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The Persistence of Nationalism:
Modernity and Discourses
of the Nation

GERARD DELANTY

In this chapter [ argue that nationalism is an
expression of some of the major formative
moments in modernity, and in particular can
be seen as a response to processes of integra-
tion and differentiation. Nationalism can be
understood in terms of models of integration
which at the same time reflect wider societal
structures of differentiation. These doubly
articulated processes of inclusion and exclu-
sion can be related to the three main political
forms of modern nationalism: the civic nation,
the state nation and the cultural nation. Most
expressions of nationalism involve a mixture
of the three main political forms, although
generally one kind has been in ascendancy
in any one particular context. But underlying
these, I argue, is an ethic of radical freedom,
which has its origins in Jacobinism. While this
violent force has generally been tamed in the
main political forms of nationalism, it has
always been a recalcitrant force in all forms of
modern nationalism.

Nationalism has endured for many reasons,
not least of which is because it has been able
to provide workable solutions to three prob-
Jems, which can roughly be related to the
three major political forms of nationalism:
the problem of membership of the polity, the
problem of demarcating the boundaries of
the polity and the problem of establishing the

identity of the polity. The different forms
nationalism has taken in history are a reflec-
tion of the ways societies, or more specifically
different groups, have found solutions to the
problems of the polity under the conditions of
modernity. However, many of the solutions
that nationalism has found have been at a cost.
The result has been to varying degrees exclu-
sion of minorities, symbolic violence and
xenophobia.

One of the main claims made in this
chapter is that the historical sociology of
nationalism must go beyond a theory of the
political forms of nationalism. I argue that the
contribution of a globally oriented historical
sociology to the study of nationalism consists
in linking these essentially political discourses
of nationalism to a sociological account of the
rise and transformation of modern society.
‘What needs to be explained is how at various
places and at different points in history cer-
tain political forms of nationalism came to be
selected or given predominance over others.
This chapter is an attempt to spell out some
of the issues that need to be considered in
such an analysis.

To this end I argue that the three main
political forms of nationalism can be theorized
in terms of four main institutional dynamics:
state formation, democratization, capitalism
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and the intellectualization of culture. I discuss
these dynamics in terms of the developmental
logics of differentiation and integration. The
advantage of this approach is that it avoids
an exclusive emphasis on the purely political
and ideological aspects of nationalism and will
integrate structural approaches with ones that
stress agency and culture. It will also provide
a basis for a more dynamic conception of
nationalism as produced in particular dis-
courses and social practices.

In sum, then, the aim of the chapter is to
offer a sociological account of the persistence
of nationalism in the modern age by looking
at how its various political forms have been
articulated in the major dynamics of modernity
and sustained by the underlying logics of inte-
gration and differentiation.

The chapter is accordingly organized as
follows. First, [ discuss the main theoretical
approaches to nationalism, namely structural
accounts, mobilization theories and cultural
accounts. Second, I look at the three main
political forms of nationalism mentioned
above. In this section it is argued that under-
lying these forms of nationalism is an ethic of
radical freedom, which has never been fully
domesticated and consequently has given
nationalism a violent edge. Third, the forma-
tion of nationalism is discussed around the
dynamics of state formation, democratization,
capitalism and the intellectualization of
culture. Placing these dynamics in the context
of the developmental logics of integration
and differentiation, a framework for theorizing
nationalism can be outlined that goes some
way to explaining the diversity and persis-
tence of nationalism.

THEORETICAL APPROACHES:
A GENERAL OVERVIEW

Classical sociology gave relatively little attention
to nationalism. Neither Weber nor Durkheim
incorporated nationalism into his work.
Perhaps because of their themes of differenti-
ation and rationalism, they were not disposed
towards movements suggestive of counter-
tendencies to modernity. Durkheim, of course,
was intrigued by the possibility of modernity
generating collective representations akin to
those that followed in the wake of French
Revolution, and Weber, too, was fascinated
by the survival of certain kinds of enchant-
ment in modernity. But their legacy was a

view of modernity that afforded little room
for nationalism. Parsons also gave little atten-
tion to nationalism and took for granted the
existence of the United States as a nation-
state based on an over-arching integrative
‘societal community’ and the wider civiliza-
tion of modernity. In these approaches, which
formed the basis of mainstream moderniza-
tion theory (see Wofgang Knobl's chapter in
this volume), there was a general assumption
that the nation-state was a ‘normal’ unit and
that the social and political order of the state
coincided. Nationalism as a counter-movement
was generally seen as marginal to modernity. It
is indeed peculiar that modernization theory’s
main rival, Western Marxism, arrived at much
the same conclusions, although from a different
set of assumptions. This tradition inherited
the idea of the ‘withering away of the state’
from classical Marxism. For Marx, nationalism
was the natural ally of socialism, and even
though history was to prove that the social
question was to be overshadowed by the
national question, nationalism was a marginal
phenomenon for virtually all of twentieth-
century Marxism.

It thus came about that nationalism tended
to be marginal for modern sociology, which
itself developed as a discipline based on the
nation-state. This is not to neglect the signifi-
cant contribution made to nationalism by
several scholars, working largely in sociology
and political science. However, what is striking
is that even in the seminal work of Ernst
Gellner, the theory of nationalism was at best
part of a broader theory of liberal modernity
that did not call into question some of the
central assumptions of modernization theory.!
The exception in this regard is undoubtedly
Norbert Elias, but his work did not become
influential until after the demise of modern-
ization theory. With the collapse of modern-
ization theory along with academic Marxism,
the concerns of sociology did not immediately
predispose it towards taking nationalism seri-
ously. A major exception might be the work of
Anthony Giddens, who was instrumental in
reorienting sociology away from an exclusive
concern with class power towards other kinds
of power (Giddens, 1985). But in general the
concerns of sociology in the 1980s were far
from nationalism. Even Giddens’s own work
was more about the nation-state than nation-
alism as such. The preference for the ‘new
social movements’ tended to result in the
neglect of other kinds of anti-systemic move-
ments, for instance.

