be wrong to suggest that Smith’s longing for a
genuine international community, becomes the central concern that have shaped the

argument and plan of his book.

One important point Smith raises in this regard, is how state and nation have come to
the fore in their misconceived unity, and recognised as the main constituent of the
“equally misnamed ‘international’ community”.?®* However, even though Smith
openly distinguishes between “international” and inter-state relations in his book, the
international space within his analysis continue to resemble the traits of the latter. 252
International in that regard, remained as a dimension where different nationalism strive
for recognition and compete with others within a certain hierarchy.?®® “To [the]
cultural and psychological reasons for the pervasive and ubiquitous nature of national
identity must be added equally powerful economic and geo-political grounds”, Smith
writes “whose combined effect is to intensify existing ethnic and national differences
and globalize their impact”.?®* So the “international” dimension, what has once been
of secondary importance, now became a fairly more significant component, yet still
remained as an additional factor, whose role is limited to initiating and consolidating

national identities.

Even though Smith started to discuss the impact of cosmopolitanism and globalization
on national identity in this book, his interest on these issues developed extensively in
the following years, especially after 1995, the year in which he published Nations and

Nationalism in a Global Era.?®® Yet, even here, he withdraws himself from engaging
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with the wider debates about globalization, which has emerged as a hot topic at that
time. “I believe that the key to an understanding of nations and nationalism as general
phenomena of the modern world”, he asserted, “lies more with the persisting
frameworks and legacies of historical cultures and ethnic ties than with the
consequences of global interdepence”.?%® Even though he tries to defend his initial
position, in the face of new theoretical and empirical challenges, the role of the
international space within his analysis inevitably transformed to have a more
transactional character, where old ethnic identities are now consolidated, not by mere

geopolitical or economic pressures, but through interacting with each other.

One thing with regards to Smith’s conceptualization of the “international” remained
intact though, throughout these years. Since he identifies himself with the tradition of
historical sociology, he mostly draw his assumptions regarding the international space,
from the works of Charles Tilly.2®” “Not only does ‘war make the state (and the state
makes war)’, as Tilly declared”, Smith writes but it also “fashions ethnic communities
not only from the contestants but even from third parties across whose territories such
wars are often conducted”.?%8 This is why his understanding of the international suffers
equally from the internalism which Tilly is mostly criticized for. The internal/external
divide, is not only evident in Smith’s analysis, but also characterizes it, since the
relationship between the “international” domain and the domestic cultural domain, is

manifestly constructed as external to each other.
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CHAPTER IV

POST-STRUCTURAL APPROACHES: NATIONALISM AS A DISCOURSE

As discussed in the previous chapter, the theoretical debate on nationalism during the
Cold War period (1945-1989) has mostly evolved around question like, “when is the
nation?”, or “whether it is a modern concept or a historical reconstruction?”. Following
early 1990s, a dissatisfaction with regards to these “classical debates” became
increasingly noticeable within the nationalism literature. Correspondingly, there has
been a considerable growth in the number of studies which adopted a critical stance
towards, what has now became, the “mainstream theories” of nationalism. New
schools of thought, which emerged in various disciplines of social sciences; such as
feminism, post-colonialism and post-structuralism, introduced new perspectives and

enriched the theoretical discussions within the field.

In the wake of, what many calls the “post-modern turn” in social sciences, these
scholars turned their backs on “grand narratives” and “ideal-types” which, they
assume, were designed to explain nationalism as a “general” phenomena. Instead, they
shifted the focus of discussion to an epistemological level, by concentrating more on
particular nationalist practices and specific representations, and presented a new array
of methods to the study nationalism such as; critical discourse analysis, conversation
analysis, and rhetorical theory.?®® By questioning the extent to which our conceptual
frameworks and analytical vocabularies are themselves shaped by the discourse of
nationalism, they sought to transcend the classical debates, and attempted to shed light

on the previously overlooked aspects of nationalism, such as “the gendered and
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sexualized character of nationalist projects” or “the dilemmas of ‘nation-building’ in

post-colonial societies”.?"

For many, this signified the dawn of a new era in the study of nationalism; or “a new
wave of theorizing”, “which is qualitatively different from the whole body of work
hitherto produced”.?’* So much so that, scholars started to talk about a “post-classical”
period in the theoretical debate on nationalism.?’? This chapter aims to examine the
role of the international within these “new” approaches to nationalism. First | will
briefly sketch out some central arguments and core assumptions put forth by different
scholars within this constellation of studies, and then move on to how they integrate

the international dimension to their theoretical analysis.

4.1. Michael Billig and Banal Nationalism

The reproduction of nations and nationalism is first brought into question, by French
Marxist Scholar Etienne Balibar, who defined nation as a social formation or;

a construction whose unity remains problematic, a configuration of
antagonistic social classes that is not entirely autonomous, only becoming
relatively specific in its opposition to others and via the power struggles, the
conflicting interest groups and ideologies which are developed over the longue
durée by this very antagonism.?”®

In this regard, Balibar pointed out the central question which should be examined with

regards to these social formations, is not how these emerged, but instead how they got
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reproduced through time, or “the conditions under which they can maintain this

conflictual unity which creates their autonomy over long historical periods”.?’*

Building on Balibar’s work, Michael Billig was the first to specify these conditions,
and to provide a systematic analysis of the reproduction of nationalism in his
prominent work Banal Nationalism.2”® Billig’s approach was built upon the critique of
popular and academic writing, which associates nationalism with “those who struggle
to create new states or with extreme right-wing politics”.2® Such an understanding,
Billig believes tends to illustrate nationalism as the property of “others”, or the
peripheral states which are still struggling to accomplish their nation-building
processes, but not “ours”, the already established Western nations. Billig rejects this
notion, and argue that nationalism continue to exist in United States of America,
France, the United Kingdom and so on. “Daily, they are reproduced as nations and
their citizenry as nationals”.?’” However, this reproduction became so mundane and so
continual that it can no longer consciously registered by the individuals. This is why
Billig introduces the term “banal nationalism”, “to cover the ideological habits which

enable the established nations of the West to be reproduced”.?’®

Thus, “[tlhe metonymic image of banal nationalism is not a flag which is being
consciously waved with fervent passion”, Billig asserts, but “it is the flag hanging
unnoticed on the public building”.?’® In this respect, the symbols of nationhood “which
might once have been consciously displayed, do not disappear from sight”, according
to Billig, when a nation acquires a political roof, and becomes a nation-state, but

instead these “become absorbed into the environment of the established homeland”.?2°
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Since the symbols of modern nation-state is not limited to flags only. Coins and
banknotes, for instance, also typically bear national emblems on them, “which remain
unnoticed in daily financial transactions”, yet successfully transforms the background

space into “national” space.?!

“It is easy to think that the problems of nationalism come down to issues of identity”,

Billig asserts, this is why “so much about nationalism seems, at first sight, to be
explained by identity”, so much so that, “identity” has become the “watchword” of our
times, as John Shotter has written.?®2 Though for Billig, this watchword frequently
explains less than it appears to, since national identity is not a thing in itself; that is
developed in social vacuums.?®® Billig, herein, points at Serge Moscovici, and argues
that “the so-called inner psychological states of individuals depend upon culturally
shared depictions, or representations of the social world”. So, in order to speak of a
national identity according to Billig, the holder of that identity must first know what
that identity implies. Since, he explains

a person cannot claim to have patriotic feeling for their nation, unless they have
assumptions about what a nation is and, indeed, what patriotism is: unless, to
use Moscovici’s terminology, they have social representations of ‘nation’,
‘patriotism’ and much else beside.?®*

Billig, then, continues by investigating the sources of information which shapes the

general themes of nationalist consciousness and its habits of thinking.

He starts with the linguistic and historiographical roots, which use the same basic
categories for their “homeland” and their “people”, all throughout the world. “This is
the part of universal code of nationality”, Billig writes, “the particular nation is

affirmed within a general code, which always stipulates that a particular people and

281 |pid., p. 41.
282 [pid., p. 60.
283 [pid., p. 60.

24 [bid., p. 61.

69



particular homeland are to be imagined as special, and, thereby, not so special”.?%
Since; “a national community can only be imagined, by also imagining communities
of foreigners”, or simply put, “there can be no us without a them”.2% It is exactly at
this stage, Billig believes, the stereotyped judgements about foreigners kick in, in order
to make “us” feel unique, by means of distinguishing “them” from “us”. “We often
assume ‘ourselves’ as the standard, or the unmarked normality, against which ‘their’
deviations appear notable”, Billig explains.?®” Contributing to this tendency is the
association of this unique culture to a particular territory, through which a bounded

geographical space which exclude foreigners becomes “our” homeland.

Such an understanding of course inevitably contains “a mixture of the particular and
the universal”, since “if ‘our’ nation is to be imagined in all its particularity, it must be
imagined as a nation amongst other nations”, each tied to a particular homeland.?®
Therefore, Billig notes, “the consciousness of national identity normally assumes an
international context, which itself needs to be imagined every bit as much as does the
national community”.2 In this regard, the “international” space actually forms an

integral part of Billig’s theoretical understanding.

According to Billig, three sorts of actors are especially important in due process. First
one among these is the politicians. For Billig, politicians play an important role in the
daily reproduction of nationalism, not because they are influential actors, but because
they are familiar figures. “Their faces regularly appear in the papers and on the
television screens”, he writes, and “the media treat political speeches as newsworthy,
giving space to the words of presidents and prime ministers”.?%® In a way, they are like

celebrities, since by “rhetorically presenting themselves as standing in the eye of the
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nation”, they “evoke the whole nation as their audience”.?®® In such a context, their

words and the way they are saying these becomes of utmost importance.