-
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Owing in no small part to the great changes
that have occurred since 1989 - European
integration, globalization, postmodernization
and the emergence of a great many new
nationalisms — nationalism was put on the
agenda. However, this time the debate about
nationalism is also part of a wider debate
about the future of the nation-state and about
national frames of collective identity (Arnason,
1990; Eisenstadt, 1999). There are also ques-
tions about the relationship between nationality
and citizenship, the role of war and violence in
modernity, the nature of the social and its
relation to the political.

Despite the growing interest in nationalism
in social theory and in sociology, the existing
scholarship on nationalism is very fragmented.
This is due to the fact that the study of
nationalism has not been dominated by any
one discipline, but has involved contributions
from several, such as modern history, anthro-
pology, sociology and political science.
Literary theorists have also made a major con-
tribution to nationalism. More recently contri-
butions from social psychology, geography,
feminism and cultural studies have added to
the field. While this has generated a rich body
of writing on nationalism, it has also led to
very diffuse theoretical approaches. For the
purpose of illustration, these can be divided
into three broad categories: first, approaches
that look at the structural properties of
nationalism; second, mobilization approaches,
which look at the role of social agency in
the codification of national identity and in
the mobilization of the masses; and, third,
approaches that stress the role of cultural
factors in the making of nationalism. It is to be
stressed that in many cases these approaches
overlap and many works on nationalism can-
not be so neatly placed into these categories.
The purpose of the typology is to provide a
basis for discussing the very large literature on
nationalism rather than to create distinctions
necessitated by the typology. The following is
a brief outline of these approaches.

Structural Theories

Structural approaches to the study of nation-
alism typically look at nationalism as a product
of modernization, seeing it as a particular kind
of response to the problems generated by
modern society. In general, the emphasis in
these explanations is on nationalism as a
form of state-building as opposed to other

dynamics, for example cultural ones or those
that are more specific to particular kinds of
mobilization, such as what might be entailed
by democratization. The work of Rokkan
(1999) might be cited as an example of a com-
parative and evolutionary structural approach
that stressed the wider context of nation-state-
building within the context of an international
order based on sovereign nation-states.

Nobert Elias is also a significant figure in this
tradition, but in his approach there is a greater
concern with the cultural structures of nation-
alism. He saw nationalism both as an integra-
tive force within states and as a means of
establishing boundaries with other nation-
states (Elias, 1978, 1982, 1995). However,
such structural accounts generally see
processes of nation-building as intertwined
with nationalism as a system of communica-
tion. Karl Deutsch (1953) thus stressed the
role nationalism played in providing social
communication in modern society. Ernest
Gellner developed this functionalist approach
to nationalism into a social theory of moder-
nity (Gellner, 1964, 1983, 1987, 1994, 1998;
see also Hall, 1998). While his overall aim was
to link structural explanations of nationalism
with cultural explanations, he tended to give
most weight to the former. Thus he famously
explained nationalism as a response to the
need of industrial society for a uniform ‘high
culture’. Developments in material life — capi-
talism, industrialism, technological culture —
bring into play new kinds of communication in
which the state and its elites communicate
messages to the masses, who need to be
brought into the state’s project. According to
Gellner, nationalism is a homogenizing kind of
high culture that subdues and transforms the
low culture. As such it is an integrative mech-
anism, but one that is also a response to the
differentiated nature of modernization. In this
regard what is significant is uneven moderniza-
tion. Industrialization and the general develop-
ment of capitalism are uneven, an expression,
too, of wider processes of differentiation in
modernity. Nationalism, Gellner argued, is
a kind of integrative culture that provides
modern societies with cultural cohesion.

In general, the dominant contribution of
sociology to the study of nationalism has come
from what can be very broadly described as
structural explanations. Such accounts of
nationalism have been influenced by moderni-
zation theory and, with some exceptions,
have looked at nationalism in terms of
processes of nation-building (Bendix, 1964).
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Typically, these classical sociological theories
have not given much attention to nationalism
as a form of mobilization, thus downplaying
the role of agency, or to nationalism as a
politico-cultural form. There is little concern
with questions of identity, and the pervasive-
ness of nationalism as a cultural model is
unexplored, beyond certain claims as to its
fabricated nature. Structural explanations also
do not address the question of how groups
mobilize, instead seeing nationalism as a
response to processes of state formation and
capitalism.

Mobilization Theories

Mobilization accounts of nationalism, in
contrast to structural approaches, stress the
artificial nature of nationalism, and thus are
constructivist in nature. Rejecting realist epis-
temologies and essentialist conceptions of the
subject, social constructivists see social reality
as constructed by social agency. With respect
to nationalism, such approaches emphasize
the ‘invented’ nature of national identities, as
in the work of Hobsbawm (19832, 1983b). In
such accounts, what is salient is the codifica-
tion of identities by particular groups, and
very often there are underlying assumptions of
the masses as led by elites. This assumption
was also present in Gellner, for whom nation-
alists fabricated historical narratives and col-
lective memories. However, in his case, while
oscillating between cultural and structural
explanations, a structural functionalist per-
spective rooted in a realist philosophy has
dominated his work.

Mobilization-oriented explanations of nation-
alism are reflected in Barth (1969), Hroch
(1985, 1993) and Tilly (1984, 1986; Tilly
et al, 1975), who, in different ways, see
nationalism in terms of processes of mobiliza-
tion. In Barth’s anthropological approach,
which is perhaps a less explicitly developed
mobilization approach, the crucial issue is
boundary maintenance. Hroch, meanwhile
looks at the interaction of different kinds of
nationalist groups in terms of their social loca-
tion, whereas Tilly, adopting resource mobi-
lization theory, examines nationalism in terms
of the capacity of different groups to mobilize
significant sections of the population. In the
latter two cases, the meso-dimension is cru-
cial, as is the identification of specific social
and political opportunity structures. This
approach, which challenges the conventional

view that a nationalist movement is the product
of deeply entrained historical identities which
derive from grievances or an idea, allows us to see
identity as something that is always open to
strategic change and symbolic reinterpreta-
tion according as circumstances change.?
Nationalism has proven decisive in offering a
common discourse that can unite several key
actors in society, ranging from various orga-
nized interests such as agrarian protesters,
professional associations, entrepreneurs, to
political elites and radical groups. The result is
a ‘discourse coalition’ where a variety of social
movements unite behind a common pro-
gramme leading to the building of a consensus
movement and a master frame of identity. It
may be argued that the key to the successes of
nationalism is precisely the construction of
such a consensus movement. In this context
mention might be made of institutionalist
theories, such as the approach adopted by
Brubaker (1996) and Kitschelt (1995). Institu-
tionalist approaches differ in one respect from
constructivist approaches, in that they stress
the role of institutional structures in facilitating
mobilization.

The advantage of mobilization approaches is
that they avoid purely functional explanations
of nationalism. Nationalism cannot entirely be
explained in terms of structures such as
nation-building processes, which are perhaps
better seen as preconditions for the emer-
gence of movements of different kinds. An
emphasis on mobilization is also better able to
explain the conflicts and different phases in
the genesis of a nationalist movement.
Without some sense of the role of different
kinds of agency, no account of nationalism is
complete. Such approaches avoid dualisms of
agency and structure, allowing agency to be
conceived in terms of transformative prac-
tices. Constructivist accounts, on the other
side, are limited in their exclusive emphasis on
mobilization. Cultural processes of meaning,
symbolic creation and cognitive structures
cannot be entirely explained by the mobiliza-
tions of specific groups. Not everything is
invented by agency. It is in this context that
cultural approaches can be mentioned.

Cultural Theories

Cultural approaches stress the cultural ampli-
fication of discourses of meaning that emerge
out of the projects of social groups. In inter-
disciplinary studies on nationalism, such a
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perspective is expressed in the work of
Anderson (1983), Billig (1995), Eisenstadt
and Giesen (1995), Greenfeld (1992) and
Hedetoft (1995). In their theories of nation-
alism the central point concerns neither
structures nor particular kinds of agency, but
the existence of what might be called dis-
courses, cultural models, or cognitive frame-
works. Although this is never made explicit,
the assumption is that nationalism owes its
existence to its ability to provide models of
meaning, the essential tool-kits for the con-
struction of collective identity. Nationalism,
in the view of Benedict Anderson, is essen-
tially a cognitive model allowing individuals in
modernity to interpret their society.
Eisenstadt and Giesen emphasize the compo-
sition of nationalism in codes which give
symbolic meaning.

These cultural approaches differ from
constructivist approaches in their focus, which
is less on groups than on the resources groups
draw from. In this a cultural approach has
distinct advantages, particularly when what is
at issue is less an analysis of nationalism as a
movement than nationalism as collective iden-
tity. Moreover, conceiving of the nation as
discursively constructed allows us to avoid some
of the theoretical pitfalls in the literature on
nationalism, for instance the view that nation-
alism is a product of ‘essential’ or real identi-
ties or that it is a ‘constructed’ identity. This is
also a question of whether nationalism should
be viewed in positive terms, and even with
emancipatory possibilities. In these terms, the
literature on nationalism can roughly be
divided into, on the one side, those who are
favourably disposed to nationalism, which is
seen as a primary collective identity - for
instance, Anderson (1983) Calhoun (1997),
Canovan (1996), Greenfeld, Smith (1981) —
and, on the other side, internationalists such
as  Deutsch (1983) Gellner (1983)
Hobsbawm (1990) Kedourie (1994) for
whom nationalism is on the whole a reac-
tionary anti-modern ideology. The debate has
often been cast in epistemological terms:
according to Gellner, the truth content of
nationalism is false, since nationalism is based
on fabricated versions of the past. On the
other side, Anderson sees nationalism in
purely cognitive terms to be a mode of social
knowledge, a way in which individuals ‘know’
their society.

A cultural approach offers a clear advantage
over many of these controversies, for what is
at stake in nationalist discourse is not truth or

falsity in, but of the frameworks of meaning.
As a discursive construction, nationalism is
real by virtue of being constructed. As the
Thomas theorem states: ‘If people define
situations as real, they are real in their
consequences’ (Merton, 1996).

These three perspectives all bring important
insights to bear on nationalism. Structural
accounts, though less popular today since the
cultural turn in the social sciences, cannot be
dismissed. Such accounts are crucial in macro-
analysis, as, for example, in studies on nation-
building, while mobilization approaches are
primarily relevant to meso-level analysis, for
instance the study of processes of nationalist
mobilization. By drawing attention to the
mediating role of cultural communication,
cultural approaches offer useful perspectives
on collective identity, which is less the
concern of structural and mobilization
approaches. But in general these different
concerns - nation-building, mobilization and
collective identity formation — have led to
quite different approaches in the study of
nationalism.

It is not the aim of this chapter to offer an
alternative to these approaches, given their
quite different concerns, and, of course, as
already pointed out, many of these approaches
overlap. However, one critical point can be
made. What needs to be more fully developed
in the study of nationalism is an understanding
of the mechanisms by which the world of the
state and the projects of elites are articulated
in everyday life. A relatively neglected aspect
in the study of nationalism is its ability to
bring the political world of the state into the
everyday level. This perspective is undoubt-
edly close to the concerns of many mobiliza-
tion and cultural approaches, but has never
been fully developed. As a category that cuts
across the world of state to the world of the
individual, nationalism is an important part of
everyday life in the modern world. It is not
just a political discourse but a social practice.
In the terms of Pierre Bourdieu'’s theory of the
habitus, nationalism can be understood as a set
of dispositions that embed history, politics and
cultural symbols of the life-world (Bourdieu,
1990). Nationalism as a discourse is thus a set
of social practices that make real objective
categories in society. The politico-cultural
history of nationalism can be written in terms
of the progressive extension of the nation into
the lives of people. Thus what matters is nei-
ther who constructs nationalism - as in social
constructivism — nor the content of nationalist
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discourse - as in cultural or cognitive
approaches — nor even the functions of nation-
alism — as in structural analyses — but the map-
ping of cultural constructs into the habitus in
the shaping of particular social practices. This
is also argued by Stuart Hall (1992), for
whom nationalism is a form of narration
which is reproduced in discourses. Feminist
writing on nationalism also points in this
direction of the ‘nationalization’ of the social.