Even though they all often play the “patriotic card”, their role in the reproduction of
national consciousness is not limited to this. Their real rhetorical power comes from
their claim to speak on behalf of the nation. As Billig points out, “the deixis of
homeland” in their speeches, “invokes the national ‘we’ and places ‘us’ within ‘our’
homeland.”?® Moreover, “[w]hen the homeland-making phrases are used with
regularity, ‘we’ are unmindfully reminded who ‘we’ are and where ‘we’ are”.?%
Through this Billig asserts; “we are identified without even being mentioned”. In this
way, national identity becomes a routine way of talking and listening; it becomes a

form of life, “which habitually closes the front door, and seals the borders”.?%

Of course, politicians are not the only actors who play a role in the daily reproduction
of nationalism. Daily news also play their part, in what Billig calls, flagging
nationalism. By adopting the rhetorical forms and above mentioned deixis’ of
politicians, daily newspapers also manage to “evoke a national ‘we’, which includes
the ‘we’ of reader and writer, as well as the ‘we’ of the universal audience” 2%
Moreover, “the deixis of homeland making” put forth by the newspapers, is not limited
with this. Billig believes, “there is a further element built into the organization of many
newspapers, especially the broadsheets”.?%® By separating foreign from domestic
news, and by reserving different pages for each, Billig explains, these newspapers
“flags the home of the newspaper and of the assumed, addressed readers”.2%” In this

regard, “home” indicates much more than just the content of the particular page, since
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we, “the regular readers”, without any conscious awareness, “find our way around the
familiar territory of the newspaper”.?® As we do so, Billig points out, we find
ourselves “habitually at home in a textual structure, which uses the homeland’s

national boundaries, dividing the world into ‘homeland’ and “foreign’”.2%

Yet, the most persuasive thesis of Billig”’s study is on the role of social scientists in
reproducing nationalism. According to Billig, many social scientists, especially
sociologists and social psychologists, have tended to ignore what he calls “banal
nationalism”.3%° By using the term “nationalism” in a rather limited way, Billig argues,
“such theorists have often projected nationalism onto others and naturalized ‘our’
nationalism out of existence”.%’ This tendency becomes visible within two lines of
theorizing, which Billig believes, often coexists in the analysis of social scientists. First

one among these, is the “projecting theories of nationalism”. According to Billig;

These approaches tend to define nationalism in a restricted way, as an
extreme/surplus phenomenon. Nationalism is equated with the outlook of
nationalist movements and, when there are no such movements, nationalism is
not seen to be an issue [...] [Such] theories tend to take this world of nations
for granted as the ‘natural’ environment, in which the dramas of nationalism
periodically erupt. Since the nationalism which routinely reproduces the world
of nations is theoretically ignored, and nationalism is seen as a condition of
‘others’, then such theories can be seen as rhetorical projections. Nationalism
as a condition is projected on to ‘others’; ‘ours’ is overlooked, forgotten, even
theoretically denied.30?

Besides these, Billig defines a second line of theoretical thinking which he calls the
“paturalizing theories of nationalism”. These Billig states;

[...] tend to depict contemporary loyalties to nation-states as instances of
something which is psychologically general, or endemic to the human
condition. Thus such loyalties might be theoretically transmuted into “needs
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for identity”, “attachments to society” or “primordial ties”, which are
theoretically posited to be universal psychological states, and not peculiar to
the age of nation-states. As such, ‘banal nationalism’ not only ceases to be
nationalism, but it ceases to be a problem for investigation. Indeed, the lack of
such identities (the lack of patriotism in established nations) can be seen as the
problem for concern. In this way, such theories make existing conditions of
consciousness appear natural, taking for granted the world of nations.3%

4.2. Craig Calhoun and Nationalism as a Discourse

Another scholar who studies nationalism as a discursive phenomenon is Craig
Calhoun. According to Calhoun, nationalism is, “among other things what Michel
Foucault called a ‘discursive formation’, a way of speaking that shapes our
consciousness”, accordingly it is also problematic enough to keep creating more issues
and questions, pushing us into further talk, and engendering debates over how to think
about it.3%* In this context Calhoun believes,

Recognition as a nation clearly requires social solidarity - some level of
integration among the members of the ostensible nation, and collective identity
- the recognition of the whole by its members, and a sense of individual self
that includes membership in the whole.3%

Yet, as Calhoun points out, such collective solidarity is present in almost all sorts of
human groupings, “from families to employees of business corporations to imperial
armies”.3® So, what distinguish these from a nation, or more precisely, “what
additional characteristics should ideally also be present for us to call a population with

social solidarity and collective identity a nation?”%%’

For Calhoun, this is the point at which the discursive formation of nationalism intrudes.

As a particular way of interpreting such solidarity, nationalism plays a key role in
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reproducing national self-consciousness, and in internalizing nationalist claims which
are put forth by others. In this regard, Calhoun lists ten distinguishing features of the
rhetoric of nation, though he adds that none of these “is precisely definitive and each
may be present in greater or lesser degree in any nation”, but rather, what is crucial,

“is the pattern formed by having a preponderance of them”.3® These features are;

=

Boundaries, of territory, population, or both.

Indivisibility - the notion that the nation is an integral unit.

3. Sovereignty, or at least the aspiration to sovereignty, and thus formal equality
with other nations, usually as an autonomous and putative self-sufficient
state.

4. An “ascending” notion of legitimacy - i.e. the idea that government is just
only when supported by popular will or at least when it serves the interests of
“the people” or “the nation”.

5. Popular participation in collective affairs - a population mobilized on the
basis of national membership (whether for war or civic activities).

6. Direct membership, in which each individual is understood to be immediately
a part of the nation and in that respect categorically equivalent to other
members.

7. Culture, including some combination of language, shared beliefs and values,
habitual practices.

8. Temporal depth - a notion of the nation as such existing through time,
including past and future generations, and having a history.

9. Common descent or racial characteristics.

10. Special historical or even sacred relations to a certain territory.

N

309

Once again, note that these are only features of the rhetoric of the nation, in other
words, “claims that are commonly made in describing a nation”.3!° This, by no means
implies that nations can be defined effectively by any of these empirical measures.
Instead, as Calhoun explains, nations are largely constructed by these claims
themselves, “by the way of talking and thinking and acting that relies on these sorts of
claims to produce collective identity, to mobilize people for collective projects, and to

evaluate people and practices”.3!!
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The critical point to grasp here, according to Calhoun, is that nationhood “cannot be
defined objectively prior to political processes, on either cultural or social structural
grounds”, this is because they are themselves in part made by nationalism.3!? In other
words, nations can only exists “within the context of nationalism”, since nation is “a
particular way of thinking about what it means to be a people”.>!® This means that
nationalism is inherently a modern categorical identity. The term “nation” might have
existed before the modern era, yet “it meant only people linked by place of birth and
culture”, and “it signalled nothing about the relationship of such identity to larger or
smaller groupings; neither did it carry any clear political connotations”.3** As Calhoun
explains long standing cultural patterns might have contributed to the formation of
national identities, however, “the meaning and form of these cultural patterns has been
transformed in the modern era”.3'® Therefore, even if these cultural patterns are
important for understanding the formation of modern nations, they are not sufficient
enough to fully explain them, since “state formation was the single most important
factor in changing the form and significance of [these] cultural variations”.3!® In this
sense, Calhoun believes, nationalism cannot be reduced to a simple claim of ethnic
similarity. Instead it should be understood as “a claim that certain similarities should
count as the definition of political community”.3!” For this reason nationalism requires
clear-cut boundaries which premodern ethnicities lack. In short, what really matters
for the constitution of nations, is the discourse of nationalism, and it was only by the

end of the eighteenth century, that such “discursive formation was fully in play”.31®

One last important point that Calhoun refers to, is the ineffectiveness of “master

variables” in explaining nationalism; be this industrialization, enduring ethnic
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identities, or state building.3!® According to Calhoun, even though “[a]ll these factors
and others have contributed to the creation of nationalist movements and the currency
of nationalist discourse. None of them explains them entirely”.3?° Indeed, to treat any
of these contributing factors as a “master variable”, will be a reductionistic approach,
since even though “these factors explain various contents of nationalism or processes
associated with nationalism [...] they do not explain the form of the nation or
nationalist discourse itself”.3?! This is mostly because they address “heterogeneous
objects of analysis”. However, Calhoun states “at the level of practical activity, there
are many diverse nationalisms; the idea of nation is integral to many different aspects
of how we understand the world”.3?2 This means that it is impossible to formulate a
general theory of nationalism. To conclude in Calhoun’s words; “what is general is the
discourse of nationalism, it does not completely explain any specific such activity or

event, but it helps to constitute each through cultural framing”.3%®

4.3. Nira Yuval-Davis: Feminist Approaches to Nationalism Studies

In the mid-1980s, a group of feminist scholars started to criticize mainstream
nationalism theories for their gender blindness. These scholars, including Cynthia
Enloe, Sylvia Walby and Nira Yuval-Davis, perceived nationalism as a gendered
discourse which can only be captured with a theory of gender power. The existing
nationalism literature, for these scholars, ignores the integration of women and men

into national projects in various ways.

However, this body of literature has engaged but little with the differential
integration of women and men into the national project. Most texts on
nationalism do not take gender as a significant issue.*
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Therefore, these scholars tried to formulate a feminist theory of nationalism that will
critically relate nationalist institutions with social structures, including ethnic, racial
and class power, through reflecting the genderism in male theories and women’s role

in national formation.

This part will mainly focus on one of the most prominent feminist scholar, Nira Yuval
Davis, since her studies mainly concentrated on the genderism in nationalism studies.
Yuval Davis, says the main aim of the feminist theory in nationalism is to show how
state constructs men and women differently since this is the proper way to reveal how
the state constituted the state subject in a gendered way.3?® She claims through this
way the relation between the women participation in national processes and state can
be put forth. Within this perspectives she defines five ways through which women

participate in national processes.

The first way is the participation as biological reproducers of members of ethnic
collectivities.®® This is related to the women’s role in the re-production of the
population. Yuval-Davis associates three discourses with this nationalist policies of
population control which target generally the role of women in the society. She defines
the first one as the “people as power” discourse. Within this discourse the growth of
population is perceived as an advantage for the nation.®?’ President Erdogan’s insist
on at least three children may be put in this category. The second discourse labeled as
Eugenicist by Yuval-Davis is the one concerned with the quality of population rather
than the size.3® As Ozkirimli points out “this has given rise to various policies aimed

at limiting the physical numbers of members of ‘undesirable’ groups.”?° The third
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discourse is the well-known Malthusian discourse which associates the well-being of
the nation with preventing the population increase.3%

According to Yuval-Davis, the second way through which women participate in
national processes is their role as the reproducers of ethnic/national groups. While the
first way mentioned above concentrates on the control of women’s fertility, this one
underlines the proper behaviour of women. As she underlines, nationalism creates a
boundary between “us” vs “them”. These borders are drawn through taking cultural
codes, style of dress, language etc. as a reference. Yuval-Davis claims that a feminist
theory of nationalism may explore the role of gender and especially women in the
reproduction of these ethnic and national references.®3

Third, women participate in national process in the ideological reproduction of the
collectivity and as the transmitters of its culture. In this category, Yuval-Davis stresses
the role of women as cultural carriers who have a key role as the main socializers of
small children. Therefore, women perceived to have a mission of transferring the

ethnic symbols, traditions and social values to the new members of the nation.3%2

The fourth way is the participation of women as the signifiers of ethnic and national
differences. While the third way concentrates on the role of women as the transmitter
of the culture, this way emphasizes their role as the symbolizers of the culture. Yuval-
Davis underlines how women are portrayed as the bearers of the collectivity’s honour.
She asserts that the nation is viewed as a loved woman therefore, certain characteristics

are attributed to the proper woman in the nationalist narrative, 33

Lastly, women get involved in the national processes as the participants in national,

economic, political and military struggles.®* Yuval-Davis concentrates on the sexual
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division of society during the peace time and shows how this is changed in a war time.
She says that the nature of sexual relation changes in the warfare and women
incorporated into the army which results in a new pattern of sexual relation. However,
she maintains that in the new division of sexual relations the power relation between

men and women is not erased.3%®

This analysis of the women’s role in national process directs Yuval-Davis attention to
the dimensions of nationalist projects. She claims that nationalism has a genealogical
dimension that is constructed around the race; a cultural dimension that is constructed
around language, religion, etc.; and a civic dimension that is constructed around the

state sovereignty and territoriality.>%

In short, since the mid-1980"s, according to Yuval-Davis the nation and nationalism
studies have ignored feminist literature. However, this is a mutual neglect as feminists
also ignored the role of nations and nationalism in the construction of gender roles.
According to the feminist writers, the masculinist universalism has diffused to the
nationalism studies too. Therefore, their mission should be exploring the sexual
division of labor in the nationalist projects and examining the dual position of women

as subjects and objects in these projects.®¥’

4.4 Partha Chatterjee and the Post-Colonial Theory

As one of foremost members of Subaltern Studies Group, Partha Chatterjee develops
a critique of European oriented discussions of nationalism and makes a significant
contribution to the discourse of nationalism from a post-colonial standpoint. His

seminal work, Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative

35 |bid., p. 114.
36 |bid., p.21.
337 Nira Yuval-Davis, “Nationalism, Feminism and Gender Relations”, in M. Guibernau and J.

Hutchinson, eds, Understanding Nationalism, Cambridge: Polity, 2001, p. 137.
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Discourse?3%® makes an important theoretical contribution to nationalism studies in

general and to colonial nationalism in particular.

As his book’s title implies, Chatterjee’s main problem with those discussions having
made on European model rests on the idea that these discussions are invariably shaped
according to contours delineated by given historical models on the basis of European
experiences. Therefore, he comes to argue that these discussions had failed to
recognize the peculiarities of the nationalist thought in non-western world. In this
regard, by making a distinction between “western” and “non-western” nationalism, he
argues, bourgeois-rationalist perspectives, whether it is liberal or conservative, pose a
dichotomy between a normal and a special type of nationalism. In this sense, the
normal is perceived to be the classical, which shares the same material and intellectual
premises that of the European Enlightenment: industry, the idea of progress, and
modern democracy. These material and intellectual factors form a historical unity and
gives the bourgeois-rationalism its paradigmatic form in which nationalism goes hand-
in-hand with reason, liberty and progress. The special type, on the contrary, emerges
under different historical circumstances and thus deviate from the normal, classical
type. In these discussions, nationalist thought in non-European world does not hold a
discursive autonomy, but rather seem to be as derivative of discussion for western

world. 3%

In such a framework, Chatterjee criticizes the bourgeois-rationalist perspective for not
allowing a discursive autonomy for the non-western world. In this regard, although the
theoretical intervention of Benedict Anderson in the 1980s through the
conceptualization of “imagined communities” brings the question of ideological
constitution of the nation as a central problem in study of nationalism, he could not be
considered quite successful in breaking with the bourgeois-rationalist tradition.

Against Anderson’s concept of “imagined communities”, Chatterjec poses a

3% partha Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative Discourse, London:
Zed Books, 1986.

339 Partha Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative Discourse, London:
Zed Books, 1986, p. 3.
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countering question and asks, “whose imagined communities?”**° In this regard, he

further argues that

If nationalisms in the rest of the world have to choose their imagined
community from certain “modular” forms already made available to them by
Europe and the Americas, what do they have left to imagine? History, it would
seem, has decreed that we in the post-colonial world shall only be perpetual
consumers of modernity. Europe and the Americas, the only true subjects of
history, have thought out on our behalf not only the script of colonial
enlightenment and exploitation, but also that of our anti-colonial resistance and
post-colonial misery. Even our imaginations must remain forever colonised.>**

From this departure point, Chatterjee criticizes such interpretations and proposes that
“the most creative results of the nationalist imagination in Asia and Africa are posited
not on an identity but rather on a difference with the ‘modular’ forms of the national
society propagated by the modern West. How can we ignore this without reducing the

experience of anticolonial nationalism to a caricature of itself?”’34?

Chatterjee considers nationalist thought as providing the ideological unity of post-
colonial state, which he argues, gives the nationalist thought in post-colonial world its
paradigmatic form. In this regard, according to him, the nationalist thought in non-
western world should be linked to the peculiarities of nation-building process. Yet he
does not take such an ideological unity through the development of a nationalist
thought as granted, but rather he is in an effort to scrutinize the historical constitutions
of this unity. In this regard, he identifies three stages in the history of Indian
nationalism. Each of these three key moments, has a specific form of combination of
power relations. With a view to making his three-staged analytical framework
sustainable, he also utilizes the Gramscian conceptualization of “passive revolution”

as the general form of the transition from colonial to post-colonial national states in

340 See Partha Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histories,

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993, Chapter one.

31 Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments, p.5; see also Chatterjee, Partha. “The Nation in
Heterogeneous Time”, in Ozkirimli, Umut, eds, Nationalism and its Futures, Basingstoke and New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, p. 33-58.

342 Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments, p. 5.
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the twentieth century. In this way, he tries to show that the various stages of movement
in the realm of ideas which accompany the historical process of this passive revolution
are also an aspect of the historical evolution of nationalist thought in colonial

countries.3*3

The three moments of nationalist thought in non-Western world, for Chatterjee, are
necessary ideological moments on the way to attain its paradigmatic form. He
considers the encounter of a nationalist consciousness with the framework of
knowledge created by post-Enlightenment rationalist thought as the moment of
departure. This is also accompanied by an awareness and acceptance of an essential
cultural difference between East and West within the national bourgeoisie. It is such a
distinction in turn opens the way for a belief that while the attributes of modern
European culture make it more culturally convenient for power and progress, the lack
of such attributes in the traditional culture of Eastern counterpart make those Eastern
countries doom to poverty and subjection. Without denying such cultural difference
and its consequences, nationalist movements in the East claim that those features of
backwardness emanating from traditional culture should not be considered as an
irrevocable character, but rather it can be transformed through adopting all those
modern features of European culture by the nation acting collectively.®** This last point
introduces another aspect of Chatterjee”s interpretation of non-Western nationalism.
That is the division between the material and spiritual domains of social institutions

and practices.

The material is the domain of the ‘outside’, of the economy and of statecraft,
of science and technology, a domain where the West had proved its superiority
and the East had succumbed. In this domain, then, Western superiority had to
be acknowledged and its accomplishments carefully studied and replicated.
The spiritual, on the other hand, is an ‘inner’ domain bearing the ‘essential’
marks of cultural identity. The greater one’s success in imitating Western skills

343 Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought, p. 50.