Looking at nationalism from this angle allows
us to appreciate its persuasive appeal and institu-
tional persistence. Nationalism is a kind of
semantic space that expresses through its major
discourses a variety of projects, identities, inter-
ests and ideologies, in other words forms of
social practice. Its persistence in modernity is
not due to some underlying cultural logic, for
instance the inherent primordiality of national
identity or its ideological appeal or its functional
necessity. What has made it a recalcitrant force
in modernity is the persistence of key problems
in modernity, for instance the questions of defin-
ing the membership of the polity, its boundaries
and identity. As a political discourse, nationalism
is also a particular kind of social practice. In the
following sections it will be demonstrated how
the political forms of nationalism become effec-
tive through actor-driven processes of integra-
tion and differentiation as these are articulated
in the major dynamics of modernity.

THE MAJOR POLITICAL FORMS
OF NATIONALISM

I have already intimated that many of the
problems with conceptualizing nationalism
can be avoided if we see it in terms of three
political forms: civic nation, state nation and
cultural nation. In one way or another, all
modern expressions of nationalism involve the
basic codes of these political discourses.

This conceptualization goes beyond the
conventional division of nationalism into two
groups, civic and ethnic, which is often associ-
ated with the work of Hans Kohn (1944).
According to this view, civic forms of nation-
alism are typically Western European, where
the state tradition has been more stable and
the focus of national loyalty, while ethnic
forms of nationalism have been more common
in Eastern Europe, where there has been a
weaker tradition of statehood. While having
some basis in reality, such forms of dualism
must also be rejected. Nationalism always has

both ethnic/cultural as well as civic forms; it
cannot be reduced to either (Schopflin,
2001). In its formative period, civic forms of
nationalism were always articulated in cultural
forms, as in the case of British national iden-
tity (Corrigan and Sayer, 1985), and, in the
case of Irish nationalism, strongly cultural
expressions of nationalism also included civic
dimensions (O'Mahony and Delanty, 1998).
Yet it makes sense to distinguish between the
main political forms of nationalism. Avoiding
reductionist and essentialistic approaches, the
main political forms of nationalism can be said
to be either civic, state-centric or cultural.
These forms overlap and are not specific to
particular national traditions, although one
or more of these forms will be likely to be
dominant at any one particular time.

The civic nation was born with the republi-
can tradition, which laid the foundation of
modern nationalism in terms of the idea of
self-determination. The American and French
Revolutions promoted a view of the nation as
an inclusive polity based on citizenship. The
ideals of modern constitutional law and
democracy, which stressed the formal equality
of all individuals and their right to personal
autonomy, provided the foundation for the
idea of the civic nation. Modern republican-
ism was the first nationalist movement in this
universalistic sense of term, which is indistin-
guishable from the older notion of patriotism.
The doctrine of self-determination to which it
led was to become greatly influential in the
second half of the nineteenth century, leading
to a widespread acceptance of ‘liberal nation-
alism’. Republican self-determination, origi-
nally an expression of civil society, eventually
became the dominant ideology of modern
nationalism and provided a widely accepted
argument for the creation of new states, in
particular in the period from the Congress of
Berlin in 1878 to the Versailles Treaty in 1919.

The state nation can be associated with the
politics of legitimacy that came with the post-
revolutionary period and characterized the
major expression of nationalism in the nine-
teenth century. Rather than nationhood, this is
best seen in terms of territoriality and state-
hood. The nation is equated with the territor-
ial jurisdiction of state rather than with civil
society or the demos. This is the official
nationalism or state patriotism of the existing
state. By its nature it has tended to more of a
legitimating ideology than the other forms.

The third form of modern nationalism is
the cultural nation. With its origins in the

e e
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historicist tradition, the ethnos is central
the definition of the nation and the basis of
the demos. The historicist conception of the
nation derives from early nineteenth-century
romanticism and the philosophy of Herder,
especially his Treatise on the Origin of
Language (see Herder, 1969 [1772]). The
republican conception of the nation was
framed in the image of society as an open
system; the historicist conception, in contrast,
spoke in the name of a more closed cultural
community based on language. Where the
other traditions were universalistic, embody-
ing cosmopolitan liberalism and an inclusive
conception of the polity, historicism stressed
the particular, the world of feelings and exclu-
siveness. In its early Herderian form, this
romantic side to nationalism was perfectly
compatible with liberal nationalism — and much
of nineteenth-century nationalism was a com-
bination of romanticism and republicanism —
the tension between them was to become
more and more pronounced, as in Fichte’s
vision of the German nation (Fichte, 1922
[1807-8]). By the twentieth century the
historicist tradition had triumphed in many
parts of Europe, not just as a distinctive kind
of nationalism but as a major component of all
kinds of nationalism. From 1919 onwards it
became more acceptable to see the nation in
ethnic, cultural terms. Inevitably this strand in
nationalism shifted the focus away from the
concern with self-determination in an inclu-
sive polity to one animated by the desire to
exclude the other.