34 1pid., p. 50-51.
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in the material domain, therefore, the greater the need to preserve the
distinctness of one’s spiritual culture.3%

That is to say that the convenient modernity for non-European nations lies in
combining the superior material qualities of Western cultures with the spiritual
greatness of the East.3*® In such a nexus, Chatterjee argues that it is the spiritual domain
that constitutes the sovereign territory of nationalism and thus draw a line to the
colonial power to interfere with it. Through this way, Chatterjee argues, nationalism
creates its imagined community.3*’ This latter ideal, he further argues, however,
requires an elitist program since the desired synthesis could only be brought into being
by refined intellect. Due to the “steeped in centuries of superstition and irrational folk
religion”, it is not possible to expect from popular consciousness to adopt such a
venture. At this point, the Gramscian conceptualization of passive revolution come to
Chatterjee’s analytical framework and he argues that the transformation could only be
attained through a passive revolution, which poses a solution to the central political-
ideological dilemma of capitalist transformation in a colonial country.®*® Because the
objective is to establish a politically independent nation state, he argues that

The means involve the creation of a series of alliances, within the
organizational structure of a national movement, between the bourgeoisie and
other dominant classes and the mobilization, [...] of mass support from the
subordinate classes. 34°

This process, for Chatterjee, amounts to a reorganization of the political power.
Therefore, for him, the purpose of such a political venture does not involve a break up
with or transformation in a radical way from the institutional structures of “rational”
authority established under colonial period. Moreover, it does not also involve a

complete struggle against all pre-capitalist classes rather, he maintains, it seeks to

345 Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments, p. 6.

346 Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought, p. 51.

347 Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments, p. 6, 120-121.
348 Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought, p. 51.
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“limit their former power seek” and “to bring them round to a position of subsidiary
allies within a reformed state structure.”**° All these are achieved in the next moment,
the moment of maneuver, a crucial stage with many contradictory possibilities. He
argues that “it consists in the historical consolidation of the “national” by decrying the
“modern”, the preparation for capitalist production through an ideology of anti-
capitalism.

Finally, in the moment of arrival, the nationalist though attains its fullest development.
Hereafter, it turns out to be “a discourse of order, of the rational organization of power.
“Here the discourse is not only conducted in a single, consistent, unambiguous voice,
it also succeeds in glossing over all earlier contradictions, divergences and differences
incorporating within the body of a unified discourse every aspect and stage in the
history of its formation”.%! It is in this moment that the nationalist thought seeks to
attain its paradigmatic form through realizing the ideological unity of itself in the
unified life of the state. In short, “Nationalist discourse at its moment of arrival is

passive revolution uttering its own life-history.”3%?

4.5 The “international” within the Post-Structural Approaches

Unlike most of the previous theories that we examined in the previous sections,
“international” dimension plays a critical and theoretically founded role within the
post-structural approaches to nationalism. They did not only examined different
nationalisms in relation to each other, but also point out to the discursive interaction
between those. Nationalism, as these scholars argue, has always been a social
construct, which necessary involved an “other”, since there can be no “us” without a

“them”. This implies, as Billig pointed out, “the consciousness of national identity

30 [bid., p. 49.
L Ibid., p. 51.

32 [bid., p. 51.
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normally assumes an international context, which itself needs to be imagined every bit

as much as does the national community”.3>

However, does this not mean they manage to overcome the internalist thinking which
has always been dominant within the theories of nationalism? | believe before
answering that question, it would be more appropriate to consider what Rosenberg
says regarding the contributions of the same line of thinking, but only this time, for the
field of International Relations. “Critiques of realism”, Rosenberg writes, “have tended
to operate by applying to international questions forms of thought developed elsewhere
in the social sciences: liberalism, Marxism, feminism, constructivism, post-
structuralism, post-colonialism, and so on”.%* Rosenberg, admits that the field of IR
has been incredibly augmented by the theoretical contributions that these scholars have
to offer. Considering the limits of the neo-realist theory, and its ahistorical and supra-
sociological conceptualization of the international, these implementations have
undeniably enhanced the sociological extent of the IR theory, since they introduced
new dimensions, such as class, gender, identity and discourse, to its analysis. “At the

same time however”, Rosenberg argues,

such is the continuing hold of internalist thinking over the social sciences in
general that these imported resources never bring with them the conceptual

tools for formulating the significance of the international itself.3%®

Of course, it will be absurd to inscribe these words of Rosenberg to the works of
nationalism scholars. After all, how can one expect a nationalism scholar to come up
with a sociological theory of the international, which overcomes the internal/external

divide, while no scholar of International Relations have ever been able to do so?

Yet, Rosenberg’s words still illuminate an important point with regards to these new
approaches: that they are necessarily internalist, since they have a trained sociological

understanding which deems the international, as lying beyond the reach of social

3% Billig, Banal Nationalism, p. 83.
34 Justin Rosenberg, “The “Philosophical Premises” of Uneven and Combined Development”, Review
of International Studies, Vol. 39, no. 3, 2013, p. 2.
5 bid., p. 2.
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theoretical categories. By degrading the theoretical significance of the international to
the level of interaction between nationalisms, they actually restraint the depth of their
analysis to the level of the empirical, which cause them to overlook the impact of
underlying mechanism and unobservable yet materially embedded social structures.
Consequently, as Yalvag explains, “the international system is then defined in terms
of interactions, contacts, exchanges among principle actors and the structure of the
system is understood to be the observable regularities in these interactions and

contacts”.3°6

Consequently, such a treatment leads them to ignore the role of the international as a
totality. Thus, the “international” space in this line of analysis, remains partial and
fragmentary. Even if the “other” signifies different nationalisms, it never encompasses
all of them as a single entity. In other words, while they try to avoid the immediate
problem of methodological nationalism, this time they fall into the trap of
methodological individualism. Since they grant no theoretical significance to the

multiplicity of societies itself.

This is why for instance, Smith can criticize these approaches, for not making any
attempt to uncover the mechanisms by which nations and nationalism were formed
and spread. After all, Smith, who himself largely theorize nationalism by referring to
cultural elements of individual societies, can make a valid point, stating that these
approaches “illuminate a corner of the broader canvas only to leave the rest of it in
untraversed darkness”.®’ This mostly stems from the anti-foundationalism of post-
structural approaches. By turning their backs to grand narratives and general theories,
they are actually giving up on understanding and explaining nationalism holistically,

as an intrinsically international phenomenon.

3% Faruk Yalvag, “Sociology of the State and the Sociology of International Relations” in M. Banks and
M. Shaw, eds, State and Society in International Relations, London: Palgrave MacMillan/ Harvester
Whetsheaf, 1991, p. 95. See also, Faruk Yalvag, “Critical Realism, International Relations Theory and
Marxism”, in Jonathan Joseph and Colin Wight (eds), Scientific Realism and International Relations,
Palgrave Macmillan: Houndmills, 2010, pp. 167-186

357 Smith, Nationalism and Modernism, 1998, p. 219
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CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSION

This thesis has attempted to survey the role of the “international” dimension within
nationalism theories, by examining how and to what extent, nationalism scholars have
incorporated this dimension into their conceptual frameworks. As the overview
illustrated, it is possible to trace an “international” dimension within every theory of
nationalism. Given the fact that nationalism is a phenomena which distinguishes
between different groups of people, it would have been impossible to theorize it
without giving any reference to the “international” dimension. This meant that every
theory of nationalism necessarily required a theory of the “international”, be this

overly emphasized or tacitly presumed.

Following largely on the conventional periodization within the field, | have started my
investigation by evaluating the theories which emerged during the years in between
1918 and 1945. In this part, the role of the international within the theories put forth
by Kohn, Carr and Hayes has been examined since the work of these scholars are
considered to be pioneering for the field of nationalism studies. After briefly
summarizing the views of these scholars on nationalism, | have come to the conclusion
that, as a reflection of the prevalent understanding within social sciences during this
era, “international” simply implied war and destruction for these scholars. Even though
they all emphasized the historical newness of nationalism as a political ideology and
criticized the understanding which takes it for granted, it was only the concept of
nationalism which they problematized, but not the concept of nation or national
identity. These concepts were continued to be taken for granted along with the
international dimension itself. The moralistic tenor which was evident in the typologies
they have constructed, contained the overtones of what is known as the first great

debate within the field of IR, and the international is assumed under realist pretenses
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in that regard. Moreover, corresponding to the positivist epistemology that was
prominent within social sciences at that time, they draw clear cut boundaries in
between domestic and international spheres, which they hold to be analytically

separate categories.

Then, in the second chapter, | have continued with the theories of nationalism which
emerged during the Cold War Period of 1945-1989, in which the theoretical debate on
nationalism became heated and more diversified. This chapter is divided into three
sections, in which the nationalism theories of three most acknowledged schools of
thought has examined respectively. The first section was devoted to Primordialist
scholars, who treated nations and nationalism, as naturally given human constants.
After a general overview of the primordialist scholars, | have examined how they
integrated the international dimension to their theories, only to find out that the role
which this dimension play in this line of analysis is little to none. What international
signified for primordialist never went beyond the “reified”” understanding of the realist
school of International Relations, where anarchy, warfare and coercion become the

norms in inter-ethnic or interracial relationships.

Afterwards | carried on with the modernist view, which rejected the self-evident
primordialism of the previous scholars, and explained that nationalism is actually a
correlate or an offshoot of modernity. In line with the role they attach to the
“international” dimension in their analysis, | categorized these scholars under two
main headings, the ones who followed the Weberian tradition in their theoretical
approaches, and those with Marxist credentials. The first category is labelled
Weberian, because of the methodology and concepts that these scholars used in
explaining nationalism. After analyzing their theories, which mostly viewed
nationalism through an instrumentalist and functionalist perspective, | have argued that
what characterized these studies is their unilinear conception of the historical
development of nationalism, which in this sense perceived as an inevitable
consequence of the transition from agrarian/traditional societies to modern/industrial
ones. State, in this line of studies, is believed to have certain autonomy from social
relations, both in its domestic and “international” affairs, and viewed as a container of

deeply internalized, education-dependent elite cultures, which in turn conceptually
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isolated the “international” from sociological dimension. In this regard, the role of the
former in the development of the latter is largely overlooked, as external forces are
regarded to have influence on the internal dynamics, only after being filtered through

the state apparatus.

Then | have continued with exploring the impact of the same dimension within the
works of Marxist scholars. Even though all four scholars scrutinized under this
category are self-described Marxists, it would be wrong to suggest that these form a
homogenous category with regards to their theoretical positions. This is why, |
regrouped these under two categories within themselves. First | examined the Neo-
Marxists position, which is mostly associated with Tom Nairn and Michael Hechter.
Influenced by the views of the dependency school, these scholars sought the roots of
nationalism, not in the internal dynamics of individual societies, but in the general
historical processes of the capitalist development.

Here, | have argued that even though the “international” space occupies a central
position within the works of these scholars, this insight has usually been confined to
the analysis of the relationship between the developed and underdeveloped countries,
concerning itself with the causes and effects of development and underdevelopment.
So these scholars while concerned themselves with the role of the world economy in
formation of national consciousness, ignored the impact of the state-system on it
altogether. Their approach to nationalism, in this regard, carries the determinist tones
of Wallerstein’s world system perspective in general, and subordinates the political
dynamics of the world system to the world market competition. Moreover, while
overstating the influence of world economy on the emergence of periphery
nationalisms, | have argued, both of these scholars share a common flaw in ignoring
domestic social structures and their implications on nationalism. This in turn led them
to reproduce the internal/external divide, but from an opposite direction. As they
believed the international structurally and inescapably determines the domestic social
relations, and in this regard independent of them, this led them to conceptualize it as a

supra-sociological dimension.

Afterwards, | have continued with the reconciliatory position of Anderson and
Hobsbawm. | called this position reconciliatory, since these scholars have attempted
89



to reconcile the modernist view of Gellner with the historical materialist
predispositions of their own. Following a brief summary of their views, | have argued
that these scholars’ work have presented the most comprehensive attempt to overcome
the internal/external divide which is an inherent characteristic of all nationalism
theories. Especially Hobsbawm, through combining what he calls, the view of
nationalism from below with the view from above, managed to demonstrate significant
connections between the role of the “international” space and its domestic implications
for national identity construction. Yet, | have claimed, these scholars too could not
escape from falling into the traps of the internalist thought. Since, just like the neo-
Marxist scholars which were examined previously, they have taken the international
factors as the main determinants of the national identity construction. Meanwhile, as
they concentrated on understanding the subjective/ideational elements of nationalism;
such as ideas, opinion and sentiments of ordinary people, this led them to establish an
external relationship between the domestic sociological sphere, and the “international”
domain, since they mostly associated the latter with material factors, such as capitalist

development and industrialization.

Lastly in this chapter, | have reflected on the views of ethnosymbolist scholars, who
propose a middle ground in between the previously examined modernist and
primordialist approaches. Here, | sought to examine the role of the “international”
within this line of thinking, by analyzing the transformation of Smith’s
conceptualization of the international through time. As the analysis has revealed,
Smith held a more essentialist understanding of the international when he first
formulated the ethnosymbolist theory. Yet, he have gradually expanded the scope of
this domain within his analysis later on, in relation to the international political
developments of the respective periods. The “international” dimension in this regard,
which has once been of secondary importance, became a fairly more significant
component, following Smith’s involvement within the discussions regarding
globalization and cosmopolitanism, yet it still remained as an additional factor, whose
role is limited to initiating and consolidating national identities in the form of external

pressures.
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In the final chapter of the study, | had put the post-structural approaches under scrutiny,
which emerged following early 1990s, in the wake of what many calls the post-modern
turn in social sciences. As explained above, the scholars under this category, attempted
to transcend the classical debates of the previous periods through shifting their analysis
to a more discursive level. They have introduced new perspectives, such as feminism
and post-colonialism to the study of nationalism, and enriched the theoretical
discussion within the field. As the survey has demonstrated, the “international”
dimension plays a critical and theoretically founded role within this line of studies.
These scholars did not only examine different nationalisms within relation to each
other, but also point out to the discursive interaction between those. They basically
contended that nationalism has always been a social construct, which necessarily
involved the “other”, since it would be impossible to define an “us”, without referring
to a “them”. Yet, | have argued, by degrading the theoretical significance of the
international to the level of interaction, they have overlooked the role of it as a totality.
In that regard, they neglected the impact of underlying mechanisms and unobservable
yet materially embedded social structures, which exists independently of our
consciousness of it. In that regard, they reproduced the internalist thinking, maybe not
in the form of an internal/external divide, but in their tendency to explain nationalism
as a phenomenon which is in the last instance, a product of domestic sociological (even

personal psychological) factors.

So, it is not only the international dimension which is present in all theories of
nationalism but also a form of internalist thinking. But why is this relevant for the field

of IR, or for social sciences in general?

Yael Tamir was complaining back in 1993, about the indifference of the mainstream
academic circles towards nationalism. “When I embarked on this project, nationalism
seemed almost an anachronistic topic”, Tamir wrote to the preface of his book ‘Liberal
Nationalism’.3%® Not much has changed since then. Today, as an IR scholar working
on nationalism, | provoke a very similar reaction to what Tamir once got in Oxford

after he utterly reported that he was writing a thesis on nationalism. “How interesting!”

358 Tamir quoted in, Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism, p. 3.
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people reply, a phrase which Tamir translates to Oxfordese as “How weird!” *° This
implicit triviality of nationalism is still very evident among the academic circles,

especially within the mainstream IR studies.

As stated above, methodological nationalism; or the assumption that nation-state is the
natural social and political form of the modern world, is mostly a symptom of the
internalist thinking which is prevalent all over social sciences. So, no matter how much
one problematizes this understanding, it will continue to persist as long as the latter
does. The field of nationalism, actually offers a great opportunity for overcoming this
tendency, as its subject’s domain lies in between (or encompasses both), the disciplines

of International Relations and Sociology.

Moreover, the scholars of nationalism proclaim themselves to be inter-disciplinary.
Yet, as long as they keep reproducing this internal / external divide, such claims has
no merit. Maybe, what they should do instead, is to work on formulating
transdisciplinary conceptual tools, which will surmount this internalist thinking once
and for all. If I may be so bold, I would like to conclude with two observations and

two suggestions, which | think might be useful for such purpose.

Firstly, as this survey indicates, in the course of time, nationalism theory got sucked
more and more into an ideational realm. What has started as an “invented” or
“imagined” concept, than became a modern social reproduction which is constructed
upon previous ethnic identities, and finally, turned into an altogether cognitive
phenomenon following the end of the cold-war, as it is started to get examined as a
discursive and inter-subjective dimension. So much so that, scholars started to claim
that, nationalism itself is actually a particular form of discourse, a particular way of
seeing and interpreting the world. As a result of this epistemological shift, scholars
became more and more dissatisfied with the notion that nationalism can be explained
holistically. They became dissidents of ‘grand narratives’ which attempts to explain
nationalism as a general (singular) phenomenon, and grow tired of meta-theoretical

debates which they believe, has become unnecessarily polarized around certain issues.

39 Ibid., p. 3

92



Secondly, even though the emphasis on the international aspect of nationalism has
increased in due course, so did the predominance of the “internalist” thinking within
the field, which assumes that nationalism can only be explained by reference to the
inner characteristics alone of a given society or type of society. Modernists, which has
analysed nationalism as historically emergent phenomenon, were stressing the role of
international markets and global capitalism on the development of national identities.
Then, came the ethno-symbolist critique, which completely left this dimension aside,
by saying that once crystallized, collective cultural identities are remarkably durable
to normal fluctuations of history; such as migrations and invasions. After 1990s, the
new post-structuralist wave reintegrated the international aspect to the theory of
nationalism. However, this time not as a systemic dimension, but rather as a medium
of interaction. They stated that development of each nationalism should be examined
through analysing its interaction with other nationalisms, and how it positions itself
towards these. Yet, they also embraced the notion that each nationalism should be

understood within its own historical and social context.

| believe that there is a strict causal correlation between these two tendencies. The
more we turn our back to the materialistic explanations of this phenomena, the more
we downplay the role of the inter-societal dimension on the development of it. Since
attempts to explain the historical development of nationalism will inevitably lead to
either, methodological individualism or to a form of particularism, where specific
nationalisms cannot be understood within a general theoretical framework, or without
pointing to certain “peculiarities” that appears to distinguish the national character of

the society under scrutiny.

In this regard my suggestions can be summarized as follows. First, refocusing on the
material aspects of nationalism phenomena can be a good starting point to overcome
this internalist understanding, since, as the above study reveals, only the Marxist
modernist scholars seem to capture the “constitutive role of the international” in their
analysis, and that is mostly because they apprehended the international in materialistic
terms. Of course, this does not mean that, we should leave the discursive dimension of
nationalism aside. This dimension is equally important and the contribution of post-

structural scholars in this sense have utmost value. Yet, this discursive dimension of
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nationalism have to be contextualized on more concrete, structural attributes inherent
to it, just like modernist scholar have done, but without downplaying the role of the
former to a function of the latter. Secondly, shifting the attention of the theoretical
discussion from epistemology to ontology, might be offer us a solution in this regard,
since the external/internal divide is an ontological dichotomization, and can be

transcended only through another ontological formulation.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu tez milliyetgilik kuramlari igerisindeki “uluslararasinin’ roliinii elestirel bir sekilde
arastirmay1 hedeflemektedir. Her ne kadar milliyetcilik kuramlarmin biiyliik bir
cogunlugu uluslararas1 faktorler ve toplumsal dinamikler arasindaki nedensellige
vurgu yapiyor olsa da, bu iki alanin kuramsal ¢erceveleri i¢erisinde hala ayr1 ¢oziimsel
kategoriler olarak kaldigi iddia edilecektir. Bu da, sosyal bilimler icerisinde hiikiim
stiren i¢selci diislincenin, i¢ (sosyolojik) ve dis (uluslararasi) alanlarin ikiligi tizerinden
yeniden {retilmesine hizmet etmekte ve hem disiplinler arasi bir alan olma
iddiasindaki milliyet¢ilik caligmalar1 igin, hem de &zellikle Uluslararas: Iliskiler
disiplinine hakim olan yontemsel milliyetciligin asilmast bakimindan sorun teskil

etmektedir.