Distinguishing between these three kinds of
nationalism has clear advantages over the
more conventional picture of ethnic versus
civic kinds of nationalism. The ethnic compo-
nent arose out of the communitarian resis-
tance to modernity and is as much a part of
modernity as are its other expressions. The
concern with roots, belonging, the presence of
the past, has given nationalism an enduring
cultural focus. Civic nationalism is too general
and disguises the two major forces within it,
which I have characterized as the civic nation
and the state nation. On the one side, nation-
alism is closely related to democratization and
emancipation, and hence to a social concep-
tion of the nation, and, on the other side,
nationalism has been linked to a state-centric
conception of the nation.

Yet there is more to the political forms of
nationalism than these three, which have been
in different ways as much legitimizing ideolo-
gies as forms of resistance. But this additional

dimension is less a distinct political form
than an underlying current in all of these
three kinds of nationalism. This concerns the
radical discourse of nationalism as a form of
resistance.

Standing at the critical juncture of moder-
nity was the Jacobin ideology, which encapsu-
lated the spirit of modernity in its pursuit of
radical freedom.? Jacobinism reflected some
of the central elements in modernity by estab-
lishing the absolute superiority of political
leadership and political goals as shaped by a
political elite who could represent the popular
will. The Jacobin tradition can be seen in
terms of an ideology of radical freedom as
interpreted by elites. According to S.N.
Eisenstadt (1999), Jacobinism has been the
source of many political movements in moder-
nity, ranging from communism, nationalism,
fascism to fundamentalism. This dimension to
nationalism has been in tension with the civic
and state traditions. The ability of nationalism
to be able to claim the mantle of the demos,
and with it the ideal of equality, has been cru-
cial to its appeal, but because of the Jacobin
thrust within it, that in the name of radical
freedom society can be eternally recon-
structed by political action, nationalism
remained a deeply subversive force in the
post-Versailles order.

This has all had the consequence that
nationalism has entailed a strong resistance to
institutionalization. The nation could never
entirely be institutionalized by the modern
state. When it was institutionalized in the
dominant forms of state patriotism, it always
remained a recalcitrant force, volatile and
open to new interpretations. This recalci-
trance has expressed itself in an unending ten-
sion between the nation form and statehood.
Nation and state have never fully coincided in
modernity, as is borne out by the history of
the nation-state. Among the most enduring
of the problems has been the conflict between
the state and the nation. On the one side,
the nation gave expression to ideas of self-
determination, and, on the other, this concep-
tion of the nation conflicted with discourses
of the nation as statehood. As a modern form
of dual or multi-identity, nationalism has had
continued mobilizing appeal.

The Jacobin notion of radical freedom that
lies at the root of all of modernity’s major cul-
tural narratives cannot be separated from
symbolic violence. Thus, for instance, the con-
cern with a founding event has always been
deeply implicated in violence, both direct and
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symbolic. Such quests for a clean slate have
been closely related to purges or forcible
assimilation. The very notion of the people as
an undifferentiated Volk can be a legitimation
of violence. Because of the obvious fact that
the people can never be embodied in a single
political form, the question of the necessity
for their rebirth is insistent. Indeed the very
meaning of the term ‘nation’ is ‘natio’ or birth
and nationalist movements have often been
self-conscious attempts to seek the re-birth of
the nation, as in the Italian Risorgimento or
the Irish cultural revival movement.

The idea of birth, or rebirth, has been a
major motif of modernity — as is reflected in
the Renaissance, the French Revolution, mod-
ern nationalism, fascism - and has given a cul-
tural legitimation to violence, justified in the
name of historical meaning or a transcenden-
tal principle that asserts the subordination of
the social to a non-social principle. This prin-
ciple has generally been held to be nature.
That society springs from nature is an old idea,
going back to the liberal myth of the state of
nature in the early modern thinkers. Although
modern thought has abandoned some of the
cruder notions of natural man and, since Kant,
the idea of natural law has gone into decline,
the conviction that society is constrained by
a non-social principle has remained. The
German Idealists and much of Enlightenment
romanticist thought believed nature was the
domain of radical freedom.' Rousseau, for
instance, believed that modern man longed to
escape from oppressive social institutions into
a natural condition. The suggestion, then, is
that modernity has been haunted by the belief
that the social derives from a non-social prin-
ciple that might be constitutive of a greater
kind of freedom. This fundamental discord
between the social and natural has given
animus to modernity’s ethic of radical free-
dom, which has been driven by the belief that
nature is a domain of freedom.

This tendency for modernity to revert to
primordial violence is illustrated in the purges
of the Reformation and in the terror that fol-
lowed in the wake of the French Revolution
and most of the major revolutions of the
twentieth century: the October Revolution,
the Islamic Revolution in 1979 and Mao’s
Cultural Revolution. To achieve a new begin-
ning, a clean slate from which the past would
be wiped away, has been central to these
movements. Nationalism, too, inherited the
desire to create a founding event which would
be the recovery of a primordial past. Thus the

French Revolution and the Jacobin Terror
sought to emulate the Roman Republic. As
with the European Reformation and the Wars
of Religion in the seventeenth century, a new
beginning necessarily requires the destruction
of the present in order to recover the primor-
dial past. Cultural memory and historical
amnesia elucidate each other, for every mem-
ory is in part a forgetting of that which dis-
torts the dream, as Renan (1990) argued in a
famous essay published in 1882. The other
side of amnesia is animosity, for the collective
self is very often shaped in relations of adver-
sity. As Karl Deutsch wrote: ‘A nation is a
group of persons united by a common error
about their ancestry and a common dislike of
the neighbors’ (1969: 3).

Most, if not all, modern nations came into
existence as a result of violent struggles, which
were as likely to be purges of minorities as of
external groups. The memory of these strug-
gles is not easily forgotten, despite a great
many discursive techniques, such as the con-
struction of a scapegoat whose function is to
externalize otherness and to bear responsibil-
ity for primordial violence. The foundation of
the Irish state in the 1920s was marked by a
bloody civil war which has continued to shape
the major political cleavages until the present
day. In other cases the foundation act required
genocide, such as that of Armenians by
Turkish nationalism, or partition, as in the
cases of Ireland, Korea and Cyprus.
Nationalism in these cases has been able to
provide a model of integration only by separa-
tion. One of the paradoxes of nationalism is its
combination of the new and the old. On the
one side, it is obsessed with the new, but, on
the other, the birth of the new must be based
on the old. This tension within nationalism has
been the source of many violent conflicts.