Milliyetcilik olgusu, o6zellikle Soguk Savas’in bitiminin ardindan, sosyal bilimler
genelinde artan bir sekilde agirligint hissettirmeye baslamistir. Bu durum, 6zellikle
Uluslararas: Iliskiler (Ul) Disiplini igerisinde faaliyet gdsteren akademisyenler
arasinda, ulus-devlet kavramini verili olarak kabul eden ana-akim kuramlara karsi
elestirel bir bakis acisinin gelismesine sebebiyet vermistir. Uluslar arasindaki iligkileri
inceleme iddiasinda olan bu disiplinin, gerek ‘ulus’ kavramini, gerekse bu kavrama
ickin olan milliyetgilik olgusunu, kuramsal olarak incelemek adina hicbir gayret
gostermemis olmasi, bu elestirel bakis agisinin merkezini olusturmaktadir. Bu
baglamda temel olarak sorunsallastirilan, ontolojik bir ikilem igerisinde sunulan, i¢

(ulusal) ve dis (uluslararasi) siyasetin, birbirlerinden ayrilmasi gerektigi algisidir.

UI'nin sosyolojik kategoriler ile erisilemeyecek kendine 6zgii bir alan1 olmas1 gerektigi
inanc biiyiik 6l¢iide disiplinin dogdugu yillarda yaygin olarak kabul goren pozitivist
bilim felsefesinin bir mirasidir. Sosyal gercekligi pargalara ayiran pozitivist

epistemolojinin akademik disiplinler arasinda ¢izdigi keskin sinirlar, bu donemde
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egemen olan Realist paradigmanin sosyal bilimler ile arasina mesafe koymasina neden

olmustur.

Bu bakimdan pek cok diisiiniire gore, 'i¢selligin iistiinliigli' ya da ‘'yontemsel
milliyetcilik' gibi farkli isimlerle de sorunsallastirilan bu toplumsal-uluslararasi
ayimmindan, ana-akim Ul kuramlarn kadar, geleneksel sosyoloji kurami da
sorumludur. Oyle ki, sosyoloji disiplinin, toplumsal gériingiiniin yalnizca incelenen
toplumun kendine 6zgii ve igsel 6zellikleri ile agiklanabilecegi yoniindeki yayginca
kabul gbren Onermesi, toplumlararasi etkilesimlerin kuramsallastirilmasini da
problemli hale getirmis ve sosyal bilimleri inceledikleri konunun uluslararasi
boyutlarini anlamaktan mahrum birakmigtir. Fakat ilgingtir ki, bu eksikligi gidermek
lizere olusan UI disiplini de, bu anlayisin bir uzantis1 olarak, kuramsal kategorilerini
Sosyoloji kuramui ile 6zdeslestirdigi toplumsal iliskilerden soyutlamis, ‘sosyoloji-iistii’
olarak tanimlanabilecek yapisal-gergekgi bir kavramsal ¢ergeve benimsemis ve kendi

yarattig1 bu ‘i¢/dis’ sorunsali etrafinda da bizatihi sekillenmistir.

Boylesi bir anlayisin gozlemlenebilecegi bir diger alan ise milliyetcilik ¢alismalaridir.
Ana-akim Ul kuramcilarinm milliyetgilik olgusuna kars1 gosterdikleri bu ihmalkar
tutuma benzer bir sekilde, milliyet¢ilik calismalari alaninda faaliyet gosteren
akademisyenler de, uluslar-arasi, ya da milletler-arasi alani kuramsallastirmak adina
kayda deger bir caba gostermemislerdir. Pek ¢ok diisiinlire gére, bunun sebebi,
milliyetcilik olgusunun genel olarak endojen, yani icten kaynakli etmenler
cercevesinde incelenmesi, ve jeopolitik ve uluslararast etmenlerin bu anlamda
kuramsal cerceve icerisine dahil edilmemesidir. Mesela Dufour’a gore milliyetcilik
kuramlari, iste tam da bu ylizden, ulus olgusunun tarihsel gelisimini incelerken,
uluslararasi alanin belirleyici roliinti g6z ard1 etmislerdir. Peki, ger¢ekten de durum bu

mudur?

Bu tez milliyet¢ilik kuramlari igerisindeki ‘uluslararasi’ alanin roliinii ve kapsamini
inceleyen elestirel bir arastirma yapmay1 hedeflemektedir. Tezin temel savlarindan
biri, ‘uluslararasi’ alanin, hemen her milliyetgilik kurami icerisinde kaginilmaz olarak
bir yer teskil ettigidir. Milliyetgilik olgusu, modern bir siyasi ideoloji olarak, uluslarin
belirli sinirlar igerisinde gelistigi ve bu siirlarin disinda da baska uluslarin var oldugu,

onermeleri lizerine insa edilmistir. Bu sebeple, bu olguyu inceleyen hi¢ bir
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akademisyen herhangi bir uluslararasi kavramsallastirmas1 yapmaksizin, milliyetciligi
kuramsallastiramaz. Bu kavramsallastirma, ister alenen ortaya konsun ister ortiilii
kabul edilsin, her milliyetcilik kuraminda mevcuttur. Burada asil sorunsallastiriimasi

gereken, ‘uluslararasi’ alanin kuramsal gergeve igerisine nasil entegre edildigidir.

Yapilan inceleme sonunda goriilecektir ki, her ne kadar, milliyetcilik kurami tizerine
calisan diisiiniirlerin bir¢ogu, bu olguyu aciklarken, jeopolitik davranislar ile toplumsal
dinamikler arasindaki nedenselligi a¢iklamaya caligsalar da, hi¢cbir zaman uluslararasi
alanin smirlarim ve yapisimt agikga kuramsallastirmamiglardir. Bu da, sadece
'uluslararasi’' ve 'i¢ politika' ikiliginin yeniden iiretilmesine hizmet etmis ve bu iki
alanin etkilesim halinde olmalarina karsin, hala analitik olarak ayr1 kategorilere igaret

etmesine sebebiyet vermistir.

Milliyetcilik kurami lizerine ¢alisan pek ¢ok akademisyen i¢in, millet ve milliyetcilik
kavramlarinin, ancak I. Diinya Savasi’nin ardindan, kuramsal olarak incelenmeye
baglanmistir. Bugiin milliyetgilik ¢alismalari olarak da bilinen disiplinler-arasi alanda
genel olarak benimsenen donemsellestirme, 1918 6ncesi donemi, milliyet¢ilik kurami
acisindan tabiri caizse bir karanlik donem olarak degerlendirme egilimindedir. Her ne
kadar millet olgusunun ve milliyetgilik ideolojisinin koklerinin Alman Romantizmine
ve Aydinlanma gelenegine dayandigi kabul edilse de, 18. ve 19. yiizyillarda
milliyetcilik olgusuna olan ilginin daha ¢ok politik ve etik olgugu; ve bu donem de
konuyu tartisan Marxist ya da Liberal diistiniirlerin hi¢ birisinin ortaya somut bir

milliyet¢ilik kurami koyma gayretinde olmadiklar: vurgulanmaktadir.

Bahsi gecen bu geleneksel donemsellestirmeye gore milliyetgilik kuram ile ilgili
tartigmalar genel olarak {i¢ ayr1 donem altinda incelenmektedir. Bunlardan ilki, Hans
Kohn, Carleton Hayes, ve E. H. Carr gibi tarihgilerin onciiliik ettigi ¢alismalarla
milliyetcilik kavraminin ilk kez kuramsal bir incelenmeye tabi tutuldugu 1918-1945
aras1t donemdir. Bunu kuramsal tartigmalarin giderek hararetlendigi ve cesitlendigi
1945-1989 arasi donem takip eder. Bu donem, milliyet¢ilik calismalarinin ‘klasik
donemi’ olarak tanimlanmakta ve genellikle primordializm, modernizm ve
etnosembolizm bagliklar1 altinda toplanan ii¢ ana goriis etrafinda incelenmektedir.

1989’dan giinlimiize uzanan siire¢ ise, pek coklari i¢in, iste bu klasik tartismalarin
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asildig1 ve post-modern ve post-pozitivist yeni bir kuramsal anlayigin hiikiim siirmeye

basladig, niteliksel olarak farkli, yeni bir doneme isaret eder.

Bu donemsellestirmeyi takiben, aragtirmaya 1918-1945 arasinda ortaya c¢ikan
milliyet¢ilik kuramlar1 ile baslanilmis ve ¢alismanin ilk kisminda yukarida da adi
gecen Kohn, Carr ve Hayes gibi tarihgilerin ileri siirdiigii kuramlar ve bunlar
icerisindeki uluslararas1 alanin boyutlar1 incelenmistir. Inceleme sonunda bahsi gecen
kuramlarda, donemin ruhuna uygun diisecek bir sekilde, uluslar-arasi alanin biiyiik
Olclide savas ve yikimla esdeger tutuldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Her ne kadar, bu
diistiniirler, milliyet¢iligi verili olarak kabul eden yaygin diislinceyi sorunsallastirsalar
da, bu elestirinin kapsami1 sadece milliyet¢ilik ideolojisi ile sinirli tutulmus ve hicbir
zaman ‘ulus’ ya da ‘ulusal kimlik’ gibi kavramlari da icine alacak sekilde
genisletilmemistir. Bu kavramlarla beraber uluslararasi alanda verili olarak kabul
edilmeye devam etmis ve genellikle Realist diisiincenin ortaya koydugu sinirlar
icerisinde kavramsallastirilmigtir. Dahasi, ayn1 donem igerisinde sosyal bilimlerin
hemen her alaninda etkili olan pozitivist epistemolojinin de bir getirisi olarak, ‘ulusal’
ve ‘uluslar-arast’ alanlar ¢oziimsel olarak birbirlerinden kati1 sinirlar ile ayrilmis, bu
anlamda igselci diislince milliyetcilik caligmalarinin ilk ortaya ¢iktigr yillardan

itibaren, alan tstiindeki kuramsal agirligini hissetirmeye baglamistir.

1945-1989 aras1 donemde ortaya ¢ikan milliyet¢ilik kuramlarinin analiz edildigi
caligmanin ikinci boliimde, bu doneme damga vuran ii¢ genel yaklasim, yani
primordialism, modernizm ve ethnosembolizm, sirasiyla {i¢ ayr1 ara baglik altinda

incelemeye tabi tutulmustur.

Bu goriislerden ilkini olusturan primordialism, uluslart dogal ve ebedi kavramlar
olarak ele alir. Buna gore, ulusal kimlik toplumsal yagantinin kaginilmaz bir getirisidir
ve kiiltlirel olarak verili kabul edilmelidir. Bu bdliimde, sirasiyla Edward Shils ve
Clifford Geertz gibi kiiltiirel primordialistler, Van den Berghe’nin sosyo-biyolojik
yaklasimi ve Hastings’in ortaya koydugu perennialist (daimci) yaklagim incelenmistir.
Bu genel degerlendirmenin ardindan, bu diisiince bi¢imi igerisinde uluslararasinin
oynadigi rol incelenmis ve bu roliin oldukga sinirlt oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Buna

gore, bahsi gecen diisliniirler i¢in, uluslararasi higbir zaman Realist diislincenin ortaya
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koydugu ‘seylestirilmis’ bi¢iminin Otesine ge¢ememis, anarsi, savas ve zorlama

etnisiteler ya da irklar arasi iliskiler i¢in birer norm olarak kabul edilmistir.

Bu boliimiin, ikinci kisminda, primordialist goriise kars1 bir tepki olarak ortaya ¢ikan
ve ‘ulus-devleti’, endiistrilesme, kapitalizm, sehirlesme, laiklik ve biirokratiklesme
gibi son iki ylizyilda meydana gelen yapisal gelismeler ile aciklayan modernist goriis
ele alinmistir. Bu kategori altinda incelenen diisiiniirler, uluslararasi kavramini ele alis
bigimleri cercevesinde, iki ana baslik altinda incelenmistir. Bunlardan ilki, John
Breuilly, Paul R. Brass, Ernest Gellner ve Miroslav Hroch gibi diisiiniirleri de
kapsayan Weberyan goriistiir. Bu kategorinin Weberyan olarak adlandirilmasindaki
temel sebep, bahsi gegen diisiiniirlerin kullandig1 yontem ve kavramlardir. Oyle ki, bu
diisiiniirler milliyetciligi ¢ogunlukla aragsalc1 ve islevselci bir perspektiften ele almis,
ve bu kavramin ortaya ¢ikisini ve gelisimini tekdogrusal (unilinear) bir tarih anlayis
cercevesinde incelemistir. Bu anlamda, milliyetciligin ortaya ¢ikist geleneksel tarim
toplumundan, endiistriyel modern topluma gegisin kaginilmaz bir sonucu olarak
goriilmiistiir. Modern-biirokratik devlet, bahsi gecen disiiniirlerin kuramsal
analizlerinde merkezi bir 6neme sahiptir. Bu bicimiyle devlet, gerek yerel gerekse
uluslararasi iligkilerinde, toplumsal iligkilerden bagimsiz, otonom bir wvarlik
goriiniimiindedir ve de egitim odakl {ist / elit kiiltiirleri dis etmenlerin etkisinden
koruyan bir kurum olarak ele alinmigtir. Bu da uluslararasi ve sosyolojik alanlarin
birbirlerinden kavramsal olarak yalitilmasina ve i¢/dis ikiliginin yeniden iiretilmesine

sebebiyet vermistir.

Milleti ve milliyet¢iligi modern olgular olarak ele alan ikinci bir goriis ise Marksist
gelenegi takip eden diisilintirler tarafindan ortaya konulmustur. Ancak; her ne kadar bu
kategori altinda incelen dort diisiiniirde kendisini Marksist olarak addetse de, bunlarin
kuramsal pozisyonlart itibariyle homojen bir kategori olusturdugunu sdylemek yanlis
olacaktir. Bu yiizden Marksist diisiiniirler de kendi aralarinda iki alt gruba ayrilmis, ve
ilk once, Tom Nairn ve Michael Hechter ile 6zdestirilen neo-Marksist pozisyon
mercek altina alinmistir. Bagimhilik okulunun 6nermeleri iizerine kurulu olan bu
goriis, milliyetciligin koklerinin incelenen toplumun i¢ dinamiklerinde degil, kapitalist
gelisimin genel tarihsel siirecgleri icerisinde aranmasi gerektigini iddia etmektedir.

Oyle ki, bu diisiiniirlere gdre milliyetgilik kapitalizmin esitsiz gelisimin bir sonucudur,
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ve gelisimini tamamlamis “merkez” lilkeler ile az gelismis “cevre” iilkeler, arasinda

gelisen ve somiirii lizerine kurulu bir ticaret iligkisin diyalektik bir sonucudur.

Her ne kadar uluslararasi alan bu diisiiniirlerin kuramsal ¢erceveleri igcerisinde merkezi
bir 6neme sahip olsa da, bu kavrayis genellikle gelismis ve az gelismis iilkeler
arasindaki iligkiler ile sinirli tutulmus ve temel olarak diinya ekonomisin ulusal
bilincin gelismesindeki rolii iizerine yogunlagsmistir. Bu bakimdan, denilebilir ki, bu
diisiiniirlerin analizlerinde uluslararasi, Wallerstein’in diinya sistemi perspektifine de
ickin olan determinist yaklasimin niianslarini tasimaktadir. Oyle ki, diinya sisteminin
siyasi dinamikleri, kiiresel pazar ekonomisinin rekabetci giigleri karsisinda ikinci
plana atilmis, diinya ekonomisin ¢evre milliyetcilikler {izerine etkisi abartilarak, yerel
toplumsal yapilarin bu anlamdaki 6nemi gz ardi edilmistir. Bu da, i¢ / dis ayriminin
karsi istikametten iiretilmesine sebebiyet vermistir: uluslararasi alan, yerel dinamikleri
yapisal ve kaginilmaz olarak belirleyen ve bu bakimdan bunlardan bagimsiz, sosyoloji

tistii bir karaktere biirinmiistiir.

Milliyet¢ilik olgusuna modernist perspektiften yaklasan bir diger Marksist goriis,
Benedict Anderson ve Eric Hobsbawm’in ortaya koydugu ve bu tez igerisinde
uzlasmaci pozisyon olarak adlandirilan bakis agisidir. Bu diisiiniirlerin uzlagsmaci
olarak kategorize edilmesindeki temel sebep, yukarida bahsi gegen Ernest Gellner’in
ortaya koydugu milliyetcilik anlayisi ile kendi sahip olduklart Marksist egilimleri
uzlastirmak i¢in gosterdikleri cabadir. Tezde de iddia edildigi gibi, bu iki diisiiniiriin
analizleri, milliyet¢ilik kuramlarinin genelinde hakim olan i¢selci diisiincenin asilmasi
acisindan en Onemli girisimi olusturmaktadir. Bu yazarlarin c¢alismalarinda
uluslararasi, milliyet¢ilik olgusunun kavramsallastirilmast asamasinda kuramsal
cergeve icerisine dogrudan dahil edilmis, dahasi, bu olgunun ortaya ¢ikmasi ve
gelismesi acisindan yapici (konstitutif) bir rol iistlenmistir. Ayrica bahsi gecen
caligmalar, uluslararasi alan ile toplumsal yapilar (hatta psikolojik etmenler) arasinda
etkilesimsel bir nedensellik insa ederek, bu iki alan arasindaki iliskiselligin farkl
boyutlarini da gozler dniine sermistir. Bu bakimdan, 6zellikle Hobsbawm’in yukaridan
asagi aciklamalar ile asagidan yukari agiklamalar arasinda kurdugu iliski, milliyetcilik
olgusunun cok katmanli bir kavram olarak incelenmesi bakimindan en Onemli

adimlardan birini (belki de en dnemlisini) olusturmaktadir.
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Ancak, bu yazarlarin ¢aligmalarinda bile uluslararasi ve toplumsal alanlar arasinda
yapilan analitik bir ayirimdan s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Bunun nedeni, her iki diigiiniiriin
de temel kaygisinin, milliyet¢ilik olgusunun siibjektif/diistinsel yonlerini agiklamak
olmasidir. Oyle ki, bu yazarlar igin asil énemli olan, milliyetciligin nasil ve neden
ortaya ¢iktigini anlamaktan ziyade, nasil siradan insanlarin fikirleri ve duygulari
tizerinde boylesi giiclii bir etki yaratabildigini agiklamaktir. Bu da onlar1, boylesi 6znel
ve diisiinsel etmenleri 6zdeslestirdikleri toplumsal iliskiler ile onlar i¢in daha ¢ok
kapitalizm, jeopolitik faktorler ve endiistrilesme gibi materyal gergeklere isaret eden
uluslararas1 alan arasinda, digsal bir iliski kurmaya itmistir. Bu da, tipki yukarida
anlatilan neo-Marxist pozisyonda oldugu gibi, igselciligin kars1 istikametten tliretilmesi
sonucunu dogurmus, yani uluslararasi alan, yerel dinamikleri yapisal ve kaginilmaz
olarak belirleyen, ve bu bakimdan bunlardan bagimsiz, sosyoloji listii bir karaktere

bliriinmiistiir.