THE INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OF NATIONALISM

Moving from the previous discussion about
the political forms of nationalism, I now turn
to the question of the dynamics of modernity
which have sustained nationalism. Identifying
four of these — state formation, democratiza-
tion, capitalism and the intellectualization of
culture - I argue that what was decisive in
shaping modern nationalism was actor-driven
processes that emerged out of the different
combinations and interactions of these
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dynamics. Central to this are logics of
differentiation and integration. Which of the
main political forms of nationalism emerged
depends not on their inherent ideological
appeal, but on societal dynamics and their
characteristic kinds of social practices.

One of the major assumptions of sociologi-
cal theory is that modernity can be conceived
in terms of the developmental logics of inte-
gration and differentiation. From the moral
philosophers of the Scottish Enlightenment to
Comte through Spencer and Durkheim to
Parsons and Luhmann, differentiation was
seen as the key developmental logic in moder-
nity. Thus one of the main insights of classical
sociological theory is that modern society is
not integrated by just one institution or
sphere, but entails a differentiation of struc-
tures — chiefly, cultural, social, political and
economic structures — and within these struc-
tures, a further differentiation of functions.
The classical tradition emphasized the second
of these. It was the main contribution of
Luhmann’s work, especially his earlier writing,
to develop a separate theorization of the
differentiation of modern subsystems. We
can thus distinguish between two kinds of
differentiation: functional differentiation (for
example, specialization of functions) and
structural differentiation (the separation of
subsystems from each other, as in the
autonomous development of political, social,
cultural, economic structures). This thesis of
differentiation gave rise to the problem of
how integration is possible, and more gener-
ally how social order is possible (see
Alexander and Colony, 1982; Delanty, 1999;
Haferkamp and Smelser, 1992). If modern
society is highly differentiated, integration
becomes the key problem, according to
Comte, Durkheim and Parsons. However, for
these figures, modernity generates specific
forms of integration appropriate to societal
differentiation. Modern society, though highly
differentiated, is also integrated. To follow a
well-known distinction, social and system
integration are two responses to the problem
of integration in modernity (see Habermas,
1987). In the former, integration is achieved
by means of social and cultural structures of
the life-world, and in the latter, by ‘system’
economic and political structures.

For present purposes, this will have to suf-
fice, since my aim is to locate nationalism in
the context of the developmental logics of
integration and differentiation. The argument
is that nationalism has been one of the most

important mechanisms by which both social
and system integration have been achieved in
modern society. However, and this is crucial,
developmental logics of integration - such as
those related to nationalism — are mediated by
logics of differentiation. The nation form has
served to provide forms of integration that
emerged as a result of logics of differentiation.
While today the nation is losing this integra-
tive function, in the formative period of
modernity it was an important means of
reconciling the dual logics of modernity.
Nationalism was able to accommodate
processes of differentiation by imposing a
logic of closure on what is an open logic. The
dynamics of modernity as they unfolded in
the area of state formation, democratization,
capitalism and in cultural formation were eas-
ily adapted by nationalism and transformed
into integrative mechanisms. In this sense,
then, nationalism brought about a certain
de-differentiation in modernity.

Taking state formation as one of the major
dynamics of modernity, we can see how the
nation form provided a framework of integra-
tion. On the one side, modernity was charac-
terized by the division of the world into
separate geopolitical units and, on the other, it
brought about a high degree of homogeneity
within these units. The main form by which
the modern state developed was the nation-
state, with the nation form finally dominating
even in the case of federal states. After 1648
in Europe, the sovereign state became the pri-
mary actor in international geopolitics, and
from 1918 nation-states flourished among the
remains of the slowly crumbling European
territorial empires. Indeed the past two
hundred years, and especially the twentieth
century, has an the whole been the history of
the nation state.

The principal means by which the nation
form institutionalized structures of integration
was through national citizenship. By making
citizenship coeval with nationality, one of the
most important institutions of integration was
created. Virtually every model of statehood
has been based on some kind of national citi-
zenship. The modern state in one of its key
projects has sought to make of its members
full citizens with the rights and duties that this
condition involves. In this respect the state
project has been articulated through strategies
of social regulation, for the control of popula-
tion was one of the key functions of the state.
Other functions were the expansion of terri-
tory, crucial for access to markets, and, related




296 THEMES

to this, permanent preparation for war.
However, in the modern period the state has
become more and more occupied with the
control of populations. As described by
Foucault by means of his famous concept of
governmentality, the state project is more
than mere government and is also about the
regulation of populations through the control
of a whole range of areas concerning the social
body, such as health, crime, education,
poverty. But governmentality is more than
social regulation; it is also about the actual
constitution of the subject as an individual and
a member of the national polity. In order to
achieve this objective, the state project must
set about creating citizens. One of the primary
functions of citizenship is to distinguish
between members of the polity and non-
members (Hindess, 1998). As described by
several authors, the modern central state
unleashed a project that integrated diverse
populations into the state (Watkins, 1990;
Weber, 1976).

It has already been noted that democratiza-
tion was the basis of the republican strand in
modern nationalism. With regard to the previ-
ous remarks on state formation, the discourse
of the nation was never entirely dominated by
the state project, but was also an expression of
the dynamic of democratization. With its ori-
gins in the popular revolts of the early modern
period, in colonial liberation movements, in
social movements of all kinds throughout
history, democracy has been a potent force
driving a wedge between society and state.
The birth of modernity coincided with the
emergence of a wide spectrum of social
actors, ranging from the early radical scientists
and Protestant sects to Jacobin and socialist
movements. On the one hand, these move-
ments expressed the differentiation of mod-
ern society into different kind of agency and,
on the other hand, democratization entails a
principle of integration, albeit one that is
highly fragile and volatile. It has been a basic
tenet of modern thought that democratic
legitimacy and the rule of law provide the
final point of integration in an otherwise
differentiated world.