Bu boliimiin son kisminda, primordialist ve modernist goriislere kiyasla, bir ara mevzi
olarak degerlendirilebilecek etnosembolist yaklagim incelenmistir. Bu gortis,
milliyet¢iligi materyal ve objektif bir gerceklik olarak incelemek yerine, bu olgunun
olusumunda rol oynayan sembolik ve siibjektif etmenler iizerine yogunlasir.
Ethnosembolistlere gore, modern uluslarin nasil olustugunu bunlarin etnik kdkenlerini
hesaba katmaksizin anlamak imkansizdir, ¢linkii hi¢gbir ulus modernistlerin iddia ettigi
gibi, bosluktan insa edilemez. Ulusal kimlikler birbirileri ile iligkili etnik, kiiltiirel,
ekonomik ve siyasi pek cok unsurdan olusan karmasik yapilardir. Iste bu yiizden, bu
gorls icin, mitler, semboller, iletisim kodlari, hatiralar, degerler ve gelenekler, etnik
topluluklarin (ya da etnilerin) ve daha sonra da uluslarin olusumu, korunmasi ve
dontligiimii agisindan kritik bir 6neme sahiptir. Kisaca mit-sembol kompleksi olarak
adlandirilan bu 6gelerin, en radikal demografik degisimlerde dahi, kolektif kimliklerin
korunmasini ve yeniden liretilmesini sagladig ve ulusal kimligin ancak bu baglamda

incelendigi zaman tam olarak anlasilabilecegini iddia ederler.

Bu kisimda oncelikle John Armstrong ve Anthony Smith’in ortaya koydugu temel
onermeler sunulmusg, daha sonra da bu yaklagim icerisinde uluslararasinin oynadigi
rol, bu goriisiin kurucu babasi olarak kabul edilen Smith’in analizlerinde, bu alana

atfedilen anlamin nasil doniistiigli tizerinden incelenmistir. Bu inceleme sonucunda,
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uluslararasi alanin, Smith’in ethnosembolist kurami ilk kez formiile ettigi yillarda,
kuramsal ¢erceve igerisinde daha sinirli bir alan kapladigi, ancak takip eden yillarda,
diinyada meydana gelen siyasi gelismelerinde etkisiyle kapsamini arttirdigigi iddia
edilmistir. Fakat bu anlamda degismeyen 6nemli bir faktor, kendisini tarihsel sosyoloji
gelenegi icerisinde tanimlayan Smith’in, uluslararasi ile ilgili varsayimlarinin
cogunlukla ayni1 gelenegin ilk kusagini olusturan bir diger isim olan Charles Tilly
onermeleri etrafinda sekillendigidir. Bu durum Smith’in analizlerinde uluslararasi ve
toplumsal alan arasinda digsal bir iliski kurmasina sebebiyet vermis, ve kuramsal

cergevenin acgikea i¢/dis ikiligi lizerine inga edilmesi sonucunu dogurmustur.

Dordiincii boliimiinde 6zellikle 1990’lar takip eden yillarda ortaya ¢ikan ve dnceki
donemin klasik tartismalarini asma gayretinde olan post-yapisalc1 yaklagimlar ele
alimmistir. Bu boliimde incelenen diisiiniirlerin ortak 6zelligi kendilerinden 6nceki
kuramcilarin  aksine, milliyet¢iligi  ideal-tipler iizerinden genel olarak
kuramsallastirmaya caligan iist anlatilara sirtlarini donerek, kuramsal analizlerinin
odagin1 daha epistemolojik bir diizeye ¢ekmeleridir. Bu boliimde once Michael
Bilig’in ‘banal milliyetc¢iligi’ incelenmis, daha sonra milliyet¢iligi bir sdylem olarak
ele alan Craig Calhoun’un gorisleri degerlendirilmis, tiglincii olarak Nira Yuval-
Davis’in feminist milliyetgilik kurami mercek altina alinmis ve son olarak da Partha

Chatterjee ve somiirgecilik sonrasi yaklagim analiz edilmistir.

Bu incelemelerin sonucunda, bahsi gecen diisiiniirlerin farkli milliyetgilikleri birbirleri
ile iligkilendirmekle kalmadigi, aym1 zamanda bunlar arasindaki sdylemsel
etkilesimleride kuramsal c¢ergevelerine dahil ederek, dogrudan sosyolojik temeller
istiine oturtulmus bir uluslararasi alan tanimladiklar1 iddia edilmistir. Bu bakimindan
post-yapisalct kuramlar onceki tiim milliyet¢ilik kuramlarindan niteliksel olarak
farklilasirlar. Ancak; tezde de iddia edildigi gibi, bu diisiiniirler uluslararasini sadece
etkilesimsel bir boyuta indirgeyerek, bu alanin bir biitiin olarak oynadig1 rolii g6z ardi

etmislerdir.

Bu anlamda uluslararasi alan etkilesimler, temaslar ve aktorler arasi iliskiler iizerinden
tanimlanmis ve sistemin yapisi gozlenebilir siireklilikler seviyesine indirgenmistir.
Bunun bir sonucu olarak da, goriinmeyen ama sistemik etkilere sahip materyal yapilar

ve mekanizmalar dikkate alinmamislardir. Kisacasi bu yaklagimlar igerisinde
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uluslararasi alan pargali ve boliinmiis bir karaktere sahiptir, ¢linkii ‘6teki’ higbir zaman
biitiinii kapsayamaz. Bu da, post-yapisalct diisliniirlerin yontemsel milliyetciligi
asalim derken yontemsel bireycilik tuzagina diismelerine neden olmustur. Bu da

igselci diisiincenin farkli bir sekilde de olsa yeniden iiretilmesi anlamini tagimaktadir.

Tezin son kisminda, aragtirmanin bulgulart anlatilmigtir. Buna gore, milliyetcilik
calismalar1 alaninin tarihsel gelisimi incelendiginde iki temel egilimden s6z etmek
miimkiindiir. Bunlardan ilki, milliyet¢ilik kuraminin yillar gectik¢e daha diisiinsel bir
boyuta ¢ekildigidir. Onceleri hayal edilmis ya da icat edilmis olarak tanimlanan millet
olgusu, daha sonra 6nceki etnik kimlikler iizerinden yeniden {iretilen bir toplumsal insa
olarak degerlendirilmis ve en nihayetinde de tamamen biligsel bir alana ¢ekilerek
sdylemsel bir bicim almustir. Ikinci egilim ise, her ne kadar bu siire zarfinda
uluslararasina verilen 6nem artsa da, ayni sekilde igselci diisiincenin milliyet¢ilik

kuramlari tizerindeki etkinligi de per¢inlenmistir.

Bunu takiben bu iki egilim arasinda nedensel bir iligki kurulmus, milliyetgiligin
materyal boyutlarina verilen 6nem azaldik¢a uluslararasi alanin bu olgunun olusumu
tizerindeki etkisinin de kuramsal olarak 6nemsizlestigi iddia edilmistir. Son olarak ise
milliyet¢ilik kuramlari igerisindeki igselci diislincenin asilmasi bakimindan yararli
olabilecegi diisiiniilen iki 6neri sunulmustur. Bunlardan ilki, kuramsal odagin tekrar
milliyet¢ilik olgusunun materyal yonlerine cekilmesi gerektigidir. Yukarida da
anlatildigr gibi uluslararasinin milliyetcilik olgusu tizerindeki yapici (konstitiitif)
etkisini en 1yi Marksist modernist distliniirler yakalayabilmislerdir. Bunun temel
sebebi ise uluslararasini materyal olgular iizerinden tanimlamalaridir. Elbette bu
diisiinsel boyutun bir kenara birakilmasi gerektigi anlamina gelmemektedir. Bu boyut
ayni derece de Onemlidir, ve bu bakimdan post-yapisalct diisiiniirlerin katkilar
yadsinamaz. Ancak, uluslararasinin bu séylemsel boyutu, tipk1 modernist diistiniirlerin
yaptig1 gibi daha somut ve yapisal bir baglam iizerine oturtulmali; ancak bu yapilirken
modernist  diisliniirlerin ~ kuramlarinda  goriinen  indirgemecilik  tuzagma
diisiilmemelidir. Bu baglamda ortaya konan ikinci oneri ise, 1990 sonras1 donemde
epistemolojik alana kayan milliyet¢ilik kuramlarinin, artik ontolojik bir seviyeye
cekilmesi gerektigidir. Bu iddianin dayanagi, i¢/dis ikiliginin temelde ontolojik bir

ayrim oldugu ve ancak yeni bir ontolojik formiilasyon ile asilabilecegidir.
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