Capitalism - and more generally the
dynamic of industrialism — has also been piv-
otal in shaping the face of modern national-
ism. As Ernst Gellner (1983) recognized, the
emergence of a modern market society orga-
nized around capitalism and industrialism has
played an important role in creating the
social and economic preconditions for the

emergence of nationalism. While there is no
inherent structural reason why capitalism
produces nationalism — which has been present
in pre-capitalist societies as well as in non-
capitalist societies, capitalism, by its nature,
has been crucial in generating social inequali-
ties and conflicting interests in society that
have nurtured nationalism. Since the rise of
the social question in the late nineteenth
century, nationalism has been able to draw a
great deal of ideological drive from popular
struggles, and while its categories can never
fully be translated into social issues, there has
been a remarkable coincidence of purpose in
many instances of popular struggles and
nationalist mobilization.

On the level of the state project, economic
nationalism has been practised by many coun-
tries since the early twentieth century.
Friedrich List's National System of Political
Economy (1931 [1909]) was an important
work in laying the foundations for protective
economic nationalism. His ideas were adopted
in Bismarkian Germany and were influential
in many countries. Whether in the form of
Grossraum expansion, economic protection-
ism or trade wars, many countries have
adapted their national ideologies to protect
capitalism. There is also the fact that national
markets tend to homogenize society. In the
recent past, but going back to the late nine-
teenth century, world exhibitions and other
occasions where the great technological inno-
vations of capitalism were displayed played a
major role in codifying national identity
(Roche, 2000).

The intellectualization of modern culture
has also been a central dynamic for the
creation of nationalism. With regard to the
developmental logics of integration and
differentiation, modern culture occupies an
ambivalent position. On the one hand, it is
clearly differentiated both functionally and,
more importantly, as Weber argued, struc-
turally, in that modern cultural spheres are
relatively autonomous of each other. Yet, on
the other hand, as noted by Mathew Arnold
(1960 [1869]), culture could also be a reliable
antidote to anarchy; or, to put it in the terms
of sociological theory, culture could be a form
of integration. In order for culture to have this
role it had to be intellectualized and coded for
popular consumption. In all of this intellectu-
als played a leading role.

Intellectualization and rationalization have
accompanied cultural differentiation to pro-
duce secularization. Without secularization,
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nationalism would not have attained the
significance it has. Nationalism is a product of
secularization, in that it emerged in the space
created by the withdrawal of religion from the
public domain. The secularization of modern
culture has lent it a discursive nature. Although
nationalist ideas are often dogmatic and strive
to be hegemonic, they are nevertheless discur-
sively articulated and seek to convince. A
related dimension to the intellectualization of
nationalism is the role of popular education,
for the existence of a reading public is a pre-
condition for the reception of national ideas.
While nationalism cannot be reduced to a set
of ideas that is compelling because of their
ideological force, it requires a discursive
medium. Finally, the abstract nature of nation-
alism lends itself to intellectualization: the
idea of the nation must be imagined for it does
not exist in a concrete form that can be imme-
diately experienced.

Intellectuals have been pivotal in codifying
the cognitive structures for imagining the
nation (Giesen, 1992). In many countries the
university has helped to define national iden-
tity by promoting national languages, collect-
ing folklore and codifying national literatures.
University academics helped in the codifica-
tion of national identity by collecting and
defining ethnographic, geographical and cul-
tural material without which national cultural
narratives, consciousness and national memo-
ries would not have been possible.® Historians
played a central role in writing the history of
nation. Archaeology has also played a signifi-
cant role in codifying the national identity
of many countries by furnishing the basic
artifacts out of which historical narratives can
be constructed.” In many countries major
controversies occurred over the preservation
of archaeological sites that did not affirm
the official or dominant national identity.®
Academics, in particular in Germany, emerged
as the representatives of the nation and in this
way made themselves indispensable to the
state, for whom they were the ‘interpreters’
of the nation. In Germany the university
helped to shape German national identity.” It
served the cognitive function not just of pro-
viding the state with functionally useful
knowledge but also of an important transmit-
ter of national heritage. The autonomy of
knowledge and the autonomy of the state
were seen as inextricably connected. In many
countries the universities were supported by
the state in order to secure training for the
professions. The result was that academic

research became more and more drawn into
the state project, defining its goals but more
importantly shaping its cognitive structures.
Thus the disciplines of geography, history and
statistics were important in laying the founda-
tions of what may be called national cognitive
structures.

CONCLUSION:
THE PERSISTENCE OF NATIONALISM

It has been hotly debated whether nationalism
is a product of modernity or the outcome of
long-term historical processes that are not
specific to modernity. Much of this debate has
revolved around the claim that there were
pre-modern nationalisms and that many of the
characteristics of modern nationalism can be
found in these movements, for instance the
notion of a distinctive people with a common
origin and a shared destiny.! According to
writers such as Greenfeld (1992), Gorski
(2000) and Smith (1981), many of these ideas
can be found in the early modern period,
especially in England and the Netherlands.
Others, such as Kameneka (1976) and
Kedourie (1994), see the French Revolution
as the defining moment of modernity and of
nationalism, when the ideas of self-determina-
tion and equality entered many political dis-
courses. The argument in this chapter suggests
that while there may have been pre-modern
nationalisms, the main political forms of
nationalism are largely products of modernity.
But the argument goes further: while national-
ism may be a creation of modernity in terms
of its ideological nature and political form, its
persistence must be explained by its key role
in expressing some of the major transforma-
tions in modernity. For this reason a political
theory of nationalism must be complemented
by a historical sociology of nationalism. More
broadly, the suggestion that is made in this
chapter is that the persistence of nationalism
is because it allowed forms of social and system
integration to develop within the differentiated
structures of modernity. In this sense, nation-
alism can be seen in terms of processes of
re-enchantment and de-differentiation. It
provided a resistance to the tendency within
modernity towards disenchantment — the loss
of unified systems of meaning - and differen-
tiation, in the sense of more and more plural-
ization, rationalization and intellectualization.
But, as I have argued, the presence of symbolic
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violence in nationalism cannot be neglected.
The price for the penchant for integration —
whether social or systemic - has been a high
degree of violence in modern societies, much
of it related to nationalism.

The nation form served as a discourse of
integration for some two hundred years.
Today there are clear signs that this discourse
is finally showing signs of weakening in this
function, although it is far from disappear-
ing as a pervasive force in the world.
Globalization has opened up different logics
of integration and differentiation, unleashing
in the process many kinds of identity politics,
to which we can add nationalism, in particu-
lar of the violent Jacobin kind. The political
forms nationalism is taking in the contempo-
rary global world are very different from the
kinds of nationalism that existed in the mod-
ern era. What is different about the current
situation is that nationalism must live in a
very fragmented and plural world of many
discourses. It has lost its capacity for integra-
tion, except as something defensive and
possibly temporary.

NOTES

I am grateful to Engin Isin and Elke Winter for com-
ments on an earlier draft of this chapter.

1. In his last work (Gellner, 1998) there is some
suggestion of a rethinking of modernity.

2. Rogers Brubaker argues that nationalism is not
engendered by nations but is produced by political
fields of particular kinds (1996: 17). His approach,
which is influenced by the sociology of Bourdieu, sees
the dynamics of nationalism being governed by the

properties of political fields, not by the properties of

collectivities.

3. The term originally refers to the revolutionary
movement led by Robespierre in 1793-4 and which
established the Reign of Terror on France following the
French Revolution.

4. This was clearly expressed by Schelling, who was
also a pivotal figure in communicating Idealist thought
to the romantic movement. He argued, largely against
Fichte, that nature was not a domain of necessity or an
inaminate object but one of creativity and process.
While Fichte had radicalized Kant's principle of free-
dom, he had not extended it into the domain of nature.
With Schelling and Hegel, Idealist philosophy recon-
ciled freedom and nature.

5. Oleg Kharkhordin (2001) has noted the connec-
tion between natality and the idea of the nation.

6. The role of the university and modernity is
discussed in more detail in Delanty (2001).

7. Diaz-Andreu and Champion (1996) offer a good
overview of the impact of archaeology on national
identity in Europe. See also Kohl and Fawcett (1995).

8. For example, the debate over the preservation of
the very significant Viking site in Woodquay in Dublin
in the 1970s. The implication of the discovery chal-
lenged the view that the Celts were the founders of
the national capital. Nationalist-inclined archaelogists
and prominent public figures thus opposed demands
for the presevation of the site.

9. German national culture was spread through
the creation of German language universities in
Central Europe. In Sweden, Lund University was
founded in 1688 as a step in the ‘Swedification’ of a
region that formerly had belonged to Denmark.
Trinity College was founded in the reign of Elizabeth I
to secure the survival of English culture and power
in Ireland.

10. On pre-modern nationalisms see Armstrong
(1982), Coulton (1933), Dann (1986), Forde et al.
(1995), Gorski (2000), Marcu (1976) and Ranum
(1975).
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Architecturing Modern Nations:

Architecture and the State

PAUL JONES

Since their origins in the nineteenth century,
nation-states have had a strong desire for rep-
resentation, and this has led to attempts to
express idiosyncratic national identities
against the many universalizing tendencies
inherent in modernity. Culture has proved a
very effective space in which to impose
national identities, and architecture in partic-
ular has been the site of many state-led pro-
jects. This has resulted in the creation of
many socially significant buildings which have
come to embody the nation code. This
chapter assesses how and why nation-states
have often attempted to impose national
codes using architecture to construct or
reflect a national identity.

Increasingly it is acknowledged that architec-
ture is a carrier of social meaning (Frampton,
1990; Heynen, 1999), and a way that societies
come to understand themselves culturally. This
understanding is possible because architecture
is a way of representing materially (often liter-
ally ‘in concrete’) the central ideas, aims and
sentiments of a particular epoch of history. It is
in this way that architecture gives abstract his-
torical trends and aspirations a tangible reality —
indeed the British artist and architectural critic
John Ruskin (1819-1900) went so far as to
suggest that we cannot remember without
architecture.

Designing buildings is a way to represent
the social symbolically, and as such provides a

way of ‘reading’ the past, but sociology is yet
to produce a coherent theory of architecture.
Although there have been some key works on
architecture in the sociological tradition,'
sociologists have been slow to develop a
framework to understand this important
reflection of cultural identity. There have
been some noteworthy sociological accounts
of architecture, but a ‘sociology of architec-
ture’ framework does not currently exist.
Significant contemporary contributors in the
sociological tradition include King (1990),
who addresses the relationship between archi-
tecture and global capital, Manuel Castells
(1996), who briefly addresses some interest-
ing points concerning architecture and global-
ization, and Ulrich Beck, (1998) who has
written a short essay on architecture and the
city. Postmodern thinkers such as Derrida
(1994), Jameson (1985) and Lyotard (1994)
have also addressed architecture to varying
degrees as part of their breader writings, and
Jirgen Habermas (1989b) has discussed post-
modern architecture from the vantage point
of his theory of modernity, as has another
critic of postmodernism, Harvey (1990). In a
more philosophical tradition, writers such as
Foucault (1985), Heidegger (1971) and
Scruton (1977) have all written fragments on
architecture. Interestingly it would appear
that architectural theorists engage with socio-
logical frameworks more readily - notable